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 Review GPPSS’ Capital Planning Goals and Objectives

 Update on Room Utilization Report

 Update on Facility Assessment Report

 Review Financial Considerations

 Review Next Steps



Capital Planning Goals and Objectives
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 Grosse Pointe Public School System (“GPPSS”) engaged Plante Moran Cresa to 
perform a facility assessment review of the GPPSS major buildings and sites.  Site 
visits took place in the Spring of 2017

 The goal of this assessment is to provide GPPSS a “road map” to help 
establish needs for future capital improvement projects and Sinking Fund 
renewal or Bond Program.

 The assessments primary focus will be three major components: 
• Critical need/life safety
• Deferred Needs
• Property enhancements  



PMC reviewed the Elementary, Middle & High School buildings and sites

Review included site work, building envelope, mechanical/electrical systems, 
environmental, educational technology, security and surveillance needs, furniture, and 
furnishings/equipment needs for each facility.  

 The report represents a statement of the physical condition of the buildings 
and properties based upon visual site observation.  The assessment review 
was non-invasive nor diagnostic.



 Evaluation Definitions
The following terms will be used throughout the report and are defined as follows:

•Excellent: New or like new.
•Good: Average to above-average condition for the building system or material 

assessed, with consideration of its age, design, and geographical location. 
Generally, other than normal maintenance, no work is recommended or 
required.

•Fair: Average condition for the building system evaluated. Satisfactory; however, 
some short term and/or immediate attention is required or recommended 
(primarily due to normal aging and wear of the building system) to return 
the system to a good condition.

•Poor: Below average condition for the building system evaluated. Requires 
immediate repair, significant work, or replacement is anticipated to 

return the building system or material to an acceptable condition.



 Document Review 

PMC was provided the following documents for review:

•Floor plans of the existing facilities as provided by GPPSS

•Room Utilization report as provided by GPPSS

•Roofing report by J.D. Candler

•Swimming Pool Audit report by Counsilman Hunsaker

•Security & Technology assessment by Wright & Hunter



Room Utilization Report Update
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160,001 s.f. 

I Total Rooms: 21 

I Capacity: 525 

GPPSS school capacity based on 
room s 750 s.f. or larger, non
dedicated teach ing spaces 
(shown on plans in yellow): 

ES: 25 students /room 
MS: 26 students /room 
HS: 28 students /room 
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1342,148 s.f. 

I Total Rooms: 86 

I Capacity: 2,408 

GPPSS school capacity based on 
rooms 750 s.f. or larger, non
ded icated teaching spaces 
(show n on plans in yel low) : 

ES : 25 students /room 
MS: 26 students /room 
HS: 28 students /room 



North High School 
342,148 s f_ 

1,385 Students 
2;408 Capacity 

57% 

Brownell MS 
157,493 sf 

612 Students 
754 Capacity 

81"% 

Defer ES 
60,001 s.L 

315 Students· 
525 Capacity 

60% 

Mason ES 
45,020 s.f_ 

294 Students 
-450 Capacity 

65% 

Ferry ES 
68,016 sf_ 

364 Students 
625 Capacity 

58% 

Monteith ES 
63,239 sf_ 

444 Students 
625 Capac ity 

71% 

Parcells MS 
208,855 s f 

665 Students 
806 Capacity 

82% . 

South High Scflool 
436,691 s.f. 

1,678 Students_ 
2,128 C apacity-

7-8% -

Pierce MS 
122,313 s f 

527 Students 
728 Capac ity 

72% . 

Kerby ES Maire ES 
76,795 sf_ 50,200 sf_ 

353 Students 316 Students· 
425 Cap~c ity 

Poupard ES 
61 ,973s[ 

297,Students 
550 Capacity 

54% 

83% 

I Richard ES 
56,099 sf_ 

355 Students 
475 Capacity 

75% 

375 Capacity 
84% 

Trombly ES 
43,110sf_ 

267 Students 
425 Capacity 

63% 



North 1-j igh School 

. 

Brownell MS 
61 years 

Defer ES 
93 years 

Mason ES 
89 years 

51 years 

Ferry ES 
64 years 

Monteith ES 
.66 years 

Barnes PK 
62 years 
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Administration 
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1806 Administration 
11 1 years 

1825 Defer ES 
93 years 

1827 Trombley ES 
90 years 

1827 
South High School 

90 years 

1828 Mason ES 
89 years 

1830 Richard ES 
87 years 

1835 Maire ES 
81 years 

1838 
Pierce MS 
78 years 

1848 Kerby ES 
69 years 

1951 Poupard ES !Montieth ES 
66 years 66 years 
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Maire Elementary School 50,200 s.f. 
4.9 Acres 



Paving Needs 
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Roofing Needs 

Roofing Work - JD. Candler Report 
Replace Roof (BUR, installed 1987, grade D) 
Replace Roof (BUR, installed 1990, grade D) 
Replace Roof (BUR, installed 1994, grade D) 
Replace Roof (BUR, installed 2000, grade D) 
Replace Roof (BUR, installed 1996, grade C) 
Replace Roof (BUR, installed 1998, grade B) 

Patching / Curbs 
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10,324 10,324 $8.00 
8,414 8,414 $8.00 

16,023 16,023 $8.00 
3,613 3,613 $8.00 

16,152 16,152 $8.00 
764 764 $0.00 

$25,000.00 

Name 

Section 1-A 

Section 2-B 

Section 3-C 

Section 4-D 

Section 5-E 

Section 6-F 

Section 7-G 

Section 8-H 

Section 9-1 

Section 10-J 

plante rnoran CRESA 
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$85,896 1.42% $85,896 
$70,004 1.16% $70,004 

$133,311 2.20% $133,311 
$30,060 0.50% $30,060 

$134,385 2.22% $163,949 
$0 0.00% $0_ 

$26,000 0.43% $26,000 

Sq/Ft Est Install Grade 

3,146 1996 C 

6,188 1996 C 

6,703 1996 C 

3,613 2000 D 

5,699 1990 D 

2,715 1990 D 

10,324 1987 D 

16,023 1994 D 

764 1998 B 

115 1996 C 
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Oefllllrlon5: 
C11 Need: lll!mr. M are neceMaY 1D keep 6CIXIUl tulell"«Jr. iilre. warm, dJy and operallOnill. 

r. llall are be)'Ond thel" ~ or dilngeJ ct tilln In Ille next 1-3 )'ecin.. Tl&e 
are llerr6 1llat R!qlft more l'1!60l.ltll!6 lhiln the ciirent matnll!nance can adm'l!li6. 

nanc:e: 

Property Entalcemert: emr. llall are not elilil!l1llal lo lteeJllng the 6Cflld open that enn..,ce a 6d10ol progran. 
IISlffllng envlalment or 6.ftly. AlliO lemr. lillt l'lilve a remaining LRll.lt or 7-10 
yean;. 
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Cost Data 

Specification Factor• 1.00 

Geograp/llc Factor= 1-00 Line Items 
o,: • 1.04 

No. or 
Area Rms./ 

Required Units Total Areo a ••• Unl l 

No. Program Area (in Sq. Ft.) Requin! d (in Sq. Fl.I Cost($) 

87 
BB ~ g "'"~!;!HISd!L fillillilll~ 
89 
90 Li{lhti ng 
91 Replace Ltg ,....;th LED's (23 rooms w/stem mtd 1i:d) 23 23 $3,200.00 
92 Relrofil C otridor Ltg 4.300 4,300 52.00 
93 Replace exterior building lights 60,001 60,001 5025 
!14 Replace all eme rgenoy and e:xil lights E;0.001 60.001 50.25 

Add Oc.c upancy Sensor.. 40 40 5500.00 
95 Add e leetrical upgrade for IT (ela ssroom •J 26 26 $5 ,000.00 
96 Add G enerator s100.ooo.oo 
97 ELECTRICAL SYSTEMS SUBTOTAL 

98 
99 7 .0 SECURITY &!right & Hunter] 

I DO Door Access Sy3tem $25,000.00 
101 SorvelHane• S)'>t•m $,1,000.00 
102 
103 SECURITY SYSTEMS SUBTOTAL 

t •4 
105 8.0 t,!OTUSED 
106 
t 07 OTHER SUBTOTAL 

108 
109 ~ 2 F!,!BNIT!.!RE §, EQ!,!IP!!l;t!T 
110 Cl.a!1isiroom fumitu re- 39 39 $12,000.00 
111 Com puter Lab Fu mitu rn $15,000.00 
112 
113 
114 FUR NITURE a. EQUIPMENT SUBTOTAL 

115 
116 10.0 TECH~OLOGY !m!gM & Hunter) 
117 Classroom Tedi n• logy (AV. Des'ktop, Laptops, Tablets) S409. 13l.OO 
118 N etwor1< Cabling 5200,000.00 
119 Networi< l/Ji rEless and S•foHr:h es s22• .ooo.oo 
120 Telephone System $74.400.00 
t 21 Publ ic Address Systems $25 ,000.00 
122 Flt>,,rWAN $40,000.00 
123 TECHNOLOGY SUBTOTAL 

124 
125 Building In frastru cture Improvement Total: 60,001 $79.73 
126 Projeet Contln geney: t0 .00% or Building & Stte Budget 
t 27 Perrnit9, Testing & Printin g: 2.50% Of Building&. Sle Budget 
128 c0notruet10 n Man age, Fee a nd com : El .00% or Build ing & SIie Budget 
129 ProfeSS1ion:al Fees & Co~ts.: B.OO'lo Of Building & Site Budget & Contingency 

t 30 PROJEC T TOTAL 
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(Medium) 

(US Median) CO$! E$CalaUon Factors 
7 1. I 7 1.04 

Ranked CaJJital Priorit ie,s 
Elloctlee 
Program As% cf Critic al D11t f11!n-able Property 

other 
Area Total Needsi Ma.inter,ance E'nhanic emeot 

Cost (SJ Cost (1 - 3 )'l!ars ) 14 - B years) 17 -1 D yea.-.) 

$76,544 1.32% S76,64d 
$8 .944 0.15% $8,944 

$15,600 0.27% S15,600 
$15.600 0.27% $15,600 
$20,800 0.36% S20,800 

5135.200 2.32% $135,200 
St 04.000 1.79% St42.4BO 
s212;6sQ 4 .69% $272,689 $• S142,480 so 

$26•,00D 0.45% S26,000 
$32.240 0.55% S32,240 

$58 ,24 D 1.0D% 558,240 $ 0 so SD 

SD o.•0% so $D so so 

S486,720 8 .37% S666.805 
$15.600 0.27% $21 ,372 

5502,32 0 8.64% so $0 5688,178 $0 

S425 ,49B 7.32% $425.498 
5208 ,000 3.58% $208,000 
5228,800 3.93% $228,800 
$77.376 1.33% $77,376 
$26 ,000 0.45% 526,000 
$41 .600 0.72% 541,600 

$1,0•7,,274 17.32% S1 ,•07,274 $• so s• 

$4,784 , I 04 82 .26% SJ ,381,917 $ 124,025 $1,924 ,202 so 
5327.451 5.63% $237,464 St 2,403 S123.602 so 
$90,049 1.55% S65,303 $3,41 1 $33,99 t so 

S2S5.361 5.08% $214, 193 St 1,t87 St 11.489 so 
S31B,990 5.48.% $231,328 SI 2,082 St 20.4•9 so 

$5,815,955 100.0 0% 54,130,205 $163,108 $2,313,693 so 
S , 07,00 



Next Steps…

Capital Planning Committee considerations on the following;

• How should GPPSS address capital needs?

• Should GPPSS consider renewing the Sinking Fund or consider a 
potential Capital Bond?

• What is the dollar amount required to address capital needs versus the 
dollar amount that could be supported by the Community?

• What capital needs should be included in that dollar amount?

Report Card 
-:r 

Project Feasibility A . -
Bond lssue/Milfage Campalgn A.:t" 
Project /\,fanagemen t A-t-

plante rnoran CRESA 
REAL ESTATIE GONSUlT.ANTs; 



Questions / Answers
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