
 

 

  

 
 

 
 

Lake Oswego School District #7J 
Clackamas County Oregon 

Boundary Review Committee 
Staff Development Room 

 
 

February 19, 2020 

 
    Present:  Melissa Griffiths, Hallinan Principal   

  Brandy Begin, Hallinan Parent 
  Nancy Wakefield, Hallinan Parent 

Mary Irene Cooper, Forest Hills Parent   
  Scott Schinderle, Lake Grove Principal     
  Kati Radziwon, Lake Grove Parent 
  Kelly Wennerth, Lake Grove Parent 
  Lilian Sarlos, Oak Creek Principal 
  Christi Macy, Oak Creek Parent 
  Laura Coyle, Oak Creek Parent 
  Dan Draper, River Grove Principal 
  Chandra Vallely, River Grove Parent 
  Michael Martin, River Grove Parent 
  Kari Montgomery, Westridge Principal 
  Omar Romero, Westridge Parent 
  Rachel Rittman, Westridge Parent 
  Molly Ducker, Secondary Northside Parent 

McKay Larrabee, Senior Analyst, FLO Analytics  
  Rachel Roberts, GIS Analyst, FLO Analytics 
  Alex Brasch, GIS Analyst, FLO Analytics 
 
Advisory/Support: Dr. Jennifer Schiele, LOSD Assistant Superintendent 
  Mary Kay Larson, LOSD Director of Communications 
  Frank Luzaich, LOSD Executive Director of Elementary Programs 
  Kirsten Aird, LOSD School Board Member (Board Liaison) 
  Cheryl Walsh, LOSD Support 
 
   Absent/Excused: Stuart Ketzler, LOSD Assistant Superintendent of Business Services 

  Frank Luzaich, LOSD Executive Director of Elementary Program 
  Patrick Shuckerow, Forest Hills Principal   
  Gina Johnston, Forest Hills Parent 
  Shannon Turner, Secondary Southside Parent 
 

          Also Present: Dr. Lora de la Cruz, Superintendent 
  4 Visitors 
    
 
1.0 Review committee charge, and guiding principles 

              Ms. Larrabee opened the meeting at 6:02 p.m.  She stated that our goal is to be about 90-95% 
sure about the recommendation by the end of our next meeting to present a solid draft to the 
community at the next open house.  The committee charge was also reviewed along with the 
agenda for the evening. 

      

http://loswegok12.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=414a08a2-d2d4-43b4-b8df-deb6a73b6b06&meta_id=f90932fb-d534-4277-b0ee-424a5a35f1eb&time=1
http://loswegok12.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=414a08a2-d2d4-43b4-b8df-deb6a73b6b06&meta_id=f90932fb-d534-4277-b0ee-424a5a35f1eb&time=1
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2.0 New modeling treatments and sharing past committee iterations 

The new modeling treatments that we have incorporated in the summary statistics contain 
siblings of students that attend special programs.  We have incorporated those siblings as if they 
are program transfers.  If we change boundaries, those siblings will not move with the boundary 
change.  They will stay with their program-attending siblings. 

 
Students that were granted a transfer from Oak Creek to either Lake Grove or Forest Hills, those 
students will also be treated the same as program transfers (i.e. if a boundary changes, they will 
not change).  They will stay in their attending school as they go up through elementary school.   
 
Ms. Larrabee asked the committee if they would like to see the iteration documents on the 
landing page so they are available to the public.  This would consist of all the scenarios the 
public has not seen.  Most committee members were in favor of posting the iteration 
documents on the landing page.  There was however a concern noted because it is possible for 
someone to latch on to a particular scenario without knowing why it was disregarded.  A 
recommendation was made to post “available upon request”.  Another recommendation was 
made to list pros and cons for each iteration, but that would require a lot of work and time and 
we would need volunteers to list the pros and cons for each.  We want to run as many scenarios 
as possible. Another recommendation was to make this living document available at the open 
house where a committee member could explain the iterations and give context. The 
conversation was tabled until the next meeting. 
 
One of the biggest conversations was about moving Spanish Immersion to Uplands.  This would 
be one iteration where we would like to list the pros and cons.  A recommendation was made to 
incorporate this into our FAQ and note the iterations we tried.   

 
 
3.0 Review and discuss open house feedback on Committee Draft 3 
 Ms. Larrabee thanked the committee for all the hard work they have completed and for coming 

to the Open House.  She also thanked the district team for being flexible with the options on the 
table for the committee. She mentioned that some of the ambiguity the committee was feeling 
is likely a result of the district team’s desire to allow the committee to research as many 
variables as possible.  The committee was asked to break into groups and report 3 things from 
the open house feedback that need to be addressed and action items to correspond to the 
feedback.   

 
 Themes from open house feedback: 

1. Include Spanish Immersion population program in our guiding principles or decisions 
(e.g. do not move the program, isolation at Uplands, has been moved several times 
before, many families will likely not move with the program). Some families were in 
favor of the immersion program moving but recognized the potential isolation those 
students could be exposed to. 

2. Certain boundaries on the southside do not appear to be changing and why not. 
3. Make sure we are not going outside the scope of our work; making decisions based on 

assumptions (i.e. moving Spanish Immersion, bond 2 passing, specialized program 
locations and adding a second strand of Spanish Immersion). 

http://loswegok12.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=414a08a2-d2d4-43b4-b8df-deb6a73b6b06&meta_id=b88e9f76-a205-4314-b4d7-33df1c2e4277&time=27
http://loswegok12.granicus.com/wordlinkreceiver.php?clip_id=414a08a2-d2d4-43b4-b8df-deb6a73b6b06&meta_id=b88e9f76-a205-4314-b4d7-33df1c2e4277&time=27
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4. Natural boundaries - lines being moved not in relation to natural boundaries (i.e. 
Boones Ferry Road, Kruse Way). 

5. Need greater communication - talk about the scope of our work; opening a second 
school, addressing south boundaries, look at ways to move north/south boundaries. 

6. Want more programs, but do not want to be moved around again. 
7. If Spanish Immersion were to move to Uplands and come back to River Grove, will the 

boundary need to be shifted again? 
8. Want to be integrated with their middle school and not segregated. 
9. Need to take a further look at southside borders. 
10.  Palisades as a separate school with its own attendance area. 
11.  Long-term plan for Spanish Immersion for the district to support the program and  

 communicate if there will be two strands. 
12.  Decision or conversation on what will happen to new schools. 
13.  Conversation about Riverrun being moved to River Grove boundaries; draft #3 does not  

   have them moved. 
14.  If a 7th school opens, would there be equitable access to music, PE, STEM  

opportunities? 
 
 Action items: 
 

1.  Continue to run more scenarios. 
2.  Re-examining and presenting options on the southside that keep Spanish 

Immersion at River Grove. 
3.  At next open house, show the progression of our scenarios and what has been  

 considered. 
4.  Share some form of iterations such as several maps and the pros/cons. 
5.  Any southside school moving to Uplands is temporary; what can we do on the 

southside with what we have such as portables or opening Palisades? 
6.  Commitment to Spanish Immersion. 
7.  Communication on school sites. 
8.  Continue to monitor equity. 
9.  Look at the body of our work in total so people can see the transitions from one 

 scenario to the next. 
 

Ms. Larrabee reviewed feedback on the overall rating of the committees guiding principles.  She 
reminded the committee to think about where we can improve thinking on these guiding 
principles (walkability and reducing transportation times were the lowest ranked while balance 
in the north was highest ranked).  There was a lot of feedback on issues regarding the Spanish 
Immersion program.   

 
Ms. Larrabee shared a map with the option to keep Spanish Immersion where it is and have the 
boundaries changed to be as balanced as possible.  This moves several students to Westridge 
and Hallinan has to take on students from Westridge.  This makes the southside schools at 91%, 
92% and 92% of the target.  It leaves room for 42, 47, and 47 students.  This acknowledges the 
constraints on the southside.   Our capacity goal is 85%, 83%, and 85%.  If Spanish Immersion 
stays at River Grove, we may need to consider other options. 
 
The next scenario we tried is to be implemented in the Fall of 2021 and re-open Palisades as a 
true attendance area.  Westridge would still take a large number of students from River Grove 
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and would lose some students to Palisades and Hallinan.  Hallinan would also lose students to 
Palisades. This would be a permanent move and based on the bond passing.  This would open 
up space for River Grove and keep immersion there.  The school board has set the capacity at 
85% which is to provide access to specials and to accommodate local classes.  A committee 
member noted that Spanish Immersion is a voluntary program and we might need to look at 
them with a different lens.  All families in our district need to be considered as we discuss 
boundary movement.  There are some families in the Spanish Immersion program that were 
aware and agreed to be flexible in possibly moving the program as the program grew and 
expanded. 
 
 

4.0 Workgroups/group discussion with scenario modeling 
 The committee broke into workgroups at 6:57 p.m. 
 
  
5.0 Regroup and discuss workgroup updates 
 The committee reconvened at 7:40 p.m. 

  
Ms. Larrabee reminded the committee to keep in mind that we are counting transfer students 
as if they will attend the school they are assigned to.  Any program students, siblings of program 
students, and students who volunteered to transfer from Oak Creek to Lake Grove or Forest Hills 
as part of the “permanent transfer” appeal in 2019, will be counted in the school they attend, 
not where they live and are assigned to.  
 
Group discussion - Potential options: 
 
#1 - Preserve Spanish Immersion at River Grove but move approximately 65 students from River 
Grove to Westridge.  Move approximately 24 students from Westridge to Hallinan.  However, 
this does not do much for diversity students which remains at 1-2% or for our SES students 
which increases by 0.4%.  It puts the southside schools at 90%, 91%, and 93% capacity.  This 
would keep Spanish Immersion at River Grove.  However, the biggest challenge would be how 
much the capacity is for these schools and would it resolve the issue in the long-term.  About 89 
students would be displaced between all three schools.  However, if we opened Palisades, 
approximately 333 students will be displaced.  The challenge is that the board recommended a 
85% capacity.  Lake Grove and Forest Hills on the northside are also over the 85% capacity. 
 
#2 - Open Palisades as a seventh school.  It shifts boundaries from River Grove to Westridge, 
Westridge to Palisades and Hallinan to Palisades.  This would not create balanced enrollment.  
Hallinan would be at 74% and the other schools at 81%, 80% and 82%.  Hallinan had a much 
lower enrollment which could mean blending classrooms.  This did not change diversity.  It 
would be a negative in creating and maintaining neighborhood schools.  Neighbors to Palisades 
would not be able to go to Palisades because Hallinan needs these enrollments.  This would 
displace 365 students.  This does keep Spanish Immersion at River Grove and re-opening 
Palisades as a school. 
 
#3 - Another issue discussed was to re-open Palisades and move Spanish Immersion to Palisades 
and not Uplands.  A negative is that 57% of Spanish Immersion students are from River Grove.  
They might not go to the northside but they also might not go to Palisades.  It would balance 
enrollment.  It would minimize disruption at only displacing 165 kids.  It is impacting the 



 
Boundary Review Meeting 5  February 19, 2020 
 

 

5 

population of Spanish Immersion students.  It would stay on the southside but it is not close to 
River Grove.  Another negative would be a double disruption.  This would be a permanent move 
to Palisades in fall 2021.  A barrier to not adding a second strand of Spanish Immersion is that 
there is no space at River Grove.  That barrier would be removed if the programs moved to 
Palisades.  There needs to be good communication and a long-term plan to implement this 
option. 
 
A committee member stated that to re-open Palisades, the capacity would actually be 380 kids 
(if including ALL classrooms).  If we add two full strands of Spanish Immersion and Pre-K to 
Palisades, this would affect roughly 340 kids.   
 
River Grove and Oak Creek are schools with the most poverty and largest enrollment.   Try to 
have River Grove not be the school with the highest capacity as they are the highest in poverty 
and the highest in ethnic diversity.  To keep River Grove at 85%, it pushes the other schools up 
to 96% each.  We do not want to have all the diversity and poverty be at the one school with the 
highest enrollment.  Let’s make Hallinan and Westridge at 92% and River Grove at 90%.   
  
An example for the northside made Forest Hills at 428 kids and 88% capacity, Lake Grove at 466 
kids and 88% capacity and Oak Creek at 484 kids and 75% capacity.  It is more balanced and only 
around 100 kids will be moved among the three schools.   
 
Our guiding principles say to not displace special populations like free and reduced lunch and 
special education.  Everyone wants to displace the least amount of kids, but we also need to 
take a district-wide perspective and look towards the future as to not affect students again in 
few years.  Our goal is to get as close to 85% capacity as possible.  We do need to consider the 
number of students per school in addition to the 85% capacity.  We still have work to be done 
on the Spanish Immersion program and on the southside.  
 
We will not put iterations on the landing page until we have a better understanding of what 
everyone wants.  Next week we will go through the iterations from today.   
 
A motion was made to approve the minutes from Meeting #4.  No edits were noted. 
  

 
6.0 Wrap up and next steps 

 
● Meeting #6 February 26, 2020 agenda 

 
● Meeting recap 
      
Meeting adjourned at 8:01 p.m. 


