
1 
 

 
 

Public Comment  
Subject: PPS Hearing Questions 
Name: John Charles 
Organization/Affiliation: Cascade Policy Institute 
Email: REDACTED 
 
 

Possible questions for TSCC to ask PPS regarding the May bond measure 
 
 

1. The two construction projects specifically named in the 2020 PPS bond – Jefferson HS 
and the Center for Black Student Excellence (CBSE) – remain unbuilt, and only 47% of 
bond funds have been spent (as of January).  
 
If voters approve the next bond request, what will PPS do differently to ensure that bond 
commitments are met? 
 

2. When the PPS board agreed in December 2023 to keep Jefferson students on-site during 
construction, OSM team members warned the board that the additional delays would 
increase expenses beyond what was allocated in the 2020 bond. Eventually the cost of 
delay was determined to be $125 million, all of which would need to come from a future 
bond measure.  
 
Since April 2024, PPS has been incurring expenses as part of the new $491 million 
budget without voter approval. This appears to violate ORS 294.100(1), which states: 
 

It is unlawful for any public official to expend public funds in excess of the 
amounts or for any other purpose than authorized by law. 

 
Why did the Board decide to exceed the voter-approved budget from the 2020 bond? 
How will the Board pay for the cost overruns if the May bond is rejected? 
 

3. According to the staff budget update memo from 3/18/25, since 2020 the district’s 
student enrollment has declined 10.8%. At Jefferson HS, enrollment has dropped to 459 
and has never exceeded 1,000 students in the past 25 years.  
 
Why is the PPS Board planning to build the new school for a capacity of 1,700 students?  
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If the Board intends to fill those seats by terminating the “dual enrollment” policy now 
enjoyed by parents in JHS feeder schools, what enforcement mechanisms will the district 
use to ensure that all those students return to JHS? 

 
4. Prior to bond referral, the Board considered the possibility of adding a specific 

appropriation for a Center for Native Student Excellence, which was rejected by a 5-2 
vote. One of the reasons stated for not funding this concept was that Native students 
are dispersed throughout the district, so a single facility would have limited value.  
 
The same is true for Black students, so why isn’t the Board requesting voter approval to 
reallocate the CBSE funds to address other capital needs? 

 
5. In the Fall of 2024, PPS commissioned a comparative review of high school construction 

costs by Cornerstone Management. The results were supposed to inform the Board’s 
bond planning, but when the Board voted on January 7 to refer the bond, the 
Cornerstone report had not yet been received by Board members.  

 
The Board knew that the deadline for referring the measure was February 28, not 
January 7. Why did the Board vote on the bond without the benefit of the Cornerstone 
recommendations?  
 

6. The Cornerstone report estimated that the marginal cost of implementing the Board’s 
all-electric construction policy will be $10 million/school. At the April 8 Board meeting, 
Superintendent Armstrong brought up the challenges of implementing this policy, 
stating that there were no electric schools anywhere in the country to learn from.  

 
Please explain why the Board never discussed the cost implications of the all-electric 
mandate during 2023 or 2024, when it had time for proper due diligence? 

 
7. On April 8, Superintendent Armstrong admitted that OSM is months away from having 

realistic estimates of what the costs will be for the 3 high school construction projects. 
 
 If that’s the case, why did the Board decide to refer this measure to the May ballot 
rather than the November ballot, when a real budget could be presented to voters? 
 

8. Despite this being the largest bond request in state history, PPS established no 
stakeholder group and offered just a single opportunity to testify: a one-hour hearing on 
January 7. 
 
Please explain how the proposed bond budget is consistent with the procedural 
requirements of Oregon public budgeting law. 
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9. Article XI, Sect. 11 L of the Oregon Constitution specifies that bond proceeds can only be 
used for capital costs. Subsection 5(b) states that "Capital costs" does not include costs 
of routine maintenance or supplies.  

 
PPS seems to have invented a new bond-eligible construction category known as 
“deferred maintenance.” Please provide the Board’s analysis of how “routine 
maintenance” – which is not eligible for bond funding - becomes “deferred 
maintenance.” 
 

10. At the December 2024 Audit Committee Board meeting, Director Sullivan stated that 
technology and curriculum costs should be paid for out of annual operating budgets, not 
construction bond measures. Superintendent Armstrong concurred.  
 
If PPS management knows that technology and curriculum costs are not appropriate for 
bond funding, why are they included? 

 
11. OSM admits that even if the May bond is approved, many of the construction projects 

will not be started until after 2030 or even 2035.  
 
Why is the Board planning to borrow so much if it’s not needed right now? 

 
12. On page 10 of the bond planning document provided to the Board on December 2, there 

are two estimates of debt service for a bond principal amount of $1.8 billion, labeled E.1 
and E.2. Under E.1, the estimated total interest is $1.7 billion. Under E.2, the interest is 
$800 million. 
 
Which estimate is the Board using for the bond request? 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
























	Public Comment from John Charles - PPS bond TSCC questions
	Written Public Comment PPS Hearing John Charles

