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ciosing, 1mpllcatlons for redistricting and tramsportation, receiving
schools, and ‘'disposal of clcsed 'schools. (Author/nLF)

. . D

Y . \

. '
+ ;

#**t*********#**ikﬁ*****#*************1}*************************k***ﬁ* .,
* Documents'acquired by ERIC include many informal unpublished * L
* materials pct available from other sources. ERIC makes every effort *
* to cktain the best copy available. Nevertheless, 'itéms of marginal *
* reproduc1bxlaty are often encountered aad this affects the 'quality *
s * of the micrcfic¢he and hardcopy reproductions ERIC makes available *
* via the ERIC Document Reproduction Servicg (EDRS). EDKS is not *

* responsible for the quality of the original document. Reproductions =*

* *

* *

supplied by EDERS are the best that can be (made from the originmal.
3k ok o 3 ok 2k ok ok 3 ok o B ok o ok ok ok okl ok o ook S o o e ek ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ok ek e koK oK ok ok ok ok ook ok ok o ok o sk 3k o ok ok ok ok koK

.‘ ‘ : :  /

F 3 ‘ \




- R B TR
o ) S . .
. N w! . \ v X . o i o
) : . . Us DEPARTMENTOF HEALYH. © . . w oo - .
o~ s © EDUCATION A WELFARE . S ) Lo R
' - ‘. \ . NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF - - . T _ -
o . . EOUCATION " i 4 - L : ﬂ‘
T a 7 N L . KT . : : .
o . . : B "o THIS DOCUMENT HAS BEEN {REPRO-T ) - . .
.m : HECUR . S DU|(ED EXACTLY AS RE_CSI\?ED F ROM . s 7 ! &
NN LR T YO R : THE PERSON.OR onc‘.nu_ungqo‘t RIGIN. b { ‘{\: ‘ .
- . . R, 217+ ool . < ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW GRDRINIDNS . C . ‘5 <
| N . . . R STRTED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE- T : c . o
. </\ - .- . SE% OF FICIAL NATIONAL INS;{} TE OF - - A v
o " . T e - EDUCATION POsITION OR POLIEHY % S . : .
W o A o . ¢ T '
XS . e v . . . T ‘ ; . 1 » e
EE . FACILITIES STUDRUREPORT P ,
'TO THE 'BOARD OF "EDUCATION R X
.- . .o M : ‘ R . N " ) ‘
- . - . - . . ”,v R N .
y . . \ :
) .o C PHASE v ; )
- . noo, B ) < Al .
. ' ‘d"‘ ’ '( . N R T AR
T o ' . September 4,
. B . R ’I s . .
¢ r : 4, A
! s X '
\" 5 . .
AY L ®
e 2 “n :
. »
- )
v ‘ - )
' (
\ » } -
¥ ! . 4 .
' .. - - s
. Lo COMMITTEE ¢
Lo - . . !
Lo, - _ Frank:Goetz, Chairman ¥ '
. ’ George Hallock .
. .- - Daniel Nesbitt
- . 'L7 . Vernon Oxender . St

' James O'Neil
o o

A 009 228

ok
°
o
A3
) 4
—

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: . , g b .

Pr—
L3
»
P
23
v



<
: vy .
T R .
. : .
-+
v R B : e B . . : *.
s INtTOAUCEION. o uvevussoneeososiosiosossssosaseossassassione L
. Statement ofithe Problem, couferescrioseasntosonasosasanee 2
v‘l ) : . 1

CQﬁmitt%e PrOCedULES. « v osruadessrocossrnorassoanassaasoas 2

e 4 . ) . - . ot o’ ‘e
COMCLUSIONS. 44 uyerraiioeensoadoserossssanastnsesesacssases b
' . . ’ . . .
. _Recommendations.,,......f.......5?7......n...f,.....I..... 4
- ’ A - ‘.

- Alternatives Cons dered......t..............»..;......,ﬂ;.‘6
C10Sing SChOOLSHy v uveseenreedonedorresnnonsnunsoneneaesan

for, Closing‘Schools .............,.......:......

'Rationale

Criteria ¥or Closing. Schools.

ccc-c-lccc‘c.c-lclnc-.c-l/lc‘c‘-cc- 9

Three Choices for ClosinézAd s, Bloomfield Village, .

and Franklin....veeeeeeeeeeodesssnoesoasosnasaosonssesoaes 9

-

g? Savings to be Gained by Closing I b |

"Annual Recurring COSt..ue.osliveuiveeenesesnseansanseoessall

!

One Time Costs...........;.J......;......................:11

Schedule for Clqsing.....d..........}.,t....,...........,.12

.

Implications for RediSETICEINg et rvvesennoeesvreenensiens.l2yg

Receiving SCHOOLS s et v eevnennesnareenssansaneasssaansseassald

Implications for Transportation......eeecsseesessseeesenesll
Disposal of Closed Schools..............;.,;..............15

. : . - Feasibility of Disposing of the Administration Building...15

. Advice of the Reaction Panel...........-‘.........Z....{16

’

Disadvantages of.Closing Schools.......ivvevvnronnnnns ees. 17
Phase II..... e ceeeee PP K-

Appendices.




~ INTRODUCTION
N ‘.

. - N

Thezﬁlrmlngham School D1str1ct, ‘ot unllke many other districts in the_ .
Metropolitan Detroit area, has been .experiencing a déclining student enrollment,
> Faced with- rapldly expandlng enrollments ‘during the 1950's” and much of the
- 1960's, -the drstrlct kept pate w1th the-growth pattern that developed by. pro- -
viding - additional school LaCLllLleb for all its students. The expansion of
facilities was based upon two stud1es that were made during. that period., One
" study was conducted by the Bureau of School Research, the Ohio State University
. - ° and the other.was,conducted by-. V111can Leman Assoc1ates‘ All indications ftom
‘both studies p01ntedrto contlnued growth through the 1970 S.
. It became apparent to the school adm1n1stratlon and'the Board of Educatlon by
1970 that the rate of growth -at 'the elementary 1evelnhad stopped. In’ fact, the
o district was experiencing a declining enfollment ~In l97l this led to the creation
. by the Board of Education of a- committee :consisting of’ ‘members of the profess-’
ional staff and commuhlty residents to study. elementary fac111t1es. The report
’ submitted to the Board 'of Education’ recommeﬁded the clos1ng of"’ one elementary
' school to compensate'for decllnlng,enrollTEnts..a: ; ng4931

s @ . L.

'

7

The Board.of Education, after studylng fhe Fa01lLt1é$ Sthdy Report presented
to it in January of 1972, and after sgVeral publlc hearlhg 5 voted May 16, 1972,
to close Baldw1n Elementary School effectlve September,\hr72

v

[

.The May lé6th resolutlon which’ authorlzed the c1031ng of B 1ldwin recognlzed the »
need to con51der the closipg of ‘a second elementawny. schobl by September, 1973.
The date presented in the gac111t1es Study of 1972 sﬁggeste that such action
could be takén assumlng the .enrollment trend centinugd| downsard .

- P o El P ./ " . ’
At its. November 14, 1972, meet1ng that portion of the resolutronéof‘May'l6 1972,
calling, for the clos1ng of a second elementary school in Septem 1973, was
delefed by amendment, In its place the Board authorlzed that: '{\\

/
A thorough study be made of the fac111t1es and the future\\eeds
of the school district with recommendations. This study is to\be
. conducted by 'an admimistrative group utilizing the P.T.A. .
representatives as a reaction panel. This panel will assist in = .
determining the approach to be used, will review the data presented = . ;
and will react to the recommendations prior to.their being presented '
to the Board. .The Phase I Report is to be submitted in February.
The Phase II Report, dealing with lorg-range planning, is to
follow in several months."l :
During September,'the Superintendent of Sclioo}s appointed a fiye:man admin-
istrative committee headed by Dr. Frank Goetz} Director of Curriculum, to
draw up recommendations based on the action @f the. Board of Education at its
May 16, 1972 meeting. .
\
' oy
1 Official Minutes of the Regular Meeting offthe Board of Education.
. Birmingham Public Schools, Oakland Coun Michigan. Tuesday,
‘November 14, 1972. Resolution Number 12, page 26. (See Appendix A).

Qo < . -1-
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;The scope of the committee's work was broadened considerably as a result of the .

K

1/’m9re comprehensive study required for the long-range needs of the. district.
~/ The Board recognized this when it amended the May 16th resolution at its
! Novemb%f 14, 1972 meeting.”. ~ - : - '

€

In addition to the appointment of the Facilities Study Committee,Jthe,Sﬁbérint—
endent  of Schools invited each local Parent Teacher Association Board to designate
one person from its unit .to serve as a member of "the Reaction Panel.

COMMITTEE PROCEDURES . - !

i

Y ' | ¢
, . BN - & . ,
B . .
. B
o .

o

STATEMENT OF .THE PROBLEM . : v

4 o«
. . ,
P . v

The}EégiLities Study. Committee interpreted its charge frem the Board
of Edutation to be to conduct a study of the physical plants owned

‘Jhdfébérated by the district and tq make fecopmendations that.answer

the ‘following questions:.
1. Do‘présent facilities .meet present néeds of the district?
9. Wiltl these facilities adequately meet the needs of the

district for the foreseeable fdture? ’ § -

o L.
3. Does the district have facilities that will not be' needed
to adequately carry on the educational program for the
foreseeable future?? ’ : o

Y ‘ ’ e
. 1 '

<

9

Upon reflegction it became pbvious that to complete the study within

‘the scope of the charge of: the Board of Education as it was interpreted
.by the School Facilities Committee”would require a minimum of two .

years. The members of the .committee agreed to divide the task into
two phases: °, ' : - -

-

Phase 1 Conduct a study during the 1972-73 school year to asse'ss
the adequacy of instructional space in Birmingham's
elementary scheols for housing existing instructional

programs and possible programs in light of enrollment
trends and projections. '

Phase I1 Conduct a study during the 1973-74 &school year to assess
: the adequacy of instructional space in Birmingham's
secondary schools for housing existing inst;uctional
«programs and possible future programs in light of enroll-
ent trends ang projections. In addition, the committee
1 assess the adequacy of all instructional facilities
for: future use. o '

}
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v 'Thé committee*met on a weekly schedule from October, 1972 through'the widdle
. . of June, 1973 The purpose of these meetings: ' ' :
é'th{.'Plobfthe direction of the committee's activities,

o ', "2, - Determine the kinds of data that needed to be studied.

?_ : . It Analyze and record the data that was gathered : -
W &G Prepare reports. for the Citizen Reaction Panel” meetlngs and
TS following such meetlngs review the Panel's reactions in light

-

- - ';j of the committee' s, de11berat10ns as it progressed toward"’
, _ o recommendatlons for the Board. . -

4
.

- The commlttee ma1nta1ned contact with the Reaction Panel throughout Phase I of
- the study.? Six meetlngs were held with its membership. The purpose of these
° meetings was.to-secure input and reaction as the Facilities Committee studied
3 data peatlnent to the study and as it develofed its tentative and final
Fecommendatlons. v

x B

-~ The Faclllties Committee found it necessary to consider a variety of data
o prellmid%ry to. the fotmulation of its report to the Board of Education. -
: Some of'these included: '

,

j - 1., Review of building capacities and room use under the
v - existing instructional program of each building .
T ' 2. . The history of district enrollment as well as enrollmént

projections for the public, and nonpublic schools.

.National and regional population trends. ¢
Age and condition of the district's elementary buildings.
Geographic location of buildings. ° :

Alternative uses for school facilities.

Transportation data.

Estimates of operating ¢osts for e1ementary schools—e—"""
Potent1a1 growth areas in the district.

O 0NN W

The appendix provides a'réview_of much of the information.collected for €Committee
and Reaction Panel use, . . R

The committee had at its disposal enrollment studies prepared by the Child
Accounting Department using the rate of student survival method, It also
contracted with the Westinghouse Learning Gorporation to develop enrollment
prOJectlons through its plannlng model entitled Computer Assisted Projection
Enrollment™ (CAPE) .- :

. It became obvious very early in the study that the district had surplus space“
beyond its requirement to house the declining student population. As a result,
"the committee developed a set of criteria it would consider in the event it wished
to recommend the closing of any elementary buildings. These criteria eventually
became a school closing index to be applied to each elementary building. This

. A ' X ‘
< . |
E f‘tlnghouse Learnlng Corporatlon DMR Division}
42680 Hanover Street, Palo Alto, California 84304. ) -
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index was based on three ngor‘crite ia: ' . .
. : . l-" 'S ) © e ¢
1. Location iff pelation to neighporing schools. : . . .
2. Adequacy 4f fdcility.’ : R S ;
3. - Factors affecting enroNment.: ' : : R
- AT 7 RIS S A oo . o ’ L '
The conclusions, upon which-the commit ce's recommendations are based are reported
in the next seqtion-dgrtbe‘report.ﬁ:They have Yeen reachéd after thorough '
consideration &f the{mapy facets. of a very complex and*sensitive problem.
|. ‘ - -"- 4 : . S,.‘ - s - o
L . ’ . “
- COQNCLUSTONS - o L \ - o L
: As a result' of the Facilities GOmmittéé's extensive study of our ,? o .
_elemeritary schools, the following conclusions were reached: '
. , \. . " . - -) , . I'a . -
1. There is considerable excess space in our elementary - e FA
facilities, due to our continuing déclining enrollment. . ¢, ¢ o
. . : . o el e
. ) ! ] \'._. ot
2, As many as three elementary -schools-could be closed T
and not create crowded conditions in the remaining . R
schools. .. ’ ' . o T » o
1Y * . . ’ v . . .
3. No school is so unsafe or inadequate that it ‘should be ‘ﬁif r:{
closed or these grounds, L , i
‘ B T ~ - ) : P
4, Though there are advantages in having a school's enrollment - .-~
. -
e ’ mgintained,withi% an optimum range (450-600), none of our
i Ty schpols need be‘closed far educational program reasons. v
) . . , 2 . .
5. There Seems to bé only one major reason that would justify . -
closing schools and that %ould be a need- to save operating
funds. . = SR
- - o8 . - P &
) 6. Unless theyfinancial picture changes significantly in the
months and years to come, the Birmingham District will
experien¢e financial problems.
'RECO ATIONS . o N ;
" In view of our excess capacity . ° : T
- ] the possible need tossave operating £ nds---
RN ) . the ‘obligation to operate the school system
. o economically and effectiyely
' 7 the desire of parents to keep neighborhood schools open
AP ERN N *
I;II ) - \
&/ 17 ' ,
Q -4 - .
ERIC , ;
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_reco ends:

If the Board determlnes that closing one. or more schools would be in
the bést interest of the district, the Facilities Study Committee

4

A. s many as three schools,may be cdnsidered for closing
d they are:

Adams _ ' .
Bloomfield Village .
Franklin : .

c. 1If schools are'glosed and income is realized from the sale
of these facilities and property, the committee recommends
«that, these monies be reserved for 1mprov1ng our remalnlng
bulldlngs and s1tes.

s : _ e Selmge 1T
AR . ¥ <
In view of our decllnlng ehrollment resultlng in §n exs:

elementary school facilities, it is highly uplike y thﬁ dns&rlcb
will have need  for add1t10na1 building sites,®

Pl
@

Therefore, the Facilities Study Committee recommends co'z_
the Board of Education that the Hickory Lade *
property located-west of Telegraph Road,

South of Thirteen Mile Road be sold

» |
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ALTERNATIVES CONS IDERED - L B A
. ' During the course of the study_thé Cpmmittee'generaﬂed-and‘éolicited'suggest—
p ions that might have potential for solving the.district's exces$ elementary

- classroom space probilem, ' Twelve of:these "Alternatives'" were studied by ‘the -

Committee~aﬁd,revigwed with the Reaction Panel.% S L . i_
'+ Alternatives Committee's Action - ‘. & o
‘A, Utilize more classrooms by low- . “A. Rejeéted:' too costly.
.+ ering the average, class size for - i - .
the district o, I .
B, ”Qalanpe elementary enrollment to ﬁ.'~Rejected: not a solutiom. .
AN ..vp;ovide for better utilization ' e
8 _bf spacg in buildings.
. S/ o ' . N M {' : o ; A ! ,
’ €. Share classroom space with. ad- C. No interest, e o
. " . jacent districts. - < -
U. Utilize one or mére of our buiid- D. Rejected:
~ . ings or a portion therecf on . ¢
. "Semi-voucher Plan'. 3 © .
E. Varying patterns of organ@zation;-‘“ E. Told: This would compound the
! . ‘ v problem. Study in Phase 24
. : R - / ‘
C g . . ? .
F. Close omne or more elementary F. Supported: See Committee -
buildings. _&Recommendations.
--G..  Initiate Pre-school'ﬁrogram. . G. gllold: . Has some support. Study,
. : : . in Phase 2. .7 .
: ' d - LT R A
. H. Ltilize orie or more of our puild- " H. Rejected: Need not apparent.
ings or portions fhereof for a . r _ - L
vocational-techrrical school. ! . . . ‘ v
. .T. Establish Continuihg Educat ion I. Hold: Has possibilikjes. 'Cost
o Center(s). ’ P factor. Study in Phase 2, J
-~ J. Qperate one or more buildings on J. Supported: " Implemented by Board.
‘ - a redufed budget. ¥ . See Appendix D.
- o, \ [ .
K. Use of facilities for'gollege. K. éejected: Need not apparent.,
. ~ course work“beyond grade twelye. . : ,
, ’ - o _ - . )
) L. -Establish a Learning Resource L. Suypported: ' Being:implemented by ,
o Center in each school. the Bdard, 1973<74."
. N *
‘ L Appendix ¢ - ‘ v
. ®
: 9
! ’ - .
. A} .’ -6- /
O

E
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.~ Algernatives £,/®, C, D, H\ And K, were reJeCted for the rpasons cited. Ey G,
' and Iy may;hév uture pos§1h111t1es and will be considered further in Phase’
.I? qf the stud Alternatives L, Establishing Learning Resdurce Centers,
is being 1mp1eme by .the Boafd. The committee recognized the merit of .

- ”pthls 1nnovat10n and actlvely supported 1ts initial study, devglopment and
%> 1mp1ementat10n. o _ ¥ - ’
Alternative J has already been 1mp1ementeg Afteg some con51derab1e study
and discussion with principals, the committee recommended ‘that the custodial
_staff be reduced in certain buildings for the '1973-74 school year. (See ‘
-Appendix D). This recompendation-was made- in early Jund. before the con- i .
clusion ‘of Phase I of the/ study for two reasons, First, e committee felt

) ‘that some operating cost$ could be saved during 1973-74, Secondly, in order-

" to .implement the recommendatidn for. 1973-74 it needed to &; made before~khe -

: - Y
.
~_
e
. -

close -of the. 19723 gchool year. ' Implementing thisireco epdatlon will
LfeSU1t in savings ° appro imately $44 000  £dr the 1973-74 school year. Y

- . The final ltern tive F, C osing of Bu11d1ngs¢ is- the major focus of thlS v’**’/
e report and/ is d alt w1th in the recommendatlons\sectlon . c.

o w,j{f" ) L <
C1031ng a schooL is usually a’ sad undertaklng and generally is done =~ *
- with_regret by a‘Board of Education. ‘When enrollments dec11 e
51gn1f1cant1y, leaving excess 'space, a Board i¢ Faced with the
“decisidd to determine whether fac111t1és should be closed, put to

Q;) \Lother‘ﬁse, ot cofitinue to .operate”at the higher unjit cost.*

, - (Y
The Facilities Commlttee believes it is the rlght and obligation oﬁb
. the citizen tax payers of the district, through. their elected Boar
'éﬁ - of Eduaation, to decide whegher a school(s) should be closed to
save money, or left open am{ afford the conveniences. The committee
. has, therdfore, worded its recommendation in this regard so as to
. ' leave that \alué judgment to the Board. '

| - e
L : _ ¥ 4
~ - o~ * R
RATIONALE FOR CLOSING SCHOOLS . : ’
, . . f e
The commfittee-wishes to document that should the Board choose to close

. ’ . a school(s) it would be Justlfled in doing so from the point of view ¢
of economics and educational etficiency. - .

N . S o ' : Cd
AN 1o -
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D o Frogélgﬁgi68 to 1972-73, elementary enrollments have declined from ~ - ;‘
S 9,3 to 7,169, a loss of_2,185-.5 © Using ngJectlons provided by - e
"+ .7 . a Westinghouse *Data Processing Service,® .elementary enrollments are
¢ Xpected to contlnue to, decllne as’ follows: . : ..
, . 1973574 6678 3 o

~optimum capac1ty of our 1% elementﬁry schools .
dif ference:between ‘the optimum capacity of th schools and the

excdss capacity. ~

S v I We~were to be conservative and use thegI§73F741?r- -cted enrollment .
' , »4the excess capa ity uould be l=,692 ) St - . ('-ﬂ"(l
i ) - . [u' o 8370 capao;ty ’ §370 . n
. v : ’"""l (1974-75) ®177 . 6678 (1974;74)
. o N //, ' . 2193 1692 , . N .
;".5; Additionally, during~l972—73 tHeré”were' exoess classrooms not J\
’ vitally needed. This number Of excess plasgrooms is expécted t&, =~ N\

Y igcrease to &1 -in 1973~ 748 and’ per s td more than 50 in® 1974-75.
© This data suggests ‘that on a distpict basis we do’ indeed hdve, “
suffrplent excess capac;{i,to close as many as three schools: =~ . | -~
i ) ; N ( ~
. The foregoing figures are based on partlal 1mplementatlon of the - -
" . Learning Resource Center Concept (LRC). During 1972~ 73 four sahools . . ‘
" had such; centers. Establishing a LRC reduces the capacity of each - v
§chool- by approxlmately 54 dye to the necessity of reserv1ng twoi A
rooms - for each center, During 1973-74 plans call for implemént j
» an addltlonal three Learnlng %esource Centers ‘at the elementary leyel//’
: for a tetal of seven, : o »
; . . : Y , a/
: ln order to provide for the estabhlshment 8f Learni edource Centers,‘s'
it is necessamy to make an adjustmept in thes'"optim o capaclty of each
school and of the dlStIlCB as 4 whole. Capacity data becomes 1mportant
. only "when related to the closing of sch”SQg; I1f schoods were not to be -
closed\this data would ‘not have such relevahce. Thereforg; an ‘adjusted
distriét capac1ty figlgg for 14 schools has been determined assuping . °
. that Adams, Bloomfiel illage and Franklin are closed and assuming a
Learning Resource Center is established in each of these remalnlng schools -
i the years' to come, \ . .

.

%

' L3

5 These, flgures ‘do not ihglude the approx1mately 110 to 130 spec1al

education students we accommodate each yenr (see Appendlx E)\ _ T ~
6 Appendix F and C ﬁ : . . ]
7 Appendix H = ) : ", o
8" Appendix 1 - ‘\' Sy . . .
N . . \ o Y
ot )
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- - - ! ‘“ - N :“\/"
‘Optimum total capaclty'of 14 remalnlng schodls.“ "9 : -
(Th&s does not allow for special educatiom, LRC' S'iﬁd.' - ’ L
department off1ce room- use).-;—~-~— —————————— e LR S DLl 7,614 °

. . < S : ({,_.,._ . ) . o ‘;
14 gchools X 2 LRC ‘rooms 51}- "=,28 robms o \;}yiﬂfﬂ% _ 'v; . ‘ "’_.:
[ Spec1al Ed. | 8 . := * 5 rooms - . a’ o v S A -

H Tt ’ . . ~

' ~ Dept. fo1ces _ o 5%;2:rooms ;w,”“: . T
P gvf, . - TOTAL.' 38, roomsJ ‘@ 27 = . .fl,OZG\ R
AdJusted optlmum capac1ty ‘of 14 rema1n1ng schools S ! ’
(Allows for spbc1al educatlon and department effice use)r--r=-6 588
- Projected enrollmeht for 1974-75.:—?k—?;-;i{474—-;—--1-——4——5-——--=6;l77 '

PR : ‘ ‘o ° - . a

CRITERIA FOR CLOSING SCHOOLS - o :

Hav1ng'determ1ned that' in terms of excess space, the dlstrlct\could close

i~

... .a$ many.as: ‘three, schools and still have sufficient capacity, to comfortably

accommodate all its. students, the commiit e needed to determine which
‘schools‘m1ght be considered for closing. A set of ”School Clos1ng
Criteria™ were developed. »

. 'The School Closing Cr1ter1a were appl1ed by the comm1ttee to’each of
' the 17 elementary schools. It was determined that one school could be. -
closed in the area east of ‘Woodward (Adams, Harlan, Pembroke, Torry) 10
oné ‘in +the western | ‘se¢tion (Bingham Farmsp Fragklln, Meadoy Lake,
Walnut Lake), and: one in the north central aTea of the district
(Bloomfield Vlllage, Midvale, Westchester). Apply;n% the clos1ng .
produced a2 numerital "School Clos1n§ Index", The school e
Jhighest "Closing Index" in each of the three clusterskyas
: by the committee to be recommended for possiple clOS1ng. o
o VA . . \\\ ST

Y

-

THREE CHOICES FOR CLOSING: ADAMS, BLOOMFIELD VILLAGE, AND FRANKLIN L

-— i . O

Adams, - in the eastern sectlon, was selected rather than Torry, Pembroke
or Harlag for a number of reasons. e

.

-1.” Adams is the oldest bu1ld1ng east of Woodward. i;é major. - ’

- maintenance needs are greater .than the &ther more modern
. _schools. ‘ . . : B
2. Adams has three floors as opposed to a slngle level in each .

- of the other schools. A single level f£or an elementary school
is-desirable from both a maintenance and an educational polnt

of: view. e
9 Appendix..J, P , l ~ ’ e
10 Apendix L ' L . - o ;o I
11 Appendix K o - T oy, - o

e
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T ' ©3. 1he size of the Adams 'site is a 11ab111ty for both playéround <
. space and parking. . - ] y , .
’ - » ‘ - . ) B - '
' 4. Closing Harlan or I‘orry would t‘ <+ ensive busing |
, operatlon thah would be th@ - C
) oy 3 ' ' ? '
- With the choice being betwe . Joke, the fact

that Pembroke-isra better educucivi..l Lu_xllty than the
older Adams building was a maJor factor:

. -
2.

Bloomfleld village, in the central rarea, was selocted rather than

\\~\Nebtchester or Midvale for %ome of these rqfsons . .
..

i !

. o 1. Both Westchester and Mld;/yé are'neWer, more modern sehoolslﬁﬁd
o ~ are cined to one F£ldo whereas Bldomfield has an older two-
-story section. Cally :

= 13 \ @ s Q , ! .
2, ‘Ongoing maintenance is léss o problem at Midvale and Westchester
l‘;u,/J ". “and the po_ent1a1 for major maintendnce needs are grefiter at
) Bloomfield
[T All students froQ_ﬁioomfield Villdge could probably be accommodated
at Wes tchest .1f necessary, some could be assigned ta Quarton..

4 The fact that~\ghe incipal serves boﬁﬁ Bloomfield Village and v
_Jj ' Westchester wou é%éﬁure an easy~adjustment for t sferred
students and tecachdxs and would provide for continuity with
. # parents. '

One major problem would have to be solved, viz., getting Bloomfield

Village children across Maple Road. .This could be done through use

of a light and g crossing guard, busing all students, or building an ™
" overpass crosswalk., . J T~

» . \\
Franklin was selécted rather than Bingham.Farms, Meadow Lake, or Walnut
Lake for a‘'variety of recasons.

1. Walnut lLake is logated in the extreme end of the district where
there is some potential tor growth. Tn addition, it is a better
L3 educational facility with a larger capacity than Franklin. That
leaves Meadow Lake, .Franklin and Bingham Farms.
. M-
7 Meadow Lake and Bingham Farms are botly excellent educat jonal

facilities being newer, more modern, and on enc floor.

O . l~9 .
v
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Sl 3. Franklin is older, has three levels, is more difficult te
A maintain and is located on.a hill which presents prqblems -
) =
in the winter. o Q\\\\\
) ’ - - d T
. 4, ‘FrankLin's enrollment-is 1owyand decliﬁing. .
1 '7'* oy . . / /,. ? 4
. “5. The capacity of Franklin is ‘the lowest of the schools in Q%at
‘ “section pf the district. 'nfortunate ﬂ, .entire 230 chi dren
’ o . _would need to be bused if Frank ed. This would,
) . ’ ‘t .. however,\also be the ca. ther western schools,
N T 1
- , were clos d~
A ° ’ : ' |
o ' It should be made clear that each of these 'th schools could cont inue
' o ' to operate well as edécatlonal facilities if tfe Board desires-to keep
B them open. However, if choices are to be ‘madé based on the criteria
7 ‘ ~ discussed, it is ﬁge committee's juégmenﬁ‘ h@t these +three schools be
% considered for closingé
N 4 . v
. v N ' ! ‘ )\ . )
' SAVINGS TO BE GAINED BY CLOSING L
1] . 4

After rev1ew1ng the many factors bearing ‘on the JUStlflcatlon for.«clos ing
a school(s) {§n Blrmlnéham, the committee determined there is perhaps

only one,;aﬁd thag would be to save money . Appendix M shows that by
closing- Franklirf and Bloomfield Village in 1974-75 the district could
save approx1mate1y $138,400 per year. Closing Adams would add an
additional $86 700. for a.total of $225,100 per yea From these
‘estimates would have to be substracted costs resul%;ng from closing.

%
ANNUAL RECURRING COST ) v

—~
Additional transportation costs could be as much as $9,000 per year.

ONE TIME COSTS

) -

'K%- Alleviating safety hazzards. (Getting Bloomfield Village Children
across Maple Road). Addition%l costs could be as high as $9,000
annually for transportatlon ot $50,000 on a one time basis for a
pedestrian overpass. et

2. Moving costs: §3,000 to $5,000 per school.
3. Disposal costs.

It would be reasonable to assume that some or all gf these costs could
be partially or totally offset depending on what is ultlmately done
wLLh the bu11d1ng and site of the closed school(s).

[
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SCHEDULE FOR CLOSING <~ -~ °

We suggest the following schedule for clesing the three recommended
schools: ' 7 ; M

- ,;l' ﬁ - —_ -
ot A. Close Bloamfield Village ;gd Franklin at the end of the 1973-74 .

A}

school year.

<
7.

b

- B. ¢Close Adams at the end g . 1974-75 school year.

Our,recommended plan pxg ke orderly transition from 17
. "elementary Buildings doW othe two-year period. We feel

it. ts wiser to close onlySijols at the end of this current

. school year because of the'méhf:prqblems and tasks involved in re-
locgting students, staff, supplies, ﬁurnithre, and equipment, Tt takes
much staff time, particularly from our own maintenange and plant opera-
tidn staff to prepare for the moVe, and ‘then actually relocate the
furniture and equipment including all of the instructional supplies.
Additional rationale supporting our recommendation include the significant
problems’ involved in attempting to dibpose of the vacated buildings;
putting thtee buildings or properties on the market at the same time
might bejdisadvantageous. Also, each successive school year provides
us with Fnore accurate enrollment projections. The recommended two-
step closing plan will provide us with a greater insurance against

& ' possible reversal in enrolliment- trends, ' ’

The two smpaller schools were selected to be closed Tirst for two
reasans:  First, the 5?bg$s capacities in these two sections of the
district are somewhat higher than the situation in the Adams area;
and Secondly, this allows us tgo relocate approximately half of the
800 students currentlv enrolled in the three schools each of these
two years., * \\

N

IMPLICAT TONS FOR REDISTRICTING /\-—

The committec recognizes that an inevitable result of closing schools
is the changing of attendance area boundaries. One of the criteria used
by the committee in selecting the three schools recommended for closing
: was the proximity of adjacent elementary schools. Boundaries can be
redefined with nearby schools with no more than three receiving schools
. involved in any one closing. In each instance, therce will be.enough
room to accommodate the children who have been displaced. ' ’

'he committee has not developed a detailed redistricting plany Such a
study should be initiated by the administration while the committee's
rocommendations are under consideration. The committee felt, however,

S

O
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. iwmg as rqgard to the abll ¥ of receiving schools to accopfnodate
. redistricted udents refore, Chart I was prepare

A ) . . o . :
- .’ ‘that it would.be helpful to show what would be the eff:C/tSmZ{ redistrict-

, A P .
A ‘ | .
RECE IVING SCHOOLS o : ’ : . ) s

. A
Closing any one or all{three of these puildings would not overcrowd
those schobdls that would receive the redistricted students. Examina-

-

tion of Chart I shQys this quite clearly. There are othern;edlstrlct-

ing C*LOT\’ and - 11 would be expl ~iding on the
best i B

£ , . %
CHART I ' ' - o R
CLOSED SCHOOLS AND ACCOMMODATION CAPACITIES OF RECEIVING SCHOOLS .
- . C . .
School to Receiving Capacity* Projected Enrollment
be Closed ' Schools- N , 1973-74 1974-75
¥ 1
ADAMS . S AN 400
Harlan 675 ) 517 447
Pembroke 594 447 422
Torry 459 393 373
1728 1803 1642

BLOOMF IELD

VILLAGE ’ 245 222

’ Quarton ) v 567 566 535"

_ Westchester “ 378 169 172

‘ 945 980 929

FRANKLIN 270 245
Bingham Farms 486 306 ’ 270

leadow Lake 513 380 ' 356

’ 999 956 871

T
© These capacities are adjusted to allow for installation
of a Learning Resource Center which requires two rooms.

16
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IMPL1CATIONS FPR TRAN%EO

Closing a school can and usual

|

LY

3

RTATION

1y would result in the necessity of

assigning students to a school that .is farther from their home. 1In
Birmingham our transportation policy calls for transporting all
elementary children who live beyond one milg from their designafdd-

sEhool. Closing either Adams, Bloomfield Village or Franklin would
probably result in additional ¢ sts. Charts, IT and IITI show present
. costs and approximations of addit®onal costs .
N \
. CHART, II TRAﬁéSﬁﬁ%ATION COSTS 1972-73
o . p . 23
R " l
] ‘ Students Percent | No. of | Approximate
School ™ Enrollment "Bused - - Buded Buses Costs_
Adams 474 -1 "Vss 12 2 $ 6,000
Bloomfield V. 252 78. 31 2 6,000
Franklin 302 164 54 4 12,000
§24,000 -
AY = _

CHART 11T ADDITIONAL TRANSPORTATI

%

~ / .
ON COSTS TF scHoOLS ARE- CLOSED

1974-75 Students to No. of | /Approx. Additiond_fT
School Enrollment be Bused Percent | Buses Costs gposts
Bloomfield V. 210 84 40 2 6,000 -0-
Franklin 208 208 100 5 15,000 | 3,000
Adams 372 186 50 4 12,000 6,000
: 1$33,000 59,000
¥ 9

The estimated costs are approximate and based on an average cost of

. $3,000 per bus run.glIf Blo
students were transported,
be about 515,000 on an annual basis.

total cost of transporting those children,

omfield Village were closed and all 210
five buses would be needed.
This would add $9,000 to the

The cost would




DISPOSAL OF CLOSED SCHOOLS: : -
When a school is closed the Board of Education musf dispose of the
uilding and site in a way fhat'will Jgrve the best interests of
the district. Some'of ‘the possible alternatives could include:
” J ; n . . . ) : ‘Q -~ .
Q‘ 1. Selling the property to the highest bidder.
ANY ! :
A . .. A O R
Rent the facility. ' r~ o >
oo R , ‘ <
Use the facility for purposes other than as a school.
i.e., administration building, spédcial education, ,/ [
community &ducation, etc. : g 4

' ) ‘4. Close and "mothball" it for a period of time. B C
There are very probably other viable possibilities that copld be
- pursued, The*disposal method depends, in part, on the needs of the
district. To the extent practical, it wouleé be to the advantage of.
he district to.know ahead“of time what the disposition was oing to -
bé. Unfortunately this is not often possible. h ) fi\
3! . - , )
The committee recognizes that determination of what will be done with
\\ a closed qchool is @mn important consideration. "This consideration,
however, is not a major determining factor in the decision to close
if the closing is dictated by .a need to reduce operating costs. Tf
it can be demonstrated that substantial savings can in fact be made
by closing the SShOdl, the disposal question becomes secondafy"and
N can be worked out Eoilowing the closing. 'Therefore, the committee
will not plan to make recommendations re disposal until the Board is
v closer to or hns'decidedNQhat a school(sy will be closed.

« ]

-

FEASIBILITY OF DI§PUSING OF THE ADMINISTRATION BUILDING °
.) ' - - -
In the previous section,of the report it was pointed out that the
committee will not mgke recommendations for; disposal of any 'school
property until decisions are closer to becoming finalized. We are,
« however, adding this” section concerning.the possible disposal of the
Administration Building to our report, because of tlie frocquency of
! which the subject is discudsed by both our committee and the Citizen
Réaction Panel.
\
- From a recent issue of Nation"s Schools, it appears other districts
have. faced a simila; dilemma illustrated in the following %uotc,
"Where schools are located in resigdential districes,
selling becomes far more difficult, One suggestion:
‘—~f¢7 Sell the central administration building if it has good -
commengial value and move the district offices td a
vacated dgchool." Ce

Nation's School, February, 1973 edition.

2 o

. a
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< B .
The Birmingh% :Higp Schools administrative offices are currently
housed in a { iye#¥so0ld buiiding with reasonably high commercial -
. value, It igd ,!}ﬁﬁftﬁe building would be very 'saleable, éerhaps
at or ‘above tHe or¥ginal construction cost. Thé building was com- S
pleted in 1969 at an’approximate cost of $800,000. -

. . P . . \ ! , 5‘ o
Selling the Administration Building as ,opposed to attemptiﬁggto dis*
pose of one of the buildings recommended to be closed would haye two L
# advantages: Firdt, it is possibly worth more financiaﬁly and easier *. N

- v to sell; and secondly, it would add a valuable property to the tax

b N

P
A e
f .

. \ . - role, increasing the tax base "of "the district, - R
There are also several factors which might be consider el isadvantages "
: as follows: First, any elementary building will requififextepsive: Tt
T and perhaps ekpensive renovation and remodeling which might7:§§7up a3

significant portion of the finamcial advantage gained .by selling the ¢
Administration Building; secondly, because the” bond igsue which
. : financed the construction of the Administration Building is relatilyely =,
new, it is quite possible that all monies received from the sale of -,
‘ , the building would necessarily need to bé pFraced back into.the debt -
, - retirement’, hénce, no money would be freed for otler use;- and thirdly,
the -question #f zoning (necessary for a hjgh commercial value of the
: Administratipn Building) would need to be resolved because the propert
Lo @i s currently zoned for public use only. ’ - ~ E?j

,/'

-
ADVICE OF THE REACTION PANEL ' )
N ' \

The Reaction Panel served @ very useful functign in the deliberations

of the Facilities Committee. The advice and counsel given by this

representative citizens group influenced the mode of operation and

the recommendations of the comm}ttée. In addition to some of those

"influenced" decisions and recommendations discussed elsewhere in this

report, four items of "Reaction Panel Feedback'' need to be highlighted.

1. The majority of Reacﬁion'Panel members strongly agreed ‘that ,
enrollment circumstances suggest'that closing one or more _ A
elementary schools yould be justified if the need to save o
money is clear, N .

124
If the Board determines that there is indeed a need to save
operating funds, a majority of the Panel would support conduct-
ing a millage increase sufficient to keep all schools open.
If such a millage vote‘failed the Panel would support the
closing of one or more schools.

[§5)

7. In the event a millage increase to keep schools open failed, there
was some support for a longer rangc morﬂ drastic school closing
plan. -This would call for a study of the year round school con-
cept with the intention of implementing it if it proved to be
in the best interests of the district and if it received wide

)
’

R - 19
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Lo ) citizen support. Such a plan would require a, smaller, districtv
student capac1ty and could result in the closing of additional
- schools: X
4. There was very strong panel suppoft for "plowing back' into
. , ‘the educational program any - SaV1ngS galned by clos1ng schools
.Panel.members opposed -saving money for the sake of, Just saving.
- Their unanimous plea was to improve our educational program.

> ~ "

DISADVANTAGES OF CLOSING SCHOOL : «
., : A
+  Obviously there are some disadvantages that result from cfosing a
) school(s). The advantages of saving on operating and mginfenance
& costs must bé weighed against other negative factors,

. . ¥ 1, Perhap® the most difficult problem. to solve is assuribg parents
. . . whose sch001 is to be closed that their red1str1cted children
. will receiive an equally good education in their new school..

Attachments are made over the years to school and clos1ng it -
bgtomes«an emot ion- 1aden issue.t! ‘

-

VAV :
Removing a sch001 from a nelghborhOOd and requlrlng many students »
- *. « fo either walk farther“to school or be bused is strongly disapproved
s by most parents. ¥he convenience of having a nearby ‘school (is
highly prize?. . ) \t/f‘

1
o

. 3., Transportation costs would increase. Implications of increased

v transportation costs were,discussed previously. Also note

Appendix N. N 5 )

4. Projections of future enrollments are difficult to determine.
Over a 5 to 10 year period too many factors may be involved to
allow for accurate predicMgons. Such things as changes in
parochial school operations, growth areas in the districtl?
‘reduced or incregsed birth rate, fluctuations in the economy,
among Others, may throw’broject&sns off significantly. To

‘

the best of the apility of the Kacilities Committee to do so,
within budget limitations, these‘kinds of unknowns han been
considered. : ‘ /

, 5. Disposal of closed schools can be a difficult task. This was
‘ discussed earlier.

°

\
N

—

12 Xbpendix(
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L PHASE II .

In the early weeks-of the Facilities Study, it became apparent that it
would make Sense to study the excess space problem of’ the element aly C.
. iéﬁools first and later to study the secondary schools. This was due
to the fact that the large enrollment loss has been at the elementary
// " level for some years and is only now beginning to be -felt at ‘the
secondary level, . ' ,
The cpnmittee, therefore, decided to study the elementary schools first
and make recommendations re their excess -spac¥sproblem.: éhis,‘of course,-
has been gepe-and the recommendations in thid report represent the results
of Phase 1 of the Study. : R ' 7. ' N
A s .
Phase II will begin in .September of 1973+ . intention will be Y#8-look:
c’srefully .at our secondary .schools as 211 as to.assess elementary buildings
to determime their adequacy as educatienal facilitie§ in the future. Some °
attention Wwill ‘be given to assisting tle district in determining the
~advisability of implementing a different kind of organizational plan. 1i.e.,
the middle school, trying a year-round school plan, and others. '
" Presently the committee's plans call for a Phase II report in February of

1974, © ‘

FACILITIES STUDY COMMITTEE

Dr. Frank Goetz. Director of Curriculum, Chairman

Dr. George Hallock, Director of Pupil Services

Mr. Daniel Nesbitt, Deputy Superintendent for Instruction

Dr. Vernon Oxerder, Deputy.Superintendent for Administrative,K Services
Mr. James O'Neil, Director‘of Physical Plant and Tranqurtation
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L~ Alternatives For Use Of Cldssroom Space.
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The Superintendent Re Custodial Services And -~

T

Ope-rat‘ir&g Costs..,- - ‘ . ‘ <

Fourgh Friday Enrollment Data: 1966-1972.

Summary Of Westinghouse Projections.

+1973-74.

Criteria For Selection Of A School(s) To Be
Considered For Glosing. ) .

School Closing Indices.

Elementary Attendance Areas.

Elementary Building Operating Cost Estimdtes, o
1973-74, '
Elementary Busiﬁg. ' ’_ )

Hotential Growth In The District.

Birmingham School District Residents Attending
Non-Public Schools.

Size Of School Sites (Acres).

-"Cost Of Elementary Schools And Additions.
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buildings suggests strongly that one or more school buildings might be- gl
closed in the near future.  This resolution confirms the previous action
of the Board in requesting a study and determines the specific method for
“involving citizens. However, it frees the study group from a predete rmina-
tion of the outcome of that study. For example, none, dhe, or more than
one school may be recommended for c\lqsi_ng, and the Limc schedule for
closing may differ ‘ -
- . »
' R 12
- APPENDD’( A

e 23 -
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- R TN ¢ C o - ' )
=12 . STUDY OF FACILITIES AND NEEDS .
. « 4 v _ . - .
\@, E . . oR ' -
- . v P ) .
:“ N A ) v'_ ) K CNG
Resolved, that Resolution = X _he May 16, 1972 meéting reggrding the
. v
P . ) Gl osmg of an Elcmentar\ SLhOO’l be amended by the deletion .- -
C ' of the Amc%‘r:dmcnt adopted at ‘that time Wthh read: - A -
Close another clementary &hoel by September, 1973, after
, - proper safety precautions for students have been provided, and
Cpen - - a rec ommendano.nl, as to’ndh school hd% been mdde by a
) study, committee. ' -
Be it further resolved, that f o _— - N
A thorough study be made of the facilities and the future necds .
. of the school dlbtllk.[ with recommendations as to the school
or schools \xhuh cotld be ctosed. This stdyv is to be condncted
bv an Jdmlmstranvc group Ll[lller v the P. T.A" Replcsqnmnvea
to the Board as a reaction anel. This pancl will assist in -
“determining the approach 1§ be uscd, will review the data -
presented, and will react to e recontmendations prior to thei?
being presented Yo-the Board. ‘ < report dealing with
clementary school closing is to be submittsd in, Februarv.” The,
-~ Phase 11 report dealing with longﬁr range plann\ng is to follow tn )
several months. ' -
o ¥ * .
» ‘ - '
4
Explanation:  The continued loss in enrollment and the excess avatlable capacity of the 2



BIRMINGHAM PUBLIC SCHOOLS e
. . © Bir ingham, Michigan . . RN
, ' . ”’. / .
. ¥ - ‘ ~ )
L SUMMARY STATEMENT.OF TASK FORCE CHARGE ‘

&

. Tﬁe'Board.of Education passed’an . amended Resolution #12 re the facilities study

“7 at-its November 14, 1972 meeting. - e
RESOLVED: That Rgsolutién #1 of“the May 16, 1972 meeting regarding the .
L " closing of an.Elemeﬁtary School be amended .by t deletion of
‘the amendment adopted at that time which tread: LI v %
‘ . jClose another elementary school by September,- 923,.éfger - %
';74/4 . proper safety precautions for students have been-provided, - -
2 and a recommendation as to which school has been made by, R

*a study committee." : .

L - -
[

BE IT FURTHER. RESOLVED, THAT
A thorough «study be made of the facilities and. the future needs :

- of the school district with recommendations. "“This study is to

.. , be conducted by an administrative group utilizing the P.T.A.

' Rg%fesentatives as a reaction panel. This parel . will assist in
.défermining the approach to be used, will review the data
presented and will react to the réommendations prior to

. their being presented to the Board. The Phase I Report is to
be ‘submitted in February. The Phase II Report, dealing with
long-=range planning, is to follow in several months.

Fal

The task force committee reviewed this revised resolution to determine or agree on
what our charge should be,. The following general statements will guide .the work
of the task force. ' :

, .
The Facilities Task Force will make a thorough study.of the physical plant (schools

and administration) and.make recommendations to the Board regarding:
& . * .

1) Do our present facilities -meet present néeds of the district?

2) Will these facilities agffuately meet the needs of the.district
for the foreseeable f@ture? ' ‘ '

3) Do we have facilities that will not be needed to adequately carx

on our educational program for the foreseeable future?

The task foree will plan to present & progress report to the Board in FeBruA?y.‘ Due .
to the necessity to study the entire K-12 needs of the district for tie
present and the near future years) before recommendations can be made, -
the task force will probably/ not make recommendations that would require
significant changes for the 1973-74 school year.

. - ' - =~ ‘

We agreed that the essence of our charge is not changed as a result of the Board's

 amending the resolution. The significant change is in the time schedule.

FG/tn

#12 ’
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~ F I . ALTERyATIVES FOR USE OF CLASSROOM SPACE
_ , R .8~ R i .' i P :
'» o - )

* ALTERNATIVE: UTILIZE MOKE CLASSROOMS BY LOWERING THE AVERAGE CLASS STZE FOR THE DISTRIGT .

<
/

The 1972-73 average class, size is just under 27 students.
Theoretically, if the dprage.size was lowered by 1 student
we would HOCCUE%” approximately 23 additional rooms; con-* ,°
versely, if thé’average size were'raised to 28{ we would

3 ‘ occupy. approximately 21 fewgr classrooms. . i
. ‘ < hl

J! .} ] 7 . : . ) I ' ' - N . -& -
Lo '_-' a - E ) . " L
i POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES . POSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES .

’.

1. Most people agrée smaller classes e.l.‘ Cost! (Stafffing & Operagf;g) decfed@in%
- are better: for kids. . . by one student adds approximately
: o /. $250,000 to the budget.

¥

2. Good use of space. : 2. Regearch shows little evidence that
' - small size increases learning.

3. Probably goal in teacher bargaining. . a ’

A ' ’ %
4. Teacher-pupil relationship could be . , O
closer,
, 5. "Slow'" students might get more help.
e o .
.
o . ‘ .
$ : , ,
REACTION : : N o
¢ o \ )
25 ,
2/73 L 2 s 7
. ‘ §%1 . . .
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. e _ _ALTERNAIIVES FOR_USE OF CLASSROOM SPACE . N

. T . e .-
U - - .

- . ‘ N -
i i \ } e )
~ ALTERNATIVE: BALANCE ELEMENTARY ENROLLMENT TO PROVIDE‘FOR BETTER: UFILIZATION OF .

-

SPACE IN Buz:mcs _ »
) . Tgis means that- attendance areas would be ad]usted to increaSe A

.
.
«
L .
. N
. .

in high enrollment schools. “This would not reduce district ‘.‘J
ycapacity and~wOu1d nat gave mOney : . .

rollments in low-Enrollment schools and decrease-enrollments. . .” e

lahan TN

POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES

[ Total bu11ding enrollments could be
adjusted closer to optimum size
e 450~ 550 .

-

5

QZ‘- Exce581ve1y large and small classes
‘ 'could bek‘voided )

13, Auxxliary space would be moxe equitably
I+ .allotted in all.buildings.

5 e
.

4, Administrative responsibility would

i be more equitably spread. .
5. "Educational program bptions,would be
improved. i.e., fewer split classes,.
easier integration of -special educa-
gion students, learning center option
fhore possible.

REACTION :

(¥2

~

POSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES
1. 'Aftendance areas wh&ld need to be re~
a districted. B
" A, Friends may be separated. G
B." Some children would need to‘ traveIM
greater distances to school. )
C. *Busing costs may be increased.
" D. Long established affiliatighawmay
.« be severed . TN -

' 4

2."May need to limit open ‘enrollment
more than would otherwise be the case.

B

\_ﬁ§f;

By
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S * * AETERNATIVES FOR USE oF ciassndou,srApE

,ALTERNATIVESﬁ;_ SHARE CLASSROOM SPACE WITH ADJACENT DISTRICTS

.”'\

Since thé district has availablé spice at the elementary and
jurtior high school levels, it might be possible to provide
.instructional space to neﬂghboring districts on some type of
. cooperatiVe basis.

1. "

. . . v
.. . K e - . o

POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES - o —~%- ' pOSSIBLE DISADVW v

1. Possibly certain instructional ' 1. Neighboring .distficts in Oakland
programs could be shared that - . County are not experiencing growth,
one district alone could not ‘ cansequently ‘most of them have more
afford. - e, T " finstructional space than they

' currently need.’
2. Space could be used in our district , . : “
- for cooperative programs with other -

districts that would enhance the
, educational experience for Birm-

ingham's youth, Students from -
the cooperative‘district would be _ "
transported to our facilities. , - ‘
) - N ,
¢ X ‘s
'u. 9
’ 3 Y
REACTION: ’
N
:

/ ‘ _ 26 ¢
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. ALTERNATIVES FOR USE OF CLASSROOM SPACE

ALTERNAQIVE: ' UTILIZE ONE OR MORE OF OUR BUILDINGS OR A PORTION THEREOF ON
. "SEMI-VOUCHER PLAN". B ' : . CLe
_ This means "contracting out' a group of children with special
. . - interests or special problems to a group of ‘'teachers who would
' I -agree ‘to accomplish certain goals in return for a promised amount
' of remuneration. For example, a group of three teachers might
-, ' agree to take a group of 50 ver . poor readers for one semester -
' and guarantee increased abilitygto_a certain level for a specific
. amount of money. This kind:of program would need space. o

POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES ' : POSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES

1. _Similgr plans have worked in some 1,-\Could be more expensiQe;
other places.. (i.e. Gary, Indiana). ’ : o
S : 2. Voucher plan very controversial; most

C 2. It'ﬁight'be'worth a try. have been dropped.

.\ . 3. Could provide motivation for the 3. .Such plans are.generally considered
poorly motivated (teacher as well “only in low, achievement schools. h
as student). ' . '

24D




" ALTERNATIVES FOR ﬁsE-OF CLASSROOM SPACE'

i

_ ALTERNATIVE: VARYING - PATTERNS OF ORGANIZATION

Sy

. By varying organizational patterns more - effective use might be
-made of existing &pace.

A. Organize as a K-5,3,4 dist ict- by creating middle schools

in place of junior high sclfols.

~ B. A second plan might. be elimination of traditional elementary
. o grade organization and adopt the multi-unit elementary -
) school type of organization that is the basis for the
individually guided education (IGE) approach. Elementary
schools, divided into instructional units of 75- 150 pupils,
are staffed by unit leaders, unit teachers, aides and clerical
staff. Each unit contains a multi-aged pupil population, a
. - . nongraded approach to curriculum design and learning programs

designed for indiyidual’ students.‘ .
. . . .
POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES - , 0SSIBLE DISADVANTAGES .
1. K-5 3 & plan of organization ‘ 1. K-5,3,4 pfaﬁ ¥ organization
.- a) Reduce number of elementary schools .. -a)’ Would requjre widespread redistrict-
needed --more efficient use og- ing of stuflents at all levels.
existing ones. b) Would require a major curriculum
b) Could reduce overemphasis on too . revision if to implement middle
T . .
" early departmentalization often . school objectives.
~ attributed to junior high schools. c¢) Major displacement of staff. v
,¢) Eliminate division currently exist- : d) Might require additional busing.z
. ' ing in the 4 year program of grades . . .
» 8 - 12, , 2. The Multi-unit School -
. ' cot .a) Major inservice program required.
2. The multi-unit school. . S b) Would not bé an economy in space v;
a) Greater attention to individual - utilization. S
needs of students. . ¢) Would not eliminate small 1neff1cient

elementary schobvls.

\

REACTION: ‘ ' ' ‘ r

-
.
A
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ALTERNATIVES FOR USE OF CLASSROOM SPACE

ALTERNATIVE: CIDS% ORE OR MORE ELEMENTARY BUILDINGS

This option hag serious public relation implications in that
. it removes, in effect, a school from the local neighborhood.
‘This optiom may be justified where there is a felt obligation.
‘o run the district in the most efficient manner possible.

1

2]
@ « . L.

.

POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES "7 ° PpOSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES i

1. .Increase the overall operating 1. Redistricting of the attendance area 
. efficiency of the district. would be necessary.

2. 'Savings to the district: 2 ,Séme children would have farther to

a) Where building is closed completely - go to school.
b) Where building is mothballed. ‘ Ce -
’ ' 3. Possible increase in number of bussed
3. Better utilization of associate students. - | : '
teachers. T ’

4. Creates a public relation problem .

4. Increased enrollment at receiving with parents.

, school(¢) provides for improved o AP _ S o .
" options) i.e., fewer split classes, ' 5. Long established affiliations may be
‘better integration of special edu- _ severed. Frtends may be separated.

‘cation students;, improved possibility -
for establishing a learning center,
?ggiéagééﬂ;héﬁ&uilqipgif@r¢qa eibqlfW?{Z"

)

REACTION:

3():
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"ALTERNATIVES' FOR USE OF CLASSROOM SPACE ’ ) o
. N ] &

o

ALTERNATIVE: INITIATE PRE-SCHOOL PROGRAM

this would provide a p:ogram for ahildren who Are four years
of age. This would require approximately 15 classrooms for
1974-75, assuming they were used for two sessions each day.

- ~POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES , '~ POSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES
1. Will assist in the edrly identi- 1. Cost. (Appfoximation $17o,dbo). There
. fication of children with various would be no State aid for the program.
developmental problems and provide Parents could be charged a "fee,

for their early remediation.
o Oppbrtunity to develop a child study
laboratory for secondary students,

enabling them to study child growth
and development by working with children.

REACTION: - ' , .

24 G ) ' ‘



', . ALTERNATIVES FOR USE OF cmskbo;@i'smcz

SN

'AETERNATIVE}' UTILIZE ONE OR MORE OF. OUR BUILDINGS OR PORTIONS THEREOF FOR A
a1 . o VOCATIONAL-TECHNICAL SCHOOL. '

" Ve would presume this to mean training ekgeriences in.addition to
those we now can provide at bur two high' 'schools Courses preparing
' students on part-day or full-time basis. c .

S - - " s » .
_ POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES | I , POSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES
1. Our program has been criticized 1. -Our tax payersbare a&ready paying for
for a lack of "career" courses. SEOVEC
2. ,SEOVEC becomes overloaded in some 2. SEOVEC now is abTe to handle almost all
programs. (i.e., auto mechanies) ‘ - BPS students who are interested.

: Voc-Tech facilities are very expensive
3. The program would be closey to home

4. The world-of-work changes rapidly, hence

4. More students might enroll in yoc- ©_ causing expensive changes in fdacilities.
tech courses instead of unrealistic- . L
ally planning an "academic' career. . o Ce
AV
7 t
R . | Y
LY
! - &
]
/‘ : 2 L 4 h
REACTION : ‘ \
v ’@ 5
s ) "
° 32
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i ALTERNATIVES FOR USE OF ‘CLASSROOM SPACE
ALTERNATIVE: ESTABLISH CONTINUING EDUCATION CENTER(S) - R4
- . This would provide a setting -for adults to continue their _

education, complete requirements for. aduation, acquire
leisure time skills, job up-grading, etc. This plan would

require use of several rooms in several buildings T4
v i‘” . ‘ : ’ L
: _ .
- . -F’ -, J

POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES ; - POSSIBLE_ DISADVANTAGES
1. Provide a daytime ''credit" program 1. Cost will qualify for State aid, but

for adults who are reluctant to this will not support the program.

attend day school with high school ' Cannot charge a fee if person is

age students : ! meeting graduation requirements.

2. Recreation and leisure time center in 2. Competition with Community House
.a neighborhood school.
S : . 3. Costly to aperate small classes -
‘ whicht ‘are 1ikely under thig arrangement.

-3

REACTION:

24 1
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‘ALTERNATIVES EOR USE OF CLASSROOM SPACE

- . . -

- ] ‘ ‘
ALT E;%E; OPERATE ONE OR MORE BUILDINGS ON A REDUCED BUDGET ’
A _}This oﬁfion would have merit if ‘parents felt very stongly
- ““aboutéhaving’a school in the immediate neighhorhood in gpite
' of thé disadvantages that would accompany it.
3 oo ] g
POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES - . ° L POSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES
1. " Permits keeping a neighborhood school 1. Savings would be not as great as when
open as opposed to closing it T the building is closed. S
.completely. . > '
y w ' 2. May create part- time or dudl principal—
S 2. Allows for some savings. to %he , » 'ship. ,
-~ district by closing aff part of a ' k
building R A 3. May reducdﬁeducational options; more ’
. . split classeés; less chance to integrate
3. _ReleaSes part of the building for' special education students; reduces
other uses. ~ - . practicality of creating gnd running a
. o ; viable learning center. ' .

I 4. Tends to increase the range in class

- " ‘ L size from very small to excessively
b ) large. .
. ® ; .
Y ) . e 5. Per pUpil operating cost would probably
T ' be higher. .
* ) -
"I\: 5 ’ " ¢
°

REACTION:

24 J
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\ , ALTERNATIVES FOR USE OF CLASSROOM SfACE S
. . ' ' P '

N

USE“?F FACILITIES FOR COLLEGE COURSE WORK BEYGND GRADE TWELVE

~ This could be accomplished by adding a grade to the senior high

ST N

POSSIBL@ kDVANTAGES

yo1, This would provide the opportunity
to- begin college without leaving
home _’;).
) R o
‘ o
" - :
. REACTION:

school or establishing a one- or two year community college in a
separate building S .

%

PossiBLE DT SADVANTAGES

1.

24 X

Cost. Adding one or two grades would_d’
require additional funding. These’

costs would have to be in addition to
those for the K-12 program and much
would have. to be paid by local tax -~
payers. ’;* : '
With post secondary opportunities ~
available in the area, the need‘is
questionable

Most Birmingham st dents interested
in post secondaEé' ducation would
' probably not befBttracted to a local
school. . ' '

35



‘ESTABLISH A LEARNING RESOURCE CENTER IN EACH SCHOOL o

Lo e I LT
ALTERNATIVES FOR USE OF CLASSROOM SPACE -~ - =~

-'_g"" o hese will: enable the school td bettef meet. the educational
" heeds of all students,‘including thos® Withllearning disabilities

‘Would require at least ‘two rooms in each

3

r

QSSIBLE DISADVANTAGES

W

S 5
ALTERNATIVE :
as well as the gifted
‘building .
2, . : - o
g "~ . ) o
' ' ‘ PN .‘ ’
o ) L
POSSIBLE ADVANTAGES . | P
1. Enhance and imptove the educational 1
program :

L
2. Prov1de resource-for students who'

need individual attention, especially

- gost.” Will require additional staff,
equipment, and materials.. CoSt can

be minimized py using State reimbursed
remedial reading teachers.

, (8100.00 per teacher). : ‘ e

tﬁose with learning-problems' ‘ b T ) : . -

3. Provide opportunity for independent
study.

REACTION: ‘

36
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";‘was‘the_possibility of operating our schools on a

.situations such ds these.

8 -
v

© 6/73

' .
L ~

]
' ~

'PACILITIES STUDY COMMITTER RECOMMENDATION TO THE. SUPERINTENDENT
' RE CUSTODIAL SERVICES AND OPERATING COSTS - |

S, n

. >
- Dy

One of the.12 alternatives originally considered R? thgtracilitiesvStudy'Committee

reduced cost basis. This one
1s still in the picture, and this statement is an attempt to supmarize the
Committee's position and recommendation for making some small reductions in
operating costs in schools for néxt year. Our recommendation to begin to .
reduce operating costs is to place im effect a restriction requiring reduced °
custodial services in several elementary schools which will. further require -
some type of reduction in'room use. We would further explain this to mean
that we are recommending a reduction of 3% custodial positions (% pogition -at
each of seven different schools). These reductions are made in schools where
enrollment is low and/or there are several unassigned classrooms. Our basic
rationale is that we cannot afford to provide a high degree of custodial services
in situations where we -have enrollment declines, and several "vacant" class ,
rooms. Typically, school staffs have "spread out", thereby using all -unassigned
space. We probably canmnot. afford to provide full custodial services in

3 . o .

Y

The Committee met with each principal involved Wednesday, June 6. After -~
significant discussion, and upon recommendations of the principals, we have
decided to recommend.reduced custodial services rather than officially 'closing
‘a significant number of classrooms., The principals will work out the details
and arrangement of the reduced services in each of their own buildings. ' It

‘may be necessary for principals to designate certain rooms as “closed’ for

all use for next year. It may also be possible that certain rooms will be
designated for ''limited use" with little or no custodial services provided.
Other rarrangements as worked out appropriately by the principal with his head

.. gustodian may. be possible.. Besides the savings realized ip. salaries for the

oot =

positions which will be e11mina£dd;fhé_also éxPect;to,:eglige‘dmallfsavihgﬁ-
in utility costs and supplies. The projected reduced operating cost saving
on the elementary level would be approximately $30,000.

We have also placed in effect our:recommendatidﬁ to reduce junior high school

‘custodial positions which.will provide a net savings of approximately $14,000.

The attached information sheet indicates the schools where custod%gl services
will be reduced. _ -

3

FG/tn ' 3
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FOURTH~FRIDAY ENROLLMENT DATA . . -

'f;9§6'4 1972 . -
GRADE ' 3,_1966_ ,_1967ﬁ_-\' 196§r$~ 1969 . 1970. glgjl 1972 B
-leil. 11431 - 1385 1314f - 12;0-“"' 1130 R 917
. 1j-'   1228 . gso . 1152 <1138 | 1047 1015 f 871
2, - ;1254"5~ 1065 12115 “»1154 © 1102 1070 033 .
3, 1274 ® 1785 - 1255, 1110 1139 1039 -
4 - : 1373 © 1413,; 1313 1214 1156 1079
5 1433 1313 1347 - 1238 1234 1127
: b g RN
‘6 1359 11564 ‘i389 1339 1304 1203
| TOTAL K-6 3352 9354 8981 8180 7892 7169
7 - 1411 | 1408 + 1475 1350' 1340 1251
g 1353 . 1432 ©, 1423 1430 1388 1322
o . 1365 " 1399 1443 1500 " 1478 1363
S ToTAL 7-9 4129 . 4239 4341 4262 4206 3534
10 1350 1485 - 1454 1463 (1525 1435
11 1179 1349 1445 1430 1469 1436 1469
12 1132 1167 1291 1373 1358 1412 1388-
TOTAL 10-12 3661 . 4001 - 4190~ 4291 4290 . 4374 4292
GRAND TOTAL 17142 17594 17512 17366 16750 16472 5397

* Does not include special education students

38
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ERiC : ) ‘ ' APPENDIX F

A ' o 0 L . C
' T . - o 12/12/72
- | ' 3 o | "‘, SﬁM?AﬁY.DF'WEQTINéHOUSE PRQjECTIONs:. o a .
— o S : L -
/ L . ' aPAST‘HISTORY .+ WESTINGHOUSE de&Ecﬁlpgg
- GRADE || 1970 ;':.1971.'ﬂ{1;197é i 41973 ,? 1974 1975
K I} 1130 o974 @17 - 5262 . 342 R 670 *
I 1047 1015 87k ‘822 740 | 667
Lz 1102 1070 - 933 |l . 845 798 . 71&.!
3 J| 1110 1139 1038 || * 935 - 847 - 800 -
a4+ | 1214 . 1156 11079 | 1033 e300 842
5 1238 1234 - 1127 || 1074 1029 " 926
6. - 1339 . 1304 . 1203 ,"- 1143 1089 " - 1044
rotaL k-6 - || .8180 7892 7169  ||° 6678 6177 5667
Zp’ o 1356.“ . 1340 d;?izsl .'»b : 'ilﬁg " 1120 1067
8 | 1230y ws 1322 || 1260 | 1188 112e
T | 1500 IR l36§,~ 1332 © 1270 | ) 11977
. tomAt 79 || 4280 4206 3936 - 3771 7 3578 3392
10 1463 1526 1435 1355 1324 1263
11 I “1a69 1436 1469 1395 1317 1287 .
12 ﬁ’ 1358 1412, 1388 1418 1345 1269
TOTAL 10-12 || 4290 4374 a292. || 4166 = 3986 ~ 3819
. , 3 _
GRAND TOTAL || 16750 16472 g 15397 14615 13741 1087
Does not includu Special Ed@cgtion
39 »
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ENROLLMENT HISTORY e S S
. BND, aE "12/12/72

WESTINGHOUSE PROJECTIONS

?\H ‘ ) - . i » -—. . ‘. - :;:_ 2 . ‘ ‘

,“SQHOOL' ] 199 1970 . fvl971;fJ, 197%;4‘ 1973 1974 | 1975
7FBBMS, 584 |. 555 f_523'7' . 474n 446 400 [ 372.
'BALDWIN ST R B R | T | et LTI
’BEVERLY | sa8 | 's38- | 8535 || 497 ./;475_ 822 ' 383
- BINGHAM FARMS 479" a37 | -394 | Y3ae.|| U308 | 2700 224
" BLOOMFIELD VILIAGE 294 256 | - 251 ~|| T2s2 || | 245 222° 1210

." EVERGREEN ses | sa3 | 5307 || .g00 || 467 .| 441 401
. FRANKLIN 334 3a0-1 326 |7 302 270 245 1 209
GREENFIELD 544 492 | 50L || 353 538 545 {540
HARIAN. | 705 . 658;‘f‘\§2@“f%{f561” . 517 447 388
" MEADOW * LAKE 535 513 7| .:461. |'* 4177|f- .- 380 356 323
 MIDVALE - 3200 | 320 |- 306 ' 331 || 301~ 258 224

| “PEMBROKE / 574 sa5 | 537 /|| 479, a47 | - 422 402
“PIERCE 624 597 "557 586 s40 | sla | 496
QUARTON ! sso” 559 524 593 566 535 487
TORRY | 459 418 ‘;%53 Al 421 || 393 373, | 351
ALY woopsy: - | 445! 407 4 384 336 || 306 | 274 788

| 'WA, T LAKE 1?"571 1 34a 344 || . 336 312 | 281 250
wﬁsTéHaSTﬁﬁ B | 281 259 252 ;9§_¢ - 169 1T 172 | ;1§0

TOTALS 8719 3180 | 7892 || 7169 || 6678 | 6177 | 5667
- C— : -
BARNUM 709 682 .649 '620 585 567 529
BERKSHIRE 1000 |- 1021 1008 945 903 852 1 834
COVINGTON 815 807 "776 722 686 632 594
DERBY oo 1015 -| 994 1036 978 . 910 907 880"
WEST~MAPLE 816 776 737 67L . 687 620 555
?OTALS 4355 4280 4206 3936 | 13775\,, '3578 3392
GrOVES . N 2042 | 2077 2136 "2103 2023 1958 . | 1870
' SEAHOLM 2249 2213 2238 2189 || 2143, { 2028 L;gggg{
TOTALS A251 | a200 | 4374 || 4255 || 4166 | 3986 | 3819
. : 3 ' : - o
GRAND TOTALS 17366 16750 16472 15397 14615  '13741° 12878
' | 40 : ST T
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BIRMINGHAI PUBLIC "SCHOOLS

';d

¥"  ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

\BUTLDING“CAP@CITIES*

>
ADAMS ? 21 3 26 | 108 | 567 | 675 | 7602
REVERLY 2 18 |7 3 23 | 108 | 486 |’s94 [ 621
BINGHAM FARMS 2 16 2 20 | 108 4324 540 | 540 | 2 L
BLOOMFIELD V \ 1 11 3 15 54 | 297+ 351 | 378 3
. ' \ ' - » 4 [e]
EVERGREEN Tl 14 vi 17 s¢ | 378 ) 432 | 432
* FRANKLIN 1 12 3 16 s¢ | 324 | 378-] 405
GREENFIELD 2 17 3 22| 108 | 459 | 567 | 594 2
HARLAN 2 23 3 28 | 108! 621 | 729 | 756 2
MEADOW LAKE 2 17 3 22| 108 | 459 | 567 | 594
Jsﬁ .
MIDVALE 1 11 3. 15 54 | 297 | 351 | 378 ~
PEMBROXE n ) 3 25 1 105 | s4ol 648 |- 6751 3
PIERCE 2 19 | 14 26 ) 108 . 513 | 621 | 648 | 2 i
QUARTON 2 19 3 241 108 | 513 | »21 | 648
TORRY -/ 2 16 3 21] 108 432 | s40| s67 1
VALLEY WOODS ( 2 17 3 LVZZ 108 459 567 ‘594 | 2
WALNUT LAKE 1 | 13 3 17 sS4 | 351 ] 405 | 432 o
WESTCHESTER 1 14 3 18 541 378 | 432 ] 459 4 1
. Sub Totals 28 | 278 49 355 1512 7506 | 9018 [ 9432 | 19 L5
Spcc{al Education & l , . 7
« and Dc_pt. Of{fices M_L':_j[‘__‘i_iéf__r_ . _ i .
TOTALS 28 | 254 73 3551 1512 | 6858 {8370 | 8784
* t‘i.__ ’ x ]*H_ » L
“Capacitices bascd on N
Can averace o 7 '
nwpils per room A s
" T
o AHPENDIH' H {



: §
b | ‘ : ' =
' N : / | & S
: / | / & S
= . '
ESTIMATES OF ELEMENTARY / CE 8y / 5
- { . \ o . .
. SCHOOL ROOM USE FOR j j §E>§ , S 8% 8
: ' . . : 8 R & /‘ ! & > g 0
1973-74 .8 5@ .~} q e ¢ F
- S 2 : 59 g g . g U g RS 5
o] ] E ) 1 (&) 8
I [22) &~ i M~ o (%)
B v &) g wn [_‘ o W
g 8§ 5 . HE &
3 .~ a7 S
; O v 4 A g @ Li;«‘
ADAMS - 26 2 1 15 8 2 6
BEV“QLY ) 23 2 | 16 5. 2 + 3
BINGHAM TARMS 20 2 2 12 4 1 3
7 ‘
BLOOMFIELD . VILLAGE 15 2 , 3 9 1 1 0
EVERGREEN 17 2 15 0 0 0
S .- .
FRANKLIN 16 2 10 b 1 3
GRIENTIELD ° o2 2 2 18 0 0 0
HARLAN 28 2 2| 18 6, 2 4
L MFADOY LZXE 2% 2 13 7 1 6
MIDVALE 15 2 11 2 1 1
PEMBROKE 25 2 I 15 5 2 3
PIERCE 24 2 2 19- 1 1 0
QUARTON 24 -2 20 2 2, 0
B e
TORRY V21 2 1 14 4 1 3
VALLLY *100DS 22 z 2 11 / 1 6
WALNUT LAKF 17 2 2 11 2 1 1
JESTCUUSTER 18 2 A 2 7, 3 1 2
y A
pLoe TOTALS 355 34 19 7 234 61 20 41 .
!
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BIRMINGHAM PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Birmingham, Michigan

] o N
CRITERIA FOR SELECTION OF A SCHOOL(S) TO BE CONSIDERED FOR CLOSING

Where 1t becomes necessary to close one or mdrehschools in a distritt, the selection
process is a difficult one at best. In an attempt to make the procedure objective,
three basic criteria have been developed. .

1. Location In Relation To Neighbor;ng78chools

a. Hopefully & contiguous attendance area could be maintained.
b. Recelving schools would preferably be adjacent and could adequately .
house redistricted children. :
c. Closing this school would result in a minimum of redistricting
problems.

1

2. Adequacy of Facility &

a. This school is educationally less flexible. (Can't accommodate changing
and varying programs as well.

b. Age of the building is a detriment.

c. Difficulty and/or cost of ongoing maintenance is greater.

d. Need for major (costly) maintenance or renovation.

e. Sice of and/or the layout of the site is less adequate.

3. Enrollment Factors

a. Closeness to optimum efficient operating enrollment (450+).
b. Potential for student gain or loss.

Other less 1lmportant factors’that would be considered where they apply are:,
a. Differences in operating cost savings.

b. Differences .in resulting transportatien costs.
c. Safety implications. . :

d. Resale value and/or disposition of property. -

-

Vsing the accompanying form the three criteria may be applied to each school. Making
use of a rating scale of O to 5 for each of the criterja, a numerical school closing
'index" could be obtained. This ‘index" would then be used to rank order the schools
in terms of their suitability for closing. '

e
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\

' SCHOOL CLOSING INDICES

chools °

Birmingham Public May, 1973
' c SCHOOL CLOSING CRITERIA Initial
: 1 11 © III School Closing
School lLocacion Facility Adequacy Enréllment‘Factor Index
ADAMS -4 4 2 9-10
BEVERLY 2 1 0-1 3-4
BINGHAM FARMS 3 0 3-4 6-7
BLOOMFIELD V. 5 3-4 5 13-14
EVERGREEN 0-1 0 0 0-1
FRANKLIN 3-4 3 4 10-11
GREENFIELD 0-1 1 0 1-2
HARLAN 0-1 0-1 1 1-3
MEADOW LAKE 3-4 0 2-3 5-7
__MIDVALE 3-4 1 4 8-9
PEMBROKE 3 1 0-1 4-5
PIERCE 1-2 3 0-1 4-6
QUARTON 0-1_ 2 0-1 2-4
TORRY 1 1 2 4
VALLEY WOODS 2-3 1-2 3-4 6-9
WALNUT . LAKE 0-1 1-2 3 _ 4-6
WESTCHESTER 4-5 0 R 5 9-10
\Rating Scale 0-5
0= Low potential for closing
5= High potential for closing
41
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ELEMENTARY BUILDING OPERATING COST ESTIMATES

1973-74
: ) ANNUAL N ADMINIS/ S
' T ‘ MAINTENANCE | CUSTODIAL CLERICAL .
. SCHOOL UTILITIES | & SUPPLIES SALARIES#* | SALARIES** | TOTALS#
! oo . e ) .
Adams ' 16,600 6,700 29,400 34,000 . 86,700 *
. 5 .

Beverly 13,400 6,700 29,000 33,100 82,200
Bingham Farms 23,400 6,300 .- 24,400 33,900 88,000
Bloomfield Village 11,100 6,000 | - 20,000 - 21,200 58,300
Evergreen 15,600 6,500 . 29,900 34,000 . 86,000
‘ ' ' NG.eo o
" Franklin 15,100 - 6,300 . 25,100 33,600 67106
. . 3,000
Greenfield i 10,700 6,500 ©29,200 32,800 .| - 79,200
Harlan 20,600 6,700 29,500 34,000 90,800
Meadow LaRe 16,400 6,500 . 29,300 33,400 85,600
Midvale 11,800 . 6,200 24,300 32,600 74,900
Pembroke 15,900 6,500 29,300 _ 33,400 85,100
Pierce 15,300 6,500 29,000 33,400 84,200
Quarton 15,200 6,500 - 29,400 32,800 © 83,900
Torry 11,200 6,500 29,300 34,000 81,000 ,
Valley Woods 16,200 6700 - 29,400 34,000 86,300,
Walnut Lake 11,600 6,300 24,400 30,600 72,900
Westchester 13,800 6,200 19,900 '21,000 60,900

**These figures include a projected estimate for salary improvements for 1973-74,
Final figures will be available after contract settlements have been determined.
The net savings the district would actually realize from closing a building could
be as much as $5,000 less than the figures (totals) shown here due to the seniority
clauses in our contract agreements with our employee groups, ’

" VO kt oA v -
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: : S
ELEMENTARY BUSING 1972-73 -
L
//
SCHOOL ,} # BUSES TOTAL
ADAMS 2 56 .
BEVERLY 5 . 7 167
BINGHAM FARMS A 184
BLOOMFIELD VILLAGE 2 78
FRANKLIN 4 164
GREENFIELD -3 : 174
HARLAN ; 3 - ‘94 .
' M". e - N
MEADOW LAKE 7 266 /7 :
) ’ > i
MIDVALE 1 - 537
QUARTON 1 ' 62
» VALLEY WOODS ’ 6 - 220
WALNUT LAKE 3 147
' 1665
' LADY QUEEN 6 : 201
HOLY NAME - 7 ; 298
© ST. REGIS 10 P 380 -
879 ‘

2544 TOTAL ELEMENTARY

+
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To: Facilities Committee . November 10, 1972
From: J.V. O'Neil
Subject: Potential Growth in the district

.

Within the district there are two areas of potentlal growth, the Flint

fatm in the Walnut Lake attendance area and vacant land in the Blngham
Farms attendance area.

1. Flint Farms: This area, 200 acres, is being developed at the
present time. 92 homes have been built and 88 are occupied as
. of this date. There is-a potential of 270 homes in this area.
As homes are builty as they are sold, there is no good estimate
when this total of 270 will be reached. The price of a home
begins at $703000

2. Bingham Farms The area south of 13 Mile Ré;d and east of Telegraph
is at present underdevéloped The property’ frontjng on Telegraph is.
zoned commercial. The remainder of the area has been a subject df
controversy for & number of years. The owner is asking for a
multiple dwelling zoning while the Village of Bingham Farms has it
zoned single dwelling. Until this is resolved it would be
difficult to predict potential growth in this-area. However, the
area could probably be accommodated at Bingham Farms School
under any zoning established’ by’ the Village of Bingham Farms.

T {

3. It is possible that some time in the future Knollwood Country Club,
Birmingham Country Club, and Oakland Hills Country Club ‘
could pe developed ‘into residental properties but there is no
indication of that happening at this time.

Large estates in the Bingham Farms andywestern Walnut Lake area-
may be subdivided sometime in the future .and should be’ con51dered

!
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o BTRMINGHAM SCHOOL DISTRYCT AE3

IDENTS ATTENDING NON PUBLIC SCHOOLS

M’ .
geptemoer 29, 1972

1 vy A S 6 1 -8 9 10
* ADANS TS § NS VRS & Y 99
BEVERLY * 2 25 29 W %3 159
 BINGIHAN X NS § B U R B S| 142
BL VILLAGE 3001 6 15 0 1 0 88
EVERGREEN 1 8 5 9 13 3 7 46
FRANKLIN 16 2 4 4 Je | 28
GREENFIILD 2 12 17 11 16 (14 11 83
* FARIAN 6 10 15 o 31 W #75
MEADOW LAKE 2 ] 5 6 7 B -5 34
MIDVALE 1 - 3 7 7 5 13 18’ 58
PEMBROKE, 1 ] 5 2 b 7 "3
PIERCE 3.9 13 13 1o 6 64
QUARTON 6 19 3% 4 % 50 58 255
TORRY 1 1 "2 3 1 1 1 10 ,
VALLEY WOODS 1 8 20 19 158 25 111
WALNUT LAKE .1 2 3 3 0 b 18
WESTCRESTER , 1 16 2 19 15 W 2 122
0 T0TAL 44 0175 209 221 28 151 294 1428
BARNUN 335 4 9
BERKSIIRE ‘ 75107 82 1264
COVINGTON 124 112 128 364
DERBY 41 45 W 123
WEST MAPLE | M1 18 W 69
\l@/x/ 19231730 94
GROVES 145° 379
SEAHOLY P L, 216 920
TOTAL | 361 949
| . AR T T e
GRAND TOTAL 44 175 209 221 228 257 294 292 317 305 36l 3291
, 4
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ADAMS
BARNUM-
BEVERLY

BERKSHIRE

' S

. : Vo
SIZE OF SCHOOL SITES (ACRES)

6.0

10.0

32.0

BLOOMFIELD VILLAGE 4.0

COVINGTON

~ DERBY

EVERGREEN

FRANKLIN

GREENFIELD

GROVES

" HARLAN

11/15/72
¢

20.0
32.0

10.3

13.1

50.0 °

10.0

. od e

MIDVALE
MEADOW LAKE
PEMBROKE
PIERCE

/g\\ QUARTON

- SEAHOLM

TORRY

VALLEY WooDS =~

WALNUT LAKE
WESTCHESTER
BINGHAM FARMS

WEST MAPLE
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COSTH OF ELFML\ITAR . HOOLS & ADDHIONB

-----————-—---._.—.__.n..--_-..—-_—._........,_

-

‘ ORIGINAL BUILDING | 1§T TN T IS ADDTTION 3R ADDITION|
SCHOOL W, | Cost | Vel Cost |y | cog |Yr] Cost | YT
Ml 920 | 135,000 | 1925 | 270,000 | 1970 | 5L, 358

Beverly 1954 | 611,170 | 1955 | 224,062 | 1970 | 99,600

Boomfield | 1927 74,000 | 1944 25,000 | 195¢ 231,?28 ,1957(67,83? 1962
‘Bingham Fmg, | 1908 1,020,000 |

Evergreen 1966 | 81,7 .
Erénkun 923 | 20,00 | 146 8060 | 1% 1i7,731 1954 265,9si 1;%2
C;eenﬁeld 1957 | 760,323 | 1970 | 77,69 |-

Héﬂan. | 1957 | 743,622 | 1962 {149,333 ‘19.70 267,538 i

bﬁidv;le 1957 776,246 | 1970 | 79,233

Mescon Lake | 1963 522,459 | 1966,42§,035 , *
Pembrokg | M5 | e, | 1957 1§7,512 1962 {16,791 | 1970 {96,833

Pierce 1924 - | 270,000 1949 (196,545 1950 14,44 {161) 32\688l.
w0 3130 | ke 08 | 1 L am | | 1.
Torry 01 | g saf | e st | w0 | 78117 ’ ‘;pé
Valley Wds, | 1%L 683,712 1966 242'7U2, | ‘ .
\NalnutvLagg 1996 | 22,000 | 198" So,ood 1951 | 53,609 | 195¢ 127,548 ligs7
‘We‘stchester 1962 724;246 1970 L89.379 |

J]:Vllkb 1972 ;‘53’» | AprHON R

SR

Cast | Yr.

88,471

230,84 | 1970

|
¢

736,259 | 1968

s
1970 |

Cmt

e ——

173,200
' . o

72,081

TH A 1 lH(T " TOTAL

COST

ot

| 456, 358 '

934,833
539,119
1,020, 000
81,727
815,727
838,019>7 |

1,160,493

© 485,481

750,534} -
1,023,968
ot
513,647
636,948
73850
. 926,414

78,187

813,625: .
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