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We want to show by this building, with its towering walls and fair pro-

portions, that the dignity of the school is rising in the world. . . . We believe
that the existence of our government depends m the education of the
people. . . We want the people, as they pass back and forth to ask what
public building this is. We want them to understand that this is a noble insti-
tution of learning, and that people have wisely expended their money in
erecting schoolhouses in preference to erecting jails. . . . It has been the
wish of the school officers to make in such an institution that all classes
might be induced to send their children to it; they wished to draw the rich
as well as the poor within it, so they erected a structure of which the son of
a wealthy man need not be ashamed, and that the son of a poor man may
feel proud to enter. Here the both are placed on a perfect equality, and
the road up the hill of fame is as broad to the humblest child of our ward
as it is to the most favored son of the wealthiest citizen.

From the dedication of New York City’s Ward School 4
April 23, 1856
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Preface

America’s classrooms are overcrowded. It's true in cit-
ies, it's true in suburbs, and it is true in many of our
nation’s rural school districts as well. Overcrowding
plagues the fast-growing states in the South and
West, but it also impacts children in Midwestern cities,
across the so-called “Rust Belt,” and troughout the
Northeast. But is overcrowding a temporary problem,
one that will go away by itself if we just have pa-
tience? Does it make sense to invest billions of dollars
in new school buildings now, or will they be empty a
decade down the road?

Certainly, policymakers of the past have tried to ar-
gue that school overcrowding is just a blip on the ra-
dar screen. In 1949, as birthrates began to soar af-
ter World War I, political scientist Newton Edwards
tried to warn the public that overcrowding would,
over time, go away on its own:

Educational authorities, now hard pressed to
provide adequate building facilities and teach-
ing personnel, should keep in mind that the high
birth rates of the 1940's are not likely to per-
sist. . . . Adequate provisions must be made for
the education of the abnormally large number
of children born during the past decade, but it
would be a grave mistake to project the high
birth rates of the recent past into the future and
to plan accordingly.

A decade later, the Chicago Public Schools were still
feeling the sting of ballooning school enrollments, and
expecting the number of schoolchildren to continue
rising. The 1959 public school bond campaign - the
fourth that decade - found CPS struggling to find
enough room for both its elementary and high school
students, and to locate the dollars needed to modem-
ize and repair aging school buildings:

For over a dozen years, Chicago has been feel-
ing the effects of an increased birth rate and
the impact of population shifts within the city.
The influx of newcomers from other parts of the
nation, together with our expanding population,
has taxed the facilities of the Chicago Public
Schools. The increase in elementary and high
school enrollment during the past two-year pe-
riod . . . totaled nearly 26,000, and the trend

indicates that by 1964, enroliment will be up
another 82,000.

At the same time that CPS officials struggled to get a
handle on overcrowding, they were also battling to
repair aging and obsolete school buildings. In a 1959
citizens handbook on the pending bond campaign,
CPS contended that “consideration will also have to
be given to the replacement of older school buildings.
Among Chicago Public Schools are 139 buildings or
parts of buildings that were constructed before 1901.
A few are almost one hundred years old. These obso-
lete school accommodations still house thousands of
children.”2

Now, 50 years after Newton Edwards predicted that
overcrowding would go away on its own, the children
of the post-World War |l baby boom have school-
age children of their own, and the nation’s schools are
still struggling with overcrowding. Nationwide school
enrollments have set record highs for 14 straight
years. In Chicago, one-third of elementary schools
were overcrowded during the 1998-99 school year,
along with 40 percent of high schools. And the situa-
tion is only going to get worse. Public school enroll-
ments are expected to continue to increase through
2004, then level off some. After that, experts expect
another spike in the nation’s birth rate that will send a
new wave of students into America’s schools.

Even now, there remains some reluctance to invest
substantial public revenues in building more and bet-
ter schools. Some still say overcrowding will go away
on its own. But as our elected officials gear up for a
national debate over school construction, they should
keep history as their guide and not repeat a half-
century worth of mistakes.

1. Newton Edwards, "Population Change in the United States,”
American Academy of Political Science: Current Issues and Trends in
American Education, September 1949, p80.

2. Chicago Board of Education. Chicago School Building Bond

Referendum: Guide for Speakers, Discussion Leaders, and Civic
Organizations, 1959.
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Executive Summary

E very state in the nation - and virtually
every town and city - is struggling to e-
pair its aging school buildings. Our cown-
try’s schoo lhouses face a wide range of challenges.
Broken windows and leaky roofs. Lead paint and
asbestos. Electrical systems that cannot meet the
demands of today's need for technology in the
classroom. A lack of basic facilities such as gymna-
siums, science labs, and lunchrooms. Ancient boilers
that no longer keep our children warm, and missing
air conditioners in climates where temperatures
climb into the 90s even during the school year. In
1995, the U.S. General Accounting Office esti-
mated that U.S. schools had to make $112 billion
worth of repairs. Since that time, about $12 billion
of those have been completed. That means $100
billion remain to be made.

Overcrowding

Most of those towns and cities
also face classrooms that are M
packed to the rafters. Over- B8
crowding is a serious problem
in both cities and their suburbs,
in large metropolitan areas
and in rural parts of the coun-
try. While overcrowding is gen-
erally worst in the South and
the West, other parts of the
country have to suffer their share of packed class-
rooms. And, according to the U.S. Dept. of Educa-
tion, the problem is only going to get worse. The
children of the unusually large "Baby Boom” gen-
eration are now reaching elementary school age,
and their rising numbers are expected to make the
overcrowding problem even worse. In several
years, these children will become high school stu-
dents, and ground zero for the overcrowding
problem will shift to our secondary schools.

Why invest so much time
B and money in improving
A the condition of our

13 school buildings?
Because the quality of

¢ our schoolhouses has a
- direct effect on how well
gour children learn.

Overcrowding means that there are too many stu-
dents in the classroom for every one teacher. It
means that children are forced to learn in places
that were never meant to be classrooms - hall-
ways, restrooms, and storage rooms, for example.
School districts are looking for quick and inexpen-
sive ways to relieve the problem in their most -
verely overcrowded buildings, but the long-term
solution is hardly cheap. Building new schools is an
important but expensive task, and almost every
school district is struggling to come up with the nec-
essary funds.

Better Buildings = Better Education

But why should we invest so much time and money
in improving the condition d
our school buildings when there
is so much to be done to m-
prove the quality of education
our children receive? There is a
growing awareness that the
quality of our school facilities
has a direct effect on how well
our children learn. This connec-
tion makes basic sense. Sw-
dents who are forced to learn
in storage closets and rest-
rooms when no other space is
available probably won't
learn as well as those who attend class in state-of-
the-art classrooms. Children who attend schools
with leaky roofs, broken windows, and peeling
paint probably won't feel the same school pride -
or the same pride in their own work - as students
who attend brand-new buildings or beautiful his-
toric schools. Similarly, good teachers are less
likely to remain at schools where the physical
working conditions are poor. Academic research is
beginning to confirm this common-sense connection.
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The Chicago Experience

This report seeks to take the experience of one
city - Chicago, lllinois - and use it as a detailed
example of how the struggle to rebuild our schools
has played out in the real world. Chicago’s school
construction and repair program has often been
hailed as a national model, and for many reasons
it has earned that reputation. Chicago has issued
$1.9 billion worth of capital m-
provement bonds since 1996 and
completed over $800 million
worth of projects. In just four
years, Chicago managed to build
six new elementary schools, two
high schools, and 43 elementary
school additions. Meanwhile, the
Chicago Public Schools launched a
massive repair campaign de-
signed to stabilize its worst-off
buildings and ensure that they did
not deteriorate any further.

But while Chicago can claim many
successes, it is also a prime exam-
ple of just how hard it is to launch
and sustain a large-scale program
aimed at rebuilding existing
schools and constructing new ones.
As Chicago’s Capital Improvement
Program tackles its fourth year,
the stresses and strains of such a massive undertak-
ing are beginning to take their toll. Delays are
starting to creep into the list of planned projects,
and money is no longer available for some proj-
ects that had previously been promised funding.
The communities that had dreamed big dreams for

Chicago’s school
construction cam-
paign has often
been hailed as a na- pass any far-reaching, comprehen-
tional model. While sive legisiation.

in many ways it has This report is intended to make the
earned that reputa-
tion, itis also a
prime example of
just how hard it is
to sustain such a

large-scale building prosperity of our nation depend on
program.

their schools are beginning to face the possibility
that they may have to scale back their expecta-
tions.

The Federal Role

Because so many school districts around the country
are in a similar situation, there has been a growing
chorus of voices calling for the federal government
to do its part to relieve overcrowd-
ing and rebuild America’s crumbling
schools. There has been a flurry of
legislation proposed and discussed
on Capitol Hill, but so far Congress
has not mustered the political will to

case that the federal government
needs to do what it can to help state
and local governments to fix its
school buildings and relieve over-
crowding. Why should the federal
government get involved? Because
our schools are a national asset, and
the economic, cultural, and social

a thriving public school system that is
open to everyone.

Since states and local school districts are unable to
shoulder the financial burden of fixing our schools
by themselves, the federal government should fill
the gaps for the districts in the most dire financial
need and support the efforts of the kst through
innovative strategies.
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This report has four main sections:
The Nature of Overcrowding

Chapter One examines the connection between the
quality of school facilities and learning, as well as
how new ideas about school design may improve
the quality of education we give our children. It
examines several alternatives, such as small schools
and community schools, that could improve our
public educational system. Finally, the chapter con-
cludes by making a case for community participa-
tion in the school design and capital planning proc-
ess. The collective wisdom of our parents, teachers,
and students will not only help make for better
schools, but have a lasting positive effect on the
system. Parents who take part in the creation of a
new school will have a greater stake in its ongoing
success. And greater public awareness of the
school construction process will help citizens push
their elected officials to set appropriate priorities
and then follow through on their goals.

The Chicago Experience

Chapters Two and Three look in detail at Chi-
cago's experience in repairing its school buildings
and alleviating overcrowding. This state of affairs
exists despite the best efforts of a school admini-
stration that has received unprecedented financial
and political backing from its local mayor. The Chi-
cago Public Schools have been able to tap part-
nerships and funds from other local taxing bodies,
the State, and the limited federal program. Yet the
school construction and repair needs far outstrip
the available resources.

Please Note: The report is designed so that infor-
mation on high schools and elementary schools
is contained in separate “stand-alone” chapters
that can be pulled out and read separately from
the rest of the report. In order to accomplish this,
some sections (such as data on increasing residen-
tial development) is intentionally repeated in each
section.

Among the report’s most important findings are:

e 41 percent of Chcago's high schools were

overcrowded during the 1998-99 school year.
That means that 57 percent of all Chicago high
school students attended an overcrowded
school.

¢ One-third of all Chicago elementary schools
were overcrowded during the 1998-99 school
year. That means that 40 percent of all ele-
mentary school students attended an over-
crowded school building.

¢ Eliminating overcrowding in Chicago would
cost between $1.3 billion and $2 billion even -
if no more students ever entered the public
school system.

¢ The Chicago Public Schools have been forced
to scale back their capital program as costs
mount and projects are delayed. Over $400
million in projects was eliminated outright from
the Capital Improvement Program this year.

The National Problem/A National Solution

Chapter Four and the Conclusion to this report re-
turn to a national perspective to look at the extent
of the school building crisis, national enrollment
trends, and what state and local governments have
been able to do on their own to solve their prob-
lems. Chapter Four also includes case studies on
how some of the nation's fastest-growing school
districts are dealing with the need to fix their
schools, as well as innovative financing options that
have been tried around the country.

The report concludes with a look at the legislation
that has been proposed by the Clinton administra-
tion, as well as alternative proposals that are on
the table.

Recommendations for Action

States, local governments, and the federal govern-
ment all have an important role to play in rebuild-
ing America’s schools. This final section of the re-
port recommends concrete steps that each level of
government can take to speed up the process of
improving our nation’s schools.

Rebuilding Our Schools Brick By Brick — page 8
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Major Findings
During the 1998-99 school year:

+ The number of overcrowded high schools in Chi-
cago declined, but overcrowding remained a €-
rious problem. 41 percent of Chicago’s high
schools were overcrowded, meaning that 57 per-
cent of secondary school students attended an
overcrowded facility.

+ Meanwhile, elementary school overcrowding
increased over the previous year. One-third of
all elementary schools were overcrowded, and
40 percent of elementary students attended an
overcrowded school.

New additions are filling up as fast as they are
built. In fact, wo-thirds of all new additions were
overcrowded within two years of construction.

Chicago’s school enroliments are expected to n-
crease substantially. About 35,000 additional stu-
dents are expected to enter Chicago elementary
schools by 2004.

To alleviate current levels of overcrowding Chicago
will have b construct seats for another 140,000
students at a cost of $1.3 to $2 billion.

Currently, 24 of the 29 overcrowded high schools (83
percent) have no planned capacity additions, along
with 70 of the 152 overcrowded elementary schools
(46 percent).

Recommendations for Action

The Chicago Public Schools should . . .

Release to the public a clear estimate of what its con-
struction and repair needs are at each school along
with a plan for raising the funds it needs to make
these repairs. CPS must also explain to individual
schools why some projects have been delayed or
eliminated and estimate when they will be completed.

The State of lllinois and Gov. George Ryan
should ...

Expand their commitment to school construction fe-
yond the amount contained in the lllinois FIRST pro-

Despite its many accomplishments, CPS is beginning
to feel the financial strain of the school facility cri-
sis. CPS eliminated $400 million worth of capital
projects from its 2000-2004 capital plan, and had to
revoke funding from over $400 million more projects
for the time being, until more funding can be found..

But Chicago schools aren't the only ones feeling
the strain. Overcrowding and school repair is also
major a national problem ...

In 1995, the U.S. General Accounting Office esti-
mated that fixing America’s crumbling schools (not
including solving the overcrowding problem) would
cost $112 billion. Since then, about $12 billion worth
of repairs have been made. Still, that leaves the na-
tional repair bill at $100 billion not counting the need
to reduce overcrowding in many districts.

Nationwide, public school enrollments have hit rec-
ord highs for 14 straight years. The number of
school children is expected to continue rising through
at least 2004. By then, US. public schools will have
added another 800,000 students.

Over $17 billion was spent on school construction and
repair during 1998, by far the highest total for any
time this decade. But many school districts still can-
not afford to pay for their school construction
needs, and much more remains to be done to a-
dress overcrowding and rebuild America’s schools.

gram, and commit state funds to school construction
and repair for the long run.

President Clinton and the U.S. Congress should . ..

Act quickly to establish an equitable, effective way to
assist local school districts with their school construction
and repair needs. Such a program should include di-
rect grants and low-interest loan programs for school
districts that are unable to borrow money on their

own. While current proposals on Capitol Hill may be
a valuable starting point, some school districts are still
likely to fall between the cracks.

Rebuilding Our Schools Brick By Brick — page 9
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Chapter One:

Why Care About Our School Buildings?

here is a growing recognition that good
I school buildings are a vital part of a qual-
ity education. This realization is an impor-
tant educational development because it informs
our understanding that the “bricks and mortar” s-
sues of school construction and repair are tied b-
gether with the need to improve student perform-
ance. This close connection between buildings and
learning makes it even more important to ade-
quately fund initiatives to repair older schools and
build new classroom capacity. As school districts
build these new schools, it is important that they
design quality buildings that support modern -
proaches to teaching and the needs of the commu-
nity in which they are located.

The Chicago Public Schools (CPS) has acknowl-
edged this link between the quality of our school
buildings and the quality of the education schools
are able to provide. "We realize that we would
not make headway educationally unless we also
make some changes in terms of the environment in
which our students are working and our teachers
are teaching,” said Dr. Cozette Buckney, chief edu-
cation officer of the Chicago Public Schools. A
March 1999 CPS report on building conditions de-
tails the benefits of the school construction pro-
gram:

Through interaction with parents and com-
munity residents, CPS officials have learned
that the new construction is having a positive
impact in the classroom as well as the com-
munity. Bright modernized classrooms help
stimulate students’ learning process. New
schools and additions provide a wholesome
and positive atmosphere that promotes an
enriching learning environment. New con-
struction is also having a positive impact on
the surrounding community. Many school
officials have noticed an increase in resi-
dents' community spirit and neighborhood
pride.!

This connection makes basic sense. Students who
are forced to attend class in storage closets and
restrooms because no other space is available
probably won't learn as well as those who enjoy
state-of-the-art classrooms. Children who attend
schools with leaky roofs, broken windows, and
peeling paint probably won't feel the same school
pride - or the same pride in their own work - as
students who attend brand-new buildings or beau-
tiful historic schools. Similarly, good teachers are
less likely to remain at schools where the physical
working conditions are poor.

8 "\We realize that we would not make headway educationally un-
less we also make some changes in terms of the environment in
which our students are working and our teachers are teaching.”

Cozette Buckney

Chief Education Officer, Chicago Public Schools
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While the academic research in this area is only
beginning to emerge, several studies have con-
firmed the common-sense notion that better leam-
ing environments improve educational perform-
ance. One study in Washington, D.C., for example,
showed that if a school's condition improved from
“poor” to “fair," standardized test scores im-
proved by 5.5 points. Similarly, if the school’s con-
dition improved from “"poor” to “excellent,” test
scores rose by 11 percentage points2

A study of the New York City public schools con-
cludes that overcrowding has similarly negative
effects on learning:

The school system’s ingenuity in finding a
place for every student should not blind
us to the effect of overcrowding on stu-
dent achievement and leaming. In New
York City the lowest income students in
overcrowded schools have lower test
scores than their counterparts in other
schools. In one instance, there was a four
to seven percent difference in the num-
ber of students in overcrowded schools
passing the Regents Reading Examina-
tion and the number of similar students

passing in schools that were not over-
crowded.3

While these studies use standardized test scores as
their yardsticks — an increasingly controversial
measurement tool among parents and academics
alike - other analysts interested in education re-
form view the overcrowding problem in more hu-
man terms. The burden of too many students af-
fects the daily life of a school:

We already know that smaller classes
mean more to marginal students than to
other students. We also know that the
more dense and overcrowded the class-
room, the more teachers and students
will revert to habitual teaching tech-
niques and learning patterns. In over-
crowded schools, teachers all too often
are unable to do anything more than
cover the required material, with little
time for exploration. Administrators,
even where there are more assistant
principals assigned to the schools, must
devote their time to traffic control and
maintaining order, not to leading the
school toward improvement or reform.4

"In overcrowded schools, teachers all too often are unable to
do anything more than cover the required material, with little
time for exploration. Administrators . . . must devote their
time to traffic control and maintaining order, not to leading
the school toward improvement or reform.”

Citizens Committee on Planning for Enrollment Growth

New York City

Rebuilding Our Schools Brick By Brick — page 11
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But simply constructing more schools isn't enough;
our cities and towns also have to focus on building
better schools for our children. We pay close atten-
tion to making our workplaces as comfortable, use-
ful and safe as possible.
Many companies invest re-
sources to design workplaces
that maximize productivity,
minimize accidents, and sat-
isfy the demands of their
workers. Why not in our
school buildings, too? In the
business world it is difficult to
retain quality employees
when working conditions are poor. Similarly, keep-
ing the best teachers is more difficult when our
school buildings lack the space and facilities
needed to do their job well. As for students, they
are no more likely to function at peak productivity
levels in poorly designed schools than a worker
whose space is clumsy, cramped, and accident-
prone.

There is a growing body of evidence that the dce-
sign of school buildings may actually be a key to
improving student learning. Class size, along with
the debate over smaller schools, has received the
most attention among parents, academics, and poli-
ticians alike. But many other areas have also begun

Simply constructing more
schools isn't enough. Our
cities and towns also have
to focus on building better
schools for our children.

to receive some attention. The idea of “learning
centers” — smaller, more flexible spaces that allow
for one-on-one and small group instruction to sup-
plement traditional classrooms - are one promising
avenue. Other research
has focused on the effect
of partitioning existing
classrooms into  smaller
special-purpose  areas.
And some studies have
looked at the effect of en-
vironmental factors -
which include everything
from the amount of light
and fresh air in classrooms to the availability of
adequate playground space - on the ability of
children to learn3

It is important that as parents, teachers, and school
officials begin to rebuild their school systems, they
consider new ways of thinking about our children’s
schools. School design should not be exclusive terri-
tory of architects or school administrators. Rather,
those that will actually use the buildings should
have a voice before the first brick is laid. Later, this
report will focus on three of the most talked-about
design ideas: small schools, community schools, and
flexible classroom space.

available at:

http://www.edfacilities.org

Resources on School Design Issues:

A comprehensive list of publications on school design, small
schools, community participation and other related issues is
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Defining Overcrowding

The most basic element of school design is deter- space and how many students can comfortably
mining how many students can comfortably fit in the fit in each room.
building. But determining this is not as simple as it e  Classrooms for drama, music, and arts educa-
seems. This report uses the Chicago Public Schools' tion require more space per student than class-
definition of overcrowding, which appears to be rooms for math or history classes. Science labs
reasonably typical of how other school systems ap- and other hands-on educational facilities also
proach the question. Each public school building in require additional space. Some technology
Chicago has been assigned a “design capacity” improvements, such as computers in the class-
by CPS officials. This number represents the maxi- room, take up space that previously was used
mum number of students that can fit in the building. to accommodate more student desks.
CPS considers a school to be overcrowded when e Changing instructional methods have also
the enroliment reaches 80 percent of that design reduced how many students a classroom may
capacity.tFor example, if the design capacity of a reasonably hold. When many older schools
school is 1000, the building can only enroll 800 stu- were first constructed, seats were bolted to the
dents before CPS considers it overcrowded. floor in fixed rows. Today, desks may be
moved to accommodate a number of different
But the design capacity of a school doesn't always “hands-on” classroom activities and small-group
account for the full range of programs that may be discussions. While such arrangements often re-
offered. Specialized educational programs can re- sult in a better learning experience, they tend
duce the number of students that may reasonably to work best with smaller numbers of students in
fit into a school building: each classroom.
¢ More students are staying at school for
¢ Federal regulations limit the number of students lunch. Until the 1970s, the majority of children
in classes designed for children with special left school at noon to go home for lunch, so
education needs or students withlimited Eng- buildings built before then don't tend to have
lish proficiency. As CPS pursues a policy of lunchrooms. Today, the majority of students
inclusion - whereby special education students stay at school for lunch. To accommo date this
are "mainstreamed” back into conventional relatively recent change, some Chicago schools
classrooms - school officials must improve the must begin serving lunch in shifts starting as
classroom setting to serve a variety of educa- early as 10:50 a.m. just to have enough lunch
tional needs. This challenge puts still more con- periods (given the available space) for all their
straints on how CPS may use its classroom students to eat.

The design capacity of a school doesn’t always account for the full
range of programs that may be offered. Specialized educational
programs — including technology improvements — can reduce
the number of students that may reasonably fit into a school
building.
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CPS attempts to account for these variables by cal-
culating a second number - the “program capac-
ity” - in addition to the design capacity figure dis-
cussed previously. The “program capacity” of a
school is the number of students who can com-
fortably fit inside a school building given the spe-
cific curriculum and specialized programs offered at
that school. For example, the decision to offer a
drama class may take up nore classroom space,
which means that the building can enroll fewer stu-
dents. In this instance, the program capacity would
be lower than the design capacity.

Unfortunately, program capacity figures rarely en-
ter into the public debate over overcrowding and
school design. CPS uses design capacity — not the
more refined program capacity figure - to deter-
mine whether a school is overcrowded. In many
cases, parents, Local School Council members, and
even principals are unable to find out their school’s
program capacity.

The difference between the program and design
capacities can be very large. A 1989 CPS report
listed design and program capacities for 69
schools. For 41 of those schools (59 percent), the
program capacity was at least 25 percent smaller
than the design capacity. For example, Funston
School had a design capacity of 720 and a pro-
gram capacity of 388, and an enroliment of 884.
These differences can have a very real effect on
the day -to-day functioning of a school.

Building Schools
For the New Century

While educational practices and student popula-
tions have evolved and changed, most of the na-
tion’s school buildings have not. Many school build-
ings are older, and most of the newer facilities sim-
ply copied the designs of old. Now, as many mu-
nicipalities gear up to build tomorrow’s schools, a
debate is raging about whether the traditional
schoolhouse is appropriate for modern technology,
current teaching methods, and the advent of school
reform movements that have returned greater |ocal
control to some communities:

We are looking at every aspect of educa-
tion, from the way we run districts, manage
schools and classrooms, and organize time to
how we test students, hold people account-
able, and relate schools to the surrounding
community. And we now know that an impor-
tant element of this systemic reform concerns
the physical structures of the schools. Ameri-
can school architecture is as deeply rooted
in 19t century values as every other aspect
of education. Therefore, if we are to success-
fully reform the system of primary and sec-
ondary education, we must give serious
thought to the design of schools and the
overall learning environment.8

Now, as many municipalities gear up to build tomorrow’s schools, a
debate is raging about whether the traditional schoolhouse is ap-
propriate for modern technology, current teaching methods, and

the advent of school reform movements that have returned greater
local control to some communities.
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Reformers have advanced a wide variety of pro-
posals for how school systems should rework their
ideas about school design to accommodate the
changing educational landscape. This report is not
intended to evaluate or endorse these various pro-
posals. However, it is important that any analysis
of school facilities at least raises the point that
school construction is not just about the number
of classrooms, but also about the quality of the
places where we send our children to leamn.

The U.S. General Accounting Office was pessimistic
in its assessment of how well prepared the nation’s
schools are for modern approaches to education. A
1995 GAO report defined what types of facilities
are essential to a “21% Century School” (see box at
the bottom of this page), and finds that most schools
are lacking when it comes to facilities beyond
“uniform-sized classrooms with rows of desks, a
chalkboard, and minimal resources such as text-
books and encyclopedias.”?

The GAO found that most schools lack these kinds
of up-to-date facilities. About 40 percent of
schools - representing 14 million students - lacked
adequate science lab or large-group instruction
facilities. Over half the schools in the study re-
ported that they lacked flexible classroom space,
and two-thirds of schools found that they cannot

accommodate day-care activities. On the technol-
ogy front, the GAO found that most schools do not
have the basic communications and electrical infra-
structure to support computer technology, including
Internet access. ©

A review of the literature on school design reveals
several major threads that frequently surface:

Small Schools are Superior: The design proposal
that has received the most attention, both in aca-
demic literature and in local reform campaigns, is
the idea that smaller schools are better schools. The
small schools movement challenges the conventional
wisdom that has driven school builders for most of
this century. Rapidly increasing student populations
during the "Baby Boom" made large schools &p-
pear to be the only solution. Consequently, the
number of schools has shrunk while average school
size has ballooned:

Schools keep getting bigger and bigger.
Between 1940 and 1990, the total number
of elementary and secondary public schools
declined 69 percent - from approximately
200,000 to 62,037 - despite a 70 percent
increase in the US. population. Conse-
quently, the average school enroliment rose
more than five times - from 127 to 653.M

The Needs of a "21st Century School”
From the U.S. General Accounting Office

libraries and information sources.

» Flexible space, including space for small- and large-group instruction;
e Space to store and display alternative student assessment materials;

e Facilities for teaching laboratory science, including demonstration and student laboratory sta-
tions, safety equipment, and appropriate storage space for chemicals and other supplies; and

e A media center/library with multiple, networked computers to access information to outside

In addition, such schools would also have space for a variety of support activities: private areas for stu-
dent counseling and testing and for parent support activities, such as tutoring, planning, making materi-
als, and the like; social and health care services, day care; and before- and after-school care.
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Overcrowding in the 1990s has generally furthered
the notion that big schools are the only option for
dealing with rapidly expanding enroliments, par-
ticularly at the high school level:

The increasing enrollment impacts the number
of high schools we must build. Entering this
equation is the recommended size of the
schools we should build. Many school districts
continue to build large high schools even
though the National Association of Secon-
dary School Principals suggests that the ideal
high school should have a maximum of 600
students. About 71 percent of all high <hool
students [in the nation] now go to schools with
at least 1,000 students. The number of
schools with more than 1,500 students in-
creased by 45 percent between 1990-91
and 1997-98, and the number of students
attending schools with enroliment exceeding
1,500 increased by 50 percent.’?

School district administrators have developed a se-
ries of arguments that attempt to justify larger
schools as not only a more cost efficient option, but
also as a better learning environment. "The thinking
behind large schools was that bigger meant more
extracurricular opportunities, a more diverse cur-
riculum, and more resources for students as a result
of economies of scale,” writes Andrew Rotherham of

the Progressive Policy Institute. “Intuitively, this
makes sense; however, a growing body of research
and public opinion indicates that it is misguided and
that, when it comes to school size, smaller is actually
better.”13 Backers of the small-school concept main-
tain that fewer students mean more teacher-student
contact, fewer discipline problems, better and more
flexible environments for learning, and more op-
portunities for students to attain leadership posi-
tions in extracurricular activities.

Definitions vary about what constitutes a small
school, though some researchers appear to agree
that an elementary school should have between
300 and 400 students and a middle school (housing
seventh- and eighth-graders) should have between
400 and 800 students. Other definitions place the
number higher or lower.

One approach to implementing smaller schools has
been to establish a “school within a school.” These
are generally smaller educational units with a
separate set of students and faculty - and often a
specialized curriculum - that function apart from the
main school building in which they are located. Ad-
vocates contend these schools-within-schools can
provide many of the benefits of small schools while
taking advantage of the existing buildings in the
school system.1s

extracurricular activities.

Backers of the small-school concept maintain that fewer students
mean more teacher-student contact, fewer discipline problems,
better and more flexible environments for learning, and more
opportunities for students to attain leadership positions in
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Chicago has implemented the school-within-a-
school approach at several locations, including
several schools that emphasize specific skills or vo-
cations. One example is the Cregier Multiplex,
which houses three schools: Foundations School, Nia
School, and Best Practices High School. Oakenwald
South School houses two high schools with a special
focus: Teacher Prep High School and Graphic Com-
munications High School. All these schools are
smaller than the citywide average.

But overall, Chicago’s public schools tend to be
large. Entering the 1998-99 school year, the aver-
age Chicago elementary school enrolled 688 stu-
dents. Of the 443 elementary schools in our sam-
ple, 58 had more than 1,000 students during the
1998-99 school year. High schools tend to be even
bigger. The average Chicago high school enrolled
1,275 students during 1998-99, with 26 of the 71
schools (37 percent) having more than 1,500 stu-
dents.

Schools Can Serve As a Community Anchor:
Schools are not the only public facilities that face
funding shortages. Many neighborhoods also have
a pressing need for community centers, job training
facilities, arts complexes, public health clinics, meet-
ing spaces, adult education centers, and other pub-
lic facilities. Some reformers have proposed con-
structing multi-purpose facilities that serve as tradi-
tional schools during the day, but also provide

space for after-hours activities that benefit the
whole community:

[Tlhe construction of community recreation
centers as part of schools is a solution for
building community support for public edu-
cation among a growing number of commu-
nity residents who do not have children in
school. Centers are scheduled so everyone in
the community can use them, including adult
education programs and senior citizens
groups. New schools include child care cen-
ters, continuing and job training programs,
youth programs, programs for parents and
families, administration offices, social serv-
ices, and facilities for community and town
hall meetings. In essence, the old “school”
becomes a “community hub,” a community
education and service center.®

Redesigning schools as community resource centers
with a broader constituency than just parents, stu-
dents, and teachers might help with the funding di-
lemma that faces many school districts. "With en-
hanced social services, commercial spaces, housing,
dormitories, and new public facilities in their pro-
grams, future public schools may mix a variety of
public and private funding sources,” writes Roy
Strickland, an architect who led the New American
School Design Project at the Massachusetts Institute
of Technology."”

Chicago’s Schools Tend to Be Large

+ The average Chicago high school enrolled 1,275 students dur-
ing 1998-99, with 26 schools over 1,500 students.

+ The average Chicago elementary school enrolled 688 students
during 1998-99, with 58 schools over 1,000 students.
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Of course, such major departures from traditional
notions of school design are still in their infancy, but
many believe that these concepts show promise.

One real-world example of the community school
concept comes from the town of Gaylord, Michi-
gan.’® When Gaylord found it needed a new high
school, the school district, like many others around
the country, had difficulty passing a bond to raise
the money it needed for construction. In fact, two
bond measures failed even though it was clear that
the old facility was outdated and too small for the
growing community. Gaylord school officials
switched tactics. They decided to appeal to voters
by designing the new building as a community
school, with facilities (such as a first-rate audito-
rium) that everyone in the town can use. The plan
worked. Voters saw the potential to use the new
building for everything from morning basketball
for adults to a community orchestra. In fact, when
the school was destroyed by a tornado, taxpayers
immediately approved an emergency bond meas-
ure to rebuild the school just as it was.

School Designs Should Be Flexible: School build-
ings on average last between 50 and 60 years."
That means that a school that opens its doors in the
year 2000 is likely still to be in operation in 2050.
School districts must plan to keep these buildings
viable, quality places for learning even though
they cannot predict the future. Part of the planning
challenge is making adequate provisions for new

technology, but the more basic issue is simply ar-
ranging the space so that it can adapt to changing
ways of teaching. Redesigning high schools, in par-
ticular, seems to have received a larger share of
attention in the literature on school design:

The traditional, double-loaded corridor
with equal-sized classrooms on both sides
of a long hallway does not lend itself to
tomorrow’s teaching and learning styles.
Educators, planners, and architects must
show the public that high schools need to
be transformed. This means designing
learning facilities that differ sharply from
the traditional buildings of the past.20

Flexibility also implies that school designs should fit
into the surrounding community and account for the
needs and desires of those who will use the school.
There is a movement, however, to standardize
school design instead of customizing it to a specific
location. Chicago and New York City, among oth-
ers, have adopted a “prototype” approach to
school construction in which a handful of basic de-
signs are adapted to specific locations through mi-
nor alterations. Ben Reyes, former Chief Opera-
tions Officer for the Chicago Public Schools, ce-
fended the prototype program. "Prototyping has
enabled volume purchasing and expedited con-
struction, not to mention saving construction costs,”
he says. “The Chicago facilities are more than ade-
quate for the education of the children.”?!

School buildings on average last between 50 and 60 years. That
means that a school that opens its doors in the year 2000 will
iprobably still be in use come 2050. School districts must plan to

keep these buildings viable, quality places for learning for their en-
tire useful lives, even though no one can predict what challenges and
opportunities will face our schools in the future.
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But the prototype strategy has its critics, as well.
Carol Ross-Barney, a Chicago architect who ab-
signed and won an award for Chicago’s Little Vil-
lage Academy, says that the prototype schools do
not meet the needs of students or the surrounding
communities:

From my viewpoint, they sacrificed things
that did not have to be sacrificed. The
schools aren’t very nice, and they're going to
be there for a long time. They're not really
thinking about the character of the
[adjacent] neighborhoods or changing edu-
cational philosophies. . . . The CPS has done
prototyping before, but this time the schools
are standoffish in their neighborhoods. They
are fortresses — big, two-story brick boxes.
There is nothing innovative about it, nothing
that says to kids, "Come on in, this is a great
place to be.” They are prison-like and very
institutional, and this is the beginning of
these kids' educational futures.?

There is, of course, a pressing need to find ways to
build and repair schools in the fastest, most effi-
cient, and most cost-effective way possible — all
goals of the prototype approach. One compromise
solution might be the “kit of parts” method
adopted by some school districts, which takes a
package of standardized elements and combines
them in different ways at each location to accom-
modate the needs of the site and the school com-
munity. Because each of the parts is a standard-

ized product, there is some cost savings, but back-
ers of this approach argue that the more custom-
ized design process yields a better result in the
end than prototypes.

Ross Barney and Jankowski, Inc., the designers of
Little Village Academy as well as Chicago’s
Chavez School, proved that making these site-
specific adjustments need not be expensive. Both
schools are located in primarily Latino, “port-of-
entry” communities with a good deal of cultural
pride. The school designs took into account the
background of the students it would serve, using
simple materials to create designs that reflect the
heritage of the neighborhood. Even better, some of
these design elements — such as the working sundial
built into the atrium at Chavez — are educational
tools as well. The result is that Little Village Acad-
emy and Chavez became points of community and
civic pride, not just another building on the block

With or without prototypes, school systems face
major challenges in constructing new schools. Prot-
type designs may be able to save some time and
money in the face of intense public pressure to
build new space fast and conserve resources so
that every school gets the improvements it needs.
At the same time, however, prototypes tend to re-
duce the role of the community in deciding the
shape of one of its most important assets and may
sacrifice a degree of quality n the rush to replace
crumbling buildings and ease overcrowding.

portant public assets.

1 Prototype designs may be able to save some time and money in
1 the face of intense public pressure to build new space fast and
1 conserve scarce financial resources, but they also reduce the role
of the community in deciding the character of one of its most im-
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Maximizing Our Existing School Buildings

With all the focus on building new schools, it's easy
to lose sight of the potential that many existing
school facilities have. In Chicago, the most dis-
tressed school buildings are often those built in the
1970s, not the oldest structures in the system. The
schools constructed in the 1970s tended to be con-
structed cheaply and shoddily. Those buildings
have not stood the test of time.

Many of Chicago’s oldest school structures,
meanwhile, are still highly functional buildings
that can continue to serve as quality schools for
many years to come. Adapting these historic
buildings to today's educational needs is an impor-
tant challenge for school planners. Finding ways to
update these buildings for modern technology and
teaching methods can be very cost efficient when
compared to building from scratch, with the added
benefit of preserving some of the great buildings
that have been a part of our neighborhoods for so
many years.

One other reality that school officials must take into
account is that many older school buildings - and
even some newer ones — enroll far fewer students
than they have space for. These facilities - often
referred to as “underutilized” schools - have
empty desks even while other schools in the district
are bursting at the seams. Often, these come about
as a result of changing population patterns in the
area. For example, as people in a neighborhood
get older, their children grow up and there are

fewer new kids to take their places in the schools.
Sometimes the character of a neighborhood
changes, becoming more heavily commercial or in-
dustrial rather than residential. And other times,
social factors — such as high crime rates — prompt
parents to do whatever they can to send their chil-
dren to schools outside the neighborhood.

Whatever the causes, the fact remains that many
places with an overcrowding problem also have
some schools that have extra space that isn't be-
ing filled. Finding some way to make use of this
space to ease overcrowding pressures at other
schools could be a cost-effective way to deal with
part of the enrollment crush. But making use of un-
derutilized schools also has its fair share of prob-
lems. The idea of busing students has been dis-
missed by parents and educators alike as unfair
and counterproductive. But there still may be other
ways to take advantage of these empty class-
rooms.

One solution might be to look at the attendance
boundaries of nearby schools and  evaluate
whether shifting them slightly could allow the school
district to spread students out more evenly across
school buildings. Subtle changes in demographics
over the years might cause the original attendance
boundaries to become outdated, and relatively mi-
nor adjustments might help solve overcrowding
problems without requiring students to travel long
distances to get to school.

Many of Chicago’s oldest school structures are still highly
functional buildings that can continue to serve as quality
schools for many years to come. Adapting these historic
buildings to today's educational needs — and taking advan-
tage of school buildings with extra classroom space — are
important challenges for school planners.
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But even if adjusting the attendance area for these
underutilized schools doesn't solve the problem,
there may still be other ways to take advantage of
underutilized schools. Some have suggested that
these buildings may be good sites for specialty or
magnet programs that would attract students from
around the school district. Because parents would
be choosing to send their children out of the neigh-
borhood to receive the benefit of a specialized
program, the equity issues associated with busing
would not be a major concern. Of course, any such
program would have to be sensitive to the needs
of the families whose children currently attend the
underutilized schools. Such special programs should
not result in the displacement of children from their
neighborhood schools. Instead, special or magnet
programs should exist side-by-side with the exist-
ing school, or neighborhood children should be
guaranteed access to the new programs.

Knoxville, Tennessee, has put a similar dea into
practice at five inner-city schools. While the schools
themselves were not underutilized, they were b-
cated in economically distressed neighborhoods
that were not attractive areas for most parents to
send their children. In order to desegregate its
schools, Knoxville decided it would convert the
buildings into truly top-of-the line schools with such
high-quality facilities that students would line up to
get in, regardless of the buildings' location. These
five "magnet centers” - three elementary schools, a
middle school, and a high school — were intended

to be top-of-the-line schools that would draw stu-
dents from around the city because of the sheer
strength of their programs. The schools included
two performing arts and sciences magnets, an hon-
ors academy, a technology academy, and a math
and science magnet.

These five Knoxville schools also made a special
effort to establish links with the surrounding comnu-
nities, including after-school and weekend activities
for parents and students alike. The schools included
such special features as community fitness centers,
adult computer and literacy training classes, meet-
ing and recreation space, childcare, time for
"special needs sessions” on topics such as rental
and tax help, and many other activities that made
the schools true centers of community.

So far, this experiment by the Knox County Schools
has been a success. Demand for slots in the magnet
centers has been high despite the fact that they
are located in inner-city neighborhoods. In fact, the
school district has had to hold a lottery to select
students for the facility. The Knoxville example
may have important lessons for other school sys-
tems that find themselves struggling with both over-
crowded schools and underutilized facilities. Knox-
ville has shown that students from across a city will
come to a school if it has standout facilities. Their
experience suggests that such an approach might
also work for districts that want to rethink their un-
derutilized schools.?3

School buildings with extra classroom space may be prime can-
didates for specialty programs or magnet schools. As long as
parents have a choice about whether they send their children to
these schools, making better use of this extra space may be
part of cost-effective solution to overcrowding.
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Involving the Community

In the rush to build as many new classrooms as
quickly as possible, it is too easy to overlook the
need to include the people who will actually use
these new buildings. But failing to include the com-
munity - parents, teachers, local school council
members, community leaders, and even students -
reduces the long-term effectiveness of the build-
ings. Parents know their children's needs better
than an outside architect ever could. Community
leaders often view a school as a neighborhood re-
source that can and should be designed in a way
that it serves as more than just a place for children.

Including voices from beyond the school bureauc-
racy introduces new ideas into the planning proc-
ess, including different perceptions of what consti-
tutes an "essential” facility in a new school. For ex-
ample, educational planners and architects might
not deem an auditorium essential to the operation
of a school. But from the perspective of a teacher,
parent or a community leader, an auditorium may
be indispensable. Student performances (or other
local cultural and civic events) draw parents and
residents into the school building and help improve
its stature in the community. A community leader
may see an auditorium as a safe and inviting place
to hold neighborhood town-hall meetings that help
strengthen the community that supports the school's
educational efforts.

In the end, involving the community in the
school planning process not only makes for bet-
ter buildings, but it gives the public a sense of

ownership in their school buildings. This is a cru-
cial element not only in school reform, but in the full
range of community revitalization activities. Giving
people a real stake in the success of their local in-
stitutions — and the genuine sense that they can
make a difference - is the first and most important
step in reclaiming distressed neighborhoods and
rebuilding our educational system from the ground

up.

Many school districts are beginning to recognize
the need for a community voice in the overall capi-
tal planning process. There is a pressing need for
the taxpayers who pay the bill for school improve-
ments to have some direct say over how the money
is spent. Some school districts recognize that keep-
ing the community informed about the progress of
the capital program is a good way to build public
support for the spending plans. Among the exam-
ples of public participation in capital planning are:

Chicago: In the fall of 1995, the Chicago School
Reform Board of Trustees appointed a 35-member
Blue Ribbon Capital Improvement Program Advi-
sory Committee to oversee and provide input into
the implementation of its capital improvement pro-
gram. The committee - which includes business,
governmental, and community representatives -
meets monthly with Chicago Public Schools staff to
provide input into the capital program and help
plan public hearings on the capital budget. CPS
also posts its entire Capital Improvement Pro-
gram - listed by school - on the Internet.

In the rush to build as many new classrooms as quickly as
possible, it is too easy to overlook the people who will actu-
d ally use these new buildings — children, parents, teachers,

and even members of the surrounding community. These peo-
ple should be included in the school planning process from

Day One.
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Los Angeles: The Los Angeles Unified School Dis-
trict (LAUSD) also established a Blue Ribbon Citi-
zens Advisory Committee in 1997 in the wake of
the district’s $2.4 billion bond program. The commit-
tee includes representatives of local government,
business, builders and architects, labor, parents and
teachers, and taxpayers advocates. Its powers and
responsibilities include holding quarterly meetings
to review expenditures and the progress of the con-
struction program, reporting their findings to the
school board and the public, and recommending
improvements to the process. in addition, the LAUSD
posts a list of all the planned capital improvement
projects, by school, along with the status of each
project, on its Web site.

San Diego: Like many cities in the West, San D-
ego's school system has grown at a rapid pace. To
keep up with rising enrollments, San Diego voters
approved a $1.5 billion bond measure in Novem-
ber 1998 that will provide a major infusion of capi-
tal to meet pressing repair and new construction
needs. Part of the key to the success of the bond
campaign - known as “Proposition MM" — was that
the public was involved from the beginning. Nearly
two years before the bond measure was put on the
ballot, parents, teachers, principals, and community
and business leaders gathered to identify each
school's most urgent needs. The effort was helped
by a promise from the City that property taxes
would not increase. Instead, voters were simply
asked to continue a current property tax levy that
otherwise would have expired in 2003.

In addition to the up-front public involvement that
helped build support for the ballot measure, San
Diego has put in place a number of ongoing a-
countability measures. Each school with planned
capital projects has a contract signed by the Board
of Education, School Superintendent, principal and
a teacher representative that identifies all the proj-
ects at that school which will receive funding through
the bond proceeds. Proposition MM also establishes
an independent Citizens Oversight Committee to
oversee the use of bond proceeds and the imple-
mentation of projects named in the school site con-
tracts. The committee will include representatives
appointed by the American Institute of Architects,
the American Society of Civil Engineers, the Building
Industry Association, the local Chamber of Com-
merce, the Financial Executives Institute, the San Di-
ego Imperial County Labor Council, the Parent
Teacher Council, and the San Diego County Tax-
payers Association. :

New York: The New York City school district gives
the public on-line access to detailed inspection fe-
ports for each school that lists the condition of doz-
ens of school facilities, from windows and doors to
drinking fountains and environmental safety issues.
While most large school districts have conducted
such building assessments, it is often very difficult
for parents and community leaders to get access ©
them. Knowing what capital needs the school has
gives the public a good measuring stick for evaluat-
ing the performance of the capital program.

In San Diego, each school with planned capital projects has a
contract signed by the Board of Education, school Superinten-
dent, principal and a teacher representative that identifies all
the projects at that school which will receive funding from the
$1.5 billion school construction bond.
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Conclusion

School buildings are far more than just shells into
which we put students and teachers. The condition of
the building, the size of schools and classrooms, and
the design of the facility all contribute to the ability of
a student to learn. Underlying all the debates about

| | School buildings are far
B more than just shells
8 into which we put stu-
ldents  and
11 They must be up to the

overcrowding and school repairs is
the basic idea that our buildings
need to be up to the challenge that
faces every school system. That
challenge is nothing less than edu-
cating generations of students for
the changing world that lies ahead
of them. And as our nation grows
and changes, new and different
skills will be required for our chil-
dren to thrive. Education will ke-
come an even more important tool
for their future, and the buildings in
which our children learn will have to
change alongside.

The next two chapters will look at how these chal-
lenges are playing out in one major city - Chicago.

teachers.

challenge of educating

Mour children for the
i1 changing world that lies
8 ahead.

Chicago Public Schools took the reins and began an
aggressive and ambitious program to turn around a
failing system. This report will look at one part of that
endeavor - meeting the capital needs of a school sys-
tem already more than 600 buildings strong. We will

look at Chicago’s high schools
and elementary schools sepa-
rately, examining overcrowd-
ing levels, the unique chal-
lenges that face each type of
school, and look at how well
Chicago has been able to meet
those challenges. The report
will then take a step back and
look at the problem through the
national lens, examining in
more detail the depth and
breadth of the national chal-
lenges. Finally, we will conclude
with a discussion of a national

plan to help local school districts meet their capital

After years of neglect, a new administration in the

needs and our recommendations for concrete steps the
nation can take to rebuild America’s schools.
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Where Are Chicago’s Overcrowded
High Schools?

Over 100% of Design Capacity L -
D (Extremely Overcrowded)

Between 80% and 100%
D of Design Capacity
(Overcrowded Schools)

[ ] No Overcrowded High Schools
in the Community Area
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Chapter Two:

Chicago High School Overcrowding

l |nti| the start of the 1999-2000 school
year, no new high school buildings had
opened in Chicago in two decades. For

much of that time, repairs to high school buildings
were sporadic at best. Overcrowding remained a
persistent problem in over half of Chicago’s high
schools, making efforts to improve the quality of
education that much more difficult. Chicago’s high
schools - like those across the nation - have not
kept pace with changing enrollments, not to men-
tion basic maintenance. In many ways, Chicago’s
high school buildings symbolized the desperate
state of the system as a whole.

But the unique problems facing high schools extend
beyond just the construction of new buildings. High
school curricula are more complex than those in
elementary schools, and they require specialized
facilities such as science labs. There are more ex-
tracurricular activities in high schools that require
teaching spaces such as auditoriums and multi-
purpose rooms. High schools generally require bet-
ter gymnasiums and athletic facilities. The greater
capital needs of high schools - coupled with
greater neglect during the 1980s and early
1990s - put Chicago’s high schools in an even
more dire position than that faced by elementary
schools in the city. Because of these important dif-
ferences in the scale and the nature of the problem
facing Chicago’s high schools, we will consider the

challenges facing elementary and high schools
(excluding transition centers and alternative high
schools) in separate chapters. Looking at each one
separately will also help convey a clearer under-
standing of the changing nature of Chicago’s
school-age population.

A Brief Relief:
Overcrowding Dips in 1998-99

The 1998-99 school year saw the first major re-
duction in high school overcrowding in almost a
decade. There were 29 overcrowded high
schools — down from 37 the year before. The total
number of severely overcrowded facilities - those
with enrollments greater than 100 percent of their
design capacity - fell from 22 schools during the
1997-98 school year to 16 schools in 1998-99.

Still, overcrowding remains a significant problem in
Chicago high schools. Overall, 41 percent of high
school buildings remain overcrowded. Over half of
those buildings are severely overcrowded. Viewed
another way, 51,962 students attend overcrowded
high schools in Chicago during the 1998-99 school
year - a drop of more than 14,000 from the pre-
vious year. But despite this important decline, 57
percent of Chicago high school students must attend
overcrowded schools,

High School Overcrowding in Chicago

1998-89 School Year (71 high schools studied)

4 number of schools 13

-99.9% Capacity

percentage of schools 18%

number of schools 16

percentage of schools 23%

number of schools 29

1 percentage of schools 41%
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Overcrowded high schools can be found in many
parts of the city, but they are a particularly large
problem in the far north, southwest and far south-
east neighborhoods (see map on page 26).

This number of overcrowded schools has serious im-
plications for the future of the CPS Capital in-
provement Program. By comparing enroliments with
the design capacity of each school building, we can
estimate how many “overflow” students CPS must
accommodate through new construction. For exam-
ple, Kelly High School on Chicago’s Southwest Side
has a design capacity of 1,315 students. Because
CPS considers a school overcrowded once it sur-
passes 80 percent, Kelly's working capacity is
1,052 students. As of the 1998-99 school year,
however, the school enrolled 2,164 students - an
“overflow” of 1,112 students.

If we do that same calculation for all 29 over-
crowded high schools, we find that the Chicago
Public Schools still must find space for 11,763 stu-
dents in order to alleviate overcrowding at all its high
schools, based on CPS' own standards. That trans-
lates into approximately 368 new classrooms full
of students, assuming that students are packed into
32-student classes.! This figure assumes that enroll-
ments and dropout rates remain constant. If the
number of high school students begins to climb, or
the school system manages to reduce the number of
high school dropouts, then CPS will have to con-

struct still more classrooms to meet the need.

Why Did Overcrowding Decrease
During 1998-997

While it is difficult to separate out every factor
that may have contributed to the recent decline in
overcrowding, two things are clear:

¢ The decline is not a result of the efforts of the
Chicago Public Schools” Capital Improvement
Program. No new high school capacity — either
in terms of new school buildings or additions to
existing high schools — went on-line during the
1998-99 school year.

¢ The total enrollment in Chicago high schools de-
clined compared to the previous school year.

While other factors - such as an increase in the
number of high school dropouts — may also have
played a part in the declining number of Chicago
high school students,. the root cause of this decline
is the temporary demographic change mentioned
above. Between the 1997-98 and 1998-99 school
years, high school enroliments declined by 2,000
students (from 98,610 in 1997-98 to 96,560 in
1998-99). This decline continues a trend of falling
high school enroliments that began during the
1995-96 school year2

Number of Overcrowded High Schools in Chicago, 1988 to 1999
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As the number of students in the system declines,
some schools - particularly “"borderline” schools
that have yet to develop severe overcrowding
problems - are likely to see their crowding prob-
lems disappear without taking any action. In fact,
most of the eight high schools that saw their over-
crowding problems abate during 1998-99 were
operating at only slightly above their design G-
pacity. Clemente, Robeson, and Julian High Schools
all were opeérating at between 81 and 83 percent
of capacity. Englewood and Jones High Schools
were operating at 88 percent of capacity, and
Marshall, Simeon and Wells operated at between
91 and 93 percent of capacity. These schools did
see a significant decline in enroliment - 9,872 stu-
dents among the eight schools -
not just a drop of a few hun- B8 The decline in
. dred students that pushed them [

over the edge. short “breather

L school system.

At the same time, however,
other high schools continued to
experience chronic overcrowding problems and
several even saw their overcrowding problem
worsen, A core of 28 high schools have been
overcrowded for all 11 years under study - 19 of
which have consistently operated at or above
100 percent of their design capacity. System-
wide, 18 high schools saw their enrollments in-
crease, while 53 saw their student populations de-
cline during the 1998-99 school year. These figures
serve to reinforce the point that while Chicago was
fortunate to experience a decline in its number of

i school enrollments is only a

overcrowded high schools during 1998-99, the
problem remains severe in many Chicago neighbor-
hoods.

Will Overcrowding Disappear
On Its Own?

The decline in Chicago's high school enroliments is
only a temporary situation for the City's public
school system. As Chapter Three shows in detail, the
number of elementary school students has already
begun to skyrocket as the children of the “"Baby
Boom” generation begin to reach school age. Be-
cause the number of new-elementary students is not

expected to decline in the fore-
Chicago’s high seeable future, CPS cannot "wait
it out” and hope for smaller
" . classes further down the line.

for the public

Chicago high schools are likely to

experience a few more years of
declining enrolment, however, before they begin to
see the impact of fast-growing elementary school
populations. According to projections by the CPS
Office of Capital Planning, high school enrollments
will continue to decline through the 2003-2004
school year - the last year included in the projec-
tions. By 2003-2004, public high school enrollment
in Chicago will have fallen to approximately
87,700 - almost 9,000 students less than the
1998-99 enroliment of 96,560.3

High School Enroliment in Chicago, 1988 to 2003 (projected)
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Chicago's experience mirrors nationwide trends,
where high schools are expected to be “ground
zero” for the overcrowding debate in the near fu-
ture. “Many of America's high schools will face
years of intense pressure as they seek to ease

overcrowding while raising standards
of achievement for all of their stu-
dents,” the U.S. Dept. of Education
states in its August 1999 report on the
“Baby Boom Echo” - the term given
the swell of new students currently en-
tering U.S. schools. According to the
Department, every state in the nation
will see a rise in its high school enroll-
ments. That translates into a projected
1.3 million new high school students
between 1999 and 2009 - a 9 per-
cent increase.*

lllinois ranks third behind California
and Texas in the number of new high
school students it will have to accom-
modate — 110,000 more in the next
decade’ To put that figure in per-
spective, Chicago high schools’ total
enrollment for the 1998-99 school
year was just 96,560 students. In
other words, in just 10 years, lllinois
will have to build enough new high
school capacity to house more students
than all 71 of Chicago’s high school
buildings currently enroll.

Largest Projected Increases
In High School Enroliment,
by State, 1999 to 2009

California 261,000
Texas 168,000
lllinois 110,000
Arizona 85,000
Florida 82,000
Georgia 79,000
Carolina 17000
New York 62,000
Nevada 45,000
Tennessee 37,000

Source: U.S. Dept. of Edu-
cation, The Baby Boom Echo:
No End in Sight

The Dropout Factor

As dire as overcrowding is in high schools, Chicago
is only experiencing the tip of the iceberg. The
safety valve that has headed off a full-blown ca-

pacity crisis, ironically, is an ongo-
ing tragedy in most Chicago neigh-
borhoods. Each year, CPS gradu-
ates fewer children from our public
high schools than it loses to drop-
outs.

Chicago's high dropout rate drasti-
cally reduces the number of secon-
dary students that the system has
to accommodate. According to a
study of lllinois State Board of
Education statistics performed by
the Greater West Town Community
Development Project, Chicago’s
high school dropout rate during the
1997-98 school year topped 17
percent. For that school year, more
students dropped out of Chicago
high schools (17,328) than gradu-
ated (16,567). The dropouts for
that year alone would fill over 500
classrooms. If we look at the num-
ber of dropouts each year over a
four-year period, the total number
of students who leave the system
rises to 64,971 students.®

As dire as overcrowding is in high schools, Chicago is only expe-
riencing the tip of the iceberg. The safety valve that has headed
off a full-blown capacity crisis, ironically, is an ongoing tragedy

in most Chicago neighborhoods. Each year, the Chicago Public
Schools graduate fewer children from our public high schools
than it loses to dropouts.
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The real impact of the dropout rate will come is in
the future as CPS and the community join forces to
significantly reduce the rumber of children who
leave our public high schools. More graduating
seniors will require more classroom space. At
schools that are already overcrowded, the prob-
lem would get worse. Other schools that currently
are operating below their full capacity may ce-
velop a pressing overcrowding problem.

If, for example, CPS managed to cut the one-year
dropout rate from its 1997-98 level of 17.57 per-
cent to 10 percent, Chicago high schools would have
to accommodate more than
7,000 additional students E
per year. Even if Chicago [
managed to make tha
drastic an improvement, its
dropout rate would still be
twice the statewide aver
age of 4.68 percent.

Of course, such a decline in the dropout rate would
be a tremendous victory for our schools and our
children. But CPS and the taxpaying public must
confront the fact that such success will require an
even greater commitment to the capital program.
As we solve one problem — high dropout rates —
the overcrowding problem that already plagues
Chicago high schools could become much worse if
we don't plan new high schools now.

Other Factors Affecting Overcrowding

In addition to demographic changes and dropout
rates, though, there is a long list of other factors
that ultimately will affect the degree and location
of the overcrowding problem.

Shedding the “Image Crisis”

It is no secret that the Chicago suffered from a ter-
rible (and largely deserved) image problem dur-
ing the late 1980s, when its schools were branded
the “worst in the nation.” Nor is it news that Chi-

cago has gone a long way b-

If Chicago managed to cut itS ward shedding that image, win-
dropout rate to 10 percent, ning not only local accolades but
high schools would have to a- also highly visible praise from
commodate 7,000 additional
students per year.

the Clinton Administration.

If CPS continues to make prog-

ress in winning back the public
trust, then parents will be less likely to look for
other educational alternatives and more likely to
send their children to public schools in the City. If
and when more parents make the decision to send
their children to the public schools, student enroll-
ments could grow at a faster pace than in years
past. As with dropout rates, educational improve-
ments could create the need for still more new
classrooms.

Chicago High School Dropouts and Graduates, 1994-5 to 1997-8
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Changing Private School Enroliments

Chicago has an extensive system of private schools
at both the elementary and high school level, many
of them administered by the Roman Catholic Arch-
diocese of Chicago. During the 1998-99 school
year, the Archdiocese operated 47 high schools
that enrolled 32,170 students throughout Cook and
Lake County. Twenty-nine of
these high schools were lo-
cated within the Chicago city
limits. Because the Archdio-
cese spreads beyond the Chi-
cago city limits, many of these -
students live outside the Chi-
cago Public Schools system.
Still, Catholic schools divert a
substantial number of students
from the public school system and reduce the need
for Chicago to construct more classrooms.

Overall enrollment in Catholic schools (elementary
and high school) has declined over the years, from
289,000 in 1965 to 122,494 in 1998. During that
same period, the number of Catholic high schools
declined from 95 to 47. In most City neighbor-
hoods — with the exception of the Near North
Side, Far Northwest Side, and Rogers Park — that
decline is expected to continue in the coming years.
In some of the Archdiocese’s suburban areas —

T While Catholic school enroll-
] ments in Chicago are fal-

4 ling, private high schools
still divert a significant

£ number of students from the
{1 public school system.

particularly those in the far north and far north-
west portions of its territory — Catholic school en-
rollments are expected to grow.’

If current trends continue, the Chicago Public
Schools may see more former Catholic school stu-
dents entering its ranks, either because Catholic
schools are shutting their doors or improvements in
the public school system ae
attracting parents and chil-
dren back to CPS. A 1996
task force report prepared by
the Archdiocese identifies
trends within its school system,
and ways in which it can m-
prove the marketing and serv-
ices of Chicago's Catholic
schools. In some areas, the suc-
cess of these efforts could affect enrollment and
overcrowding levels at certain public schools.

Of course, there are other religiously affiliated
schools in Chicago besides those administered by
the Archdiocese, as well as private schools with no
religious affiliation. While the decentralized nature
of these schools makes it difficult to obtain consis-
tent data, there is no doubt that the same sort of
give-and-take exists with the Chicago Public
School system.

High School Enrollments, Archdiocese of Chicago, 1991 to 1998
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Changing Economic Climates

Changes to the City's economic climate are also
likely to affect overcrowding. Good economic
times have meant more residential construction
within the City limits, some of which has taken
place in areas such as the South Loop that tradi-
tionally has had very little residential space. As
former commercial districts and industrial corridors
“go residential,” new schools might be needed in
neighborhoods where before
little or no need existed.
Meanwhile, historically ~ dis-
tressed neighborhoods are
also rebuilding, creating more
demand for school space in
those areas.

Evidence of the building boom

is clear. In 1998, the City of Chicago authorized
the construction of 5,367 new dwelling units - by
far the highest level in any of the last 10 years,
and more than twice as high as the number of new
dwelling units authorized in 1989.8 CPS and the
City will have to work together to track and antici-
pate new housing development and the impact it
will have on overcrowding, and make appropriate
plans to ensure that the building boom does not
put undue pressure on existing public school facili-
ties.

A Good economic times have meant
more residential construction
within the City limits. Meanwhile,
some commercial districts and in-
dustrial corridors “go residential,”
creating new demand for schools.

Other Factors

There are many other factors that might have an
effect on the severity and timing of overcrowding
in the future. For example, retaining more students
and ending social promotion — the practice of
moving a student to the next grade regardless of
academic performance — will change the number
of students at each grade level, and ultimately af-
fect when they reach high school. Changes to spe-
cial education policy may
also affect the effective @-
pacity of each school.

Even the way schedules are
designed could have an d-
fect on overcrowding. Many
schools, for example, use
“split shifts” to minimize the
number of students in the building at any given
time. One group of students may begin school ear-
lier and leave earlier, while other students may
begin their day in late morning and go until later
in the afternoon. Lunch periods are also spread out
over several hours to minimize the required size of
the cafeteria. Each change CPS makes to its daily
school operations could affect overcrowding. Some
of these changes could help to ease overcrowding
at certain schools, while others could serve to make
the problem worse.

New Dwelling Units Authorized, 1989 to 1998
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Overcrowding: What Has Chicago Accomplished?

The Chicago Public Schools Capital Improvement
Program was launched with high expectations and
much fanfare. The 1999-2003 CIP touted Chi-
cago's plan as "the largest urban school construc-
tion program underway anywhere in the nation.”®
In fact, however, Chicago's program isn't the single
largest in the nation. The value of construction
bonds in New York, Los Angeles, and Las Vegas,
for example, far exceed the
amount Chicago has borrowed to
finance its construction program.
Still, Chicago's school construction
program has been aggressive,
and, to a large extent, successful
in fixing school buildings and
building new classrooms.

New construction in Chicago's high schools, how-
ever, has been much slower to materialize. While
CPS completed many new additions and annexes
at the elementary school level, the first new high
school classrooms didn't come on-line until the
1999-2000 school year. The opening of Chicago
Military Academy in Bronzeville and North Side
College Preparatory School on the far Northwest
Side were certainly important milestones for CPS.
These schools — costing a total of $68.7 million —
are, after all, the first new high schools to open in
Chicago in two decades. But it is too early to tell
whether these schools will help ease overcrowding
because enrolment data for the 1999-2000

| | To date, Chicago has been
far slower to construct
new high school capacity
than new elementary
school classrooms.

school year are not yet available. Moreover, the
decision to prioritize these projects was clearly
driven by concerns other than alleviating over-
crowding at neighborhood high schools. Rather,
both new high schools addressed the need to offer
specialized, alternative programs that could a-
tract and retain highly motivated students and
those students who otherwise would have left the
public system for private
schools or the suburbs.

"We want to compete
academically with private
schools, but we're not nec-
essarily trying to steal their
student bodies,” said Ald.
Patrick O'Connor (40t in
the wake of the City Council Zoning Committee’s
approval of the North Side College Prep project.
"Our target market is those who move to the sub-
urbs so they can go to a public school where their
property taxes pay the tuition.”

The other Alderman whose ward is likely to benefit
from the new North Side Prep high school - 47t
Ward Ald. Eugene Schulter - expressed similar
sentiments. "We've been bleeding to death by al-
lowing families to leave for the suburbs because of
our schools,” Schulter said. "Let the message go out
loud and clear: Stay in Chicago.” 10

Completed New High School Construction in Chicago

North Side College Preparatory School: $44.7 million

Bryn Mawr Avenue and Kedzie Avenue
Opened August 1999

A

3519 S. Giles Ave.
Opened August 1999
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How Much New High School Construction is Planned?

Much more remains to be done to meet Chicago’s
high school capital construction needs. CPS cur-
rently has planned seven high-school additions,
four replacement high schools, and five new high
school sites. Three of these five high schools are
intended as traditional neighborhood high schools,
while the other two (Chicago Academy of Math,
Science and Language and Teacher's Academy)
will have more specialized programs. The three
neighborhood high schools will be the first such fa-
cilities to open in over twenty years.

Unfortunately, it appears that the funding and pri-
ority levels for new high school construction has
slipped - in most cases rather significantly. Overall,
the stated commitment to new high school construc-
tion projects, both additions and new schools, -
clined by $165.3 million.

The large change in planned allocations makes
clear that CPS is having a hard time securing and
sustaining the funding necessary for these multi-
million-dollar projects. The end result is that par-
ents and students will have to wait longer for new
facilities that relieve packed classrooms or replace
crumbling buildings.

New High Schools
Five new high school sites are expected to open as

part of the CPS Capital Improvement, but only
one — the Chicago Academy of Math, Science

and Language, on the Near North Side — is fully
funded and has seen construction get underway.
The rest of the schools have seen their planned al-
locations decline or disappear, their start dates
pushed back, and the future of the project thrown
into turmoil.

It remains unclear when these new high schools will
open - or where the money will come from to fund
the construction. Two of the planned schools have
no funding commitment at all, and the other three
only have small amounts budgeted for planning,
design, and land acquisition purposes. While these
are essential steps toward construction, there -
mains a need to identify how much money will be
available to actually build the schools, and where
those funds will come from. The average antici-
pated cost of a new high school, according to CPS
CEO Paul Vallas, is $35-40 million. This represents
a daunting fundraising challenge for any public
school system, even Chicago’s.

The table at the bottom of this page shows how
CPS changed its commitment to the high schools be-
tween the 1999-2003 Capital Improvement Pro-
gram (CIP) and the most recent (2000-2004) CIP.
The Capital Improvement Program is the Chicago
school system’s five-year plan for new construction
and facilities repair. Note that for three of the five
schools, the start date was pushed back and the
planned allocation for the project was reduced.

Changes to Planned New High Schools in Chicago

1999-2003 CIP 2000-2004 CIP
O T N I T I
Back of the Yards | $30,000,000 |2001-2003 $0 2001-2004 | ($30,000,000)
gmg%fgg‘:f::;z $31,000000 | 1999 | $31,000000 | 1999 $0
Little Village $30,000000 | 2000 | $1.500,000 |2001-2004 |($28.500.000)
Southwest Side $30,000,000 [2001-2003 $0 2001-2004 | ($30,000,000)
Teacher’'s Academy Not Listed $3,000,000 |2001-2004 | $3.000,000
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Replacement High Schools

In addition to the new area schools CPS also plans
to build three replacement high schools. While none
of these three schools - Hancock, Simeon, and
Westinghouse - are considered overcrowded, the
buildings are generally recog-
nized to be inadequate facili-
ties that have such severe capi-
tal and design deficiencies that
replacement is the only option.
The Westinghouse project,
which is new in the 2000-2004
CIP, received a $3 million allo-
cation and a planned construction date of sometime
between 2001 and 2004. Hancock saw its project
change from an addition to a replacement school.
With the change, the project schedule slipped by a
year and its $15 million allocation disappeared.
Simeon saw a similar change — its planned alloca-
tion declined from $25 million to $2 million, and its
construction was delayed from 2000 to 2001-
2004.

High School Additions

The situation facing high school additions is similar
to the problems with new high school construction.

The vast majority of the
planned new high schools and
high school additions saw
funding reductions and delays.

Four high schools found out their additions had
been delayed, and one small, non-classroom proj-
ect was eliminated from the budget. There were
two new high school addition projects in the CIP -
at Richards and South Side College Prep - both of
which were funded and set for construction in either
1999 or 2000. One
school - Kelvyn Park -
had their replacement
school project changed
to an addition.

Of the seven schools
scheduled to receive
new additions, five are at schools that are consid-
ered overcrowded (Gage, Juarez, Kelly, Kelvyn
Park, and Richards). One addition is slated for
Jones High School, which operated at just 50 per-
cent of its capacity during 1998-99. Jones is in the
midst of a transition from a vocational high school
to an academic magnet, and the South Loop neigh-
borhood in which it is located has experienced sig-
nificant residential growth in the past several years
that might increase the need for high school space.
Southside College Prep, which is currently operat-
ing at 33 percent of its capacity, is also slated for
an addition.

Changes to Planned New High School Additions in Chicago

1999-2003 CIP 2000-2004 CIP
T T T T
Gage Park $15,000,000 2000 $0 2001-2004 ] ($15,000,000)
Jones $15,000,000 {2001-2003 | $5,000,000 |2001-2004 {($10,000,000)

Juarez $15,000,000 1999 $5.500,000 |2001-2004 | ($9.500,000)

Julian $385,000 1998 Eliminated ($385,000)
Kelly $15,000,000 1999 $5,000,000 |2001-2004 |($10,000,000)
Kelvyn Park $30,000,000 2000 $5,000,000 |2001-2004 | ($25,000,000)
Richards Not Listed $5,100,000 1999 $5,100,000
Southside Prep Not Listed $20,000,000 2000 $20,000,000
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Are the Most Overcrowded Neighborhoods Getting Top Priority?

A number of severely overcrowded high schools do
not have any planned capacity additions. In fact, 13
of the 16 schools operating at above 100 percent of
their design capacity do not have any planned capac-
ity additions listed in the 2000-2004 Capital Improve-
ment Program. Overall, 24 of the 29 overcrowded
high schools do not have any planned capacity ad-
ditions.

It is possible that CPS hopes that capacity additions
at other, nearby high schools or citywide magnet
programs will meet the capacity needs at the over-
crowded high schools that have no additional class-
rooms planned. In order for such an approach to
work, CPS would have to find 9,235 available
seats at other high school facilities.

Even if these schools secure a promise of an addi-
tion next year, there are still many other as-yet un-
completed projects in line before them, and they
are likely to have to wait until at least 2004 to see
any real improvement.

In order to gain a better understanding of how
planned capacity additions affect existing over-
crowded high schools, NCBG mapped the locations
of overcrowded schools next to the location of
planned new classroom capacity (both new high
schools and additions). In general, planned new

high school constructed tended to be at or near
other overcrowded facilities. This held true both for
additions and for new construction. The only excep-
tions came where CPS deemed it necessary to e-
place an existing high school for some reason other
than overcrowding. (See the section on replacement
schools earlier in this chapter for more details).

The mapping exercise leads to two conclusions. First,
the locations that CPS chooses for new high school
construction are reasonable candidates for new ca-
pacity. CPS appears to be in touch with which
schools are overcrowded, and, where possible,
moving to take appropriate steps. The administra-
tion should be commended for these steps.

But the map also reinforces the conclusion that much
remains to be done, and in some areas, very little
new construction is on the table. The need for more
high school capacity — and better use of existing
classrooms — is clearly stretching CPS to its limits.
Given these circumstances, openness and account-
ability about which projects are planned and how
funds are spent become increasingly important to
parents, students, teachers, ad taxpayers alike.
Gaining a complete understanding of CPS's capital
spending priorities — particularly on the new con-
struction front — still requires more time to analyze
data and watch how funding developments unfold.

Severely Overcrowded High Schools With No Planned Capauty Additions

, % Capacity: %% Capacity |
Amundsen 135% Hubbard 104%
Mather 135% Bogan 104%
Kennedy 115% Curie 103%
Von Steuben 113% Dunbar 103%
Foreman 110% Morgan Park 102%
Roosevelt 110% Prosser 100%
Washington 105%
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“"Underutilized" High Schools: A Possible Solution to Overcrowding?

At the same time that some high schools are dealing
with crippling levels of overcrowding, other high
schools are operating at well below their design
capacity. There are several possible reasons why
this might be the case at a particular school. Per-
haps fewer children live in the area than in years
past, or residential properties were converted to
commercial, industrial, or institutional use. Parents
might avoid sending their children to certain schools
because of poor academic reputations, because
the building is in poor condition, or because the
school is located in an area with especially bad
problems with gangs and drugs. Finally, it is possi-
ble that the school appears underutilized because
the design capacity figure reported by CPS is sub-
stantially higher than the building allows in the
“real world.”

If there really are available seats at an appar-
ently underutilized school, then there is a possibility
that the available space may be used to help re-
lieve overcrowding at another school. As discussed
in Chapter One, forcibly busing students out of their
neighborhoods in order to relieve overcrowding
has been almost universally rejected as a policy
option. But there may be some other solutions —
such as adjusting the attendance boundaries of
schools, or establishing specialty or magnet pro-
grams — that could make underutilized buildings

part of the overcrowding solution. |

There are 34 underutilized high schools (at or be-
low 65 percent of their design capacity) in Chicago
in the 1998-99 school year. These schools have
room for an additional 16,716 students. In order to
get a better idea of how underutilized schools
might be used to reduce overcrowding, NCBG
mapped overcrowded schools next to those schools
operating at significantly below their capacity.

It appears that in some neighborhoods, there is a
possibility that CPS might be able to take some ad-
vantage of underutilized schools to take advantage
of nearby overcrowded facilities.

On the North Side (north of Belmont Street from the
Lake to the western border of the City), there are
seven overcrowded high schools and four underutil-
ized facilities. For example, Senn High School, at
62 percent of capacity, is almost exactly equidis-
tant from the overcrowded Amundsen and Sullivan
High Schools.

The Southwest Side does not appear to have much
opportunity to take advantage of underutilized
classrooms. Virtually all of the high schools in that
part of the City are overcrowded.

overcrowding.

M By looking at where overcrowded high schools are lo-
3 cated in relation to underutilized facilities, it may be
possible to find some creative, low-cost solutions to
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How Much Will It Cost To Reduce Overcrowding?

While it is always difficult to speculate about the
future, there is a pressing need to estimate how
much it will cost to solve the overcrowding problem
in Chicago's high schools. Knowing the scope of the
problem makes it possible for elected officials,
school planners, and the public to establish priori-
ties and develop a strategy for solving it. Without
a clear assessment of the situation, it is difficult if
not impossible to craft a strategy for raising the
money and getting the work done.

To estimate how much it will cost Chicago to solve
its high school overcrowding problem, NCBG fol-
lowed three steps:

Step One:
Determine the Number of "Overflow"” Students
That Need New Classrooms

As noted earlier, a school is considered over-
crowded if it is at or above 80 percent of its de-
sign capacity. A 1,000-student school, for exam-
ple, is overcrowded when it has 800 students or
more. Any students above that figure are "extra”
or “overflow” that school officials must find space
for. If 900 students attended this 1,000-person,
school, for example, there would be an “overflow”
of 100 students. Doing that same calculation for
every overcrowded high school, we find that Chi-

cago must find space for 11,763 additional stu-
dents in order to eliminate overcrowding, assuming
that no more students enter the system. Given that
elementary school enrollments are expected to
grow significantly, it is likely that the figure will be
much higher several years down the road.

Step Two:
Determine The Cost Per Student To Build A New
High School

The next step is to figure out the average cost per
student of constructing a new high school. To do
this, we looked at national statistics compiled by
Wall Street analyst Dun and Bradstreet and pub-
lished in the School Planning & Management 1999
Construction Report1

To determine the cost per student of building a
new high school, we took a combination of two
measurements: the average cost per square foot,
and the average number of square feet needed
per student. By multiplying these two measures, we
get a good average cost per student that we can
use for the next step.

cost/sq. ft * sq. ft./per student = cost/per student

Alleviating overcrowding in Chicago’s high
schools through new construction will cost be-
tween $219 million and $330 million even if no
additional grade school students enter the sys-
tem in the next five years.
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Construction costs vary from place to place based on
the cost of materials in the region, the price and
availability of labor, and many other factors. These
costs tend to be higher in cities such as Chicago, so we
used the higher end of our average cost scale to
make our estimate.

Similarly, cities such as Chicago tend to have less
space for school buildings, and consequently have to
make them fit on smaller pieces of land. We there-
fore used estimates on the lower end of the square
foot per student scale.

Estimate #1: Low End of the Range

The more conservative cost estimate uses:

o The average cost per square foot in the most ex-
pensive 25 percent of school districts ($133.33).

o The average number of square feet per student
from lowest 25 percent of projects (138.6)

$133.33 * 138.6 = $18,580 per student

Estimate # 2: The High End of the Range

The more expensive estimate uses:

o The average cost per square foot in the most ex-
pensive 10 percent of school districts ($157.17).

¢ The median number of square feet per student of
all school construction projects (178.3)

$157.17 * 178.3 = $28,023 per student

Step Three:
Calculating the Final Cost

Now that we know the cost per student and the num-
ber of students, we can calculate a range of estimates
for how much it would cost to build enough new high
schools to alleviate overcrowding:

Low Estimate:
$18,580/student * 11,763 students = $218,556,540
High Estimate:

$28,023/student * 11,763 students = $329,634,549
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Repairing and Improving Existing High Schools

While new construction is a very important part of
the high school capital plan, repairs and upgrades
to existing buildings are also essential to the qual-
ity of life at Chicago's high schools. Unfortunately,
the funding troubles, canceled projects, and delays
that are surfacing in CPS’ new construction efforts
extend to the repairs and upgrades needed to
make our schools safe and effective learning envi-
ronments. These funding reductions were spread
across most of Chicago’s public high schools, not
limited to a few special cases. In fact, 57 of Ch-
cago’s 75 high schools included in the CIP (76 per-
cent) saw their expected capital allocation decline.
Of those, 47 high schools saw their planned alloca-
tions reduced by $1 million or more.

Overall, seven program areas (outside of the new
construction categories) saw their allocations ab-
cline. Energy efficiency programs, almost across the
board, were eliminated or delayed significantly —
an apparent shift in policy by CPS. Major capital
renovations — the term CPS uses for repairs to win-
dows, electrical systems, roofs, exteriors and other
basic building elements — also saw a major decline.
These projects, however, did not tend to be elimi-
nated outright. Instead, funding was revoked from
projects, start dates were delayed until some point
between 2001 and 2004, and no cost estimates
were given to give the public a sense of the extent
of the repairs needed. Still, these basic repairs are
still technically “on the books” and await dollars
from some future funding source.

Despite the widespread cuts to many categories of

capital improvements, several programs did see an
increase in their funding in the 2000-2004 CIP:

Science labs saw the biggest increase in alloca-
tions, largely because 11 new science lab projects
totaling $5.7 million were added to the 2000-
2004 CIP. These additions were n part a direct
result of campaigns by parents and community
leaders for better science programs in the Chicago
Public Schools. CPS has agreed that science facili-
ties and curriculum upgrades are essential to its
ability to attract and retain students.

The increased allocations for accessibility improve-
ments required under the Americans With Disabili-
ties Act is not the result of new projects. In fact, 26
of the 46 ADA projects were eliminated as part of
the 2000-2004 CIP; only one new project was
added. The higher allocation overall is attributed
to cost increases in nine of the accessibility projects
which had already been identified in previous CIPs.
In general, however, these increases are minor in
the context of the entire capital improvement pro-
gram.

The current state of the high school Capital in-
provement Program shows that there is fierce com-
petition for dollars to fund not only new construc-
tion, but also basic repairs and upgrades. Until
more funds are identified for school capital needs,
school officials may continue to be forced into diffi-
cult choices about where their priorities lie.

Shifting Priorities in the 2000-2004 Capital Improvement Program

Project Areas With Declining Allocations

Project Areas With Increasing Allocations
Category Change in Funding

Energy Efficiency ($55,224,881) Science Lab Upgrades $5,737,274
Major Capital Renovations ($44,491,504) Transition Centers $2,545,264
Student Locker Upgrades ($17,569,005) Accessibility Improvements $1,897,858
Career Academy Upgrades ($3,575,181) Swimming Pools $756,506
Educational Technology ($2,329,766) Modular Units $630,000
Infant/Toddler Care Centers ($1,792,562) Gymnasium Upgrades $566,309
Improved Public Safety ($145,000)
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Where is All the Money Going?

As noted before, the Chicago Public Schools Capi-
tal Improvement Program has been successful in
many ways. Through the 1998-99 school year, CPS
has completed $126.3 million worth of improve-
ments at Chicago high schools.

The largest chunk of that total
($66.8 million) is for "major capital
renovations” — the basic repairs
to school buildings such as fixing
broken windows, leaky roofs, and
drafty doors, as well exterior
maintenance such as tuckpointing.
When the Capital Improvement g
Program began in 1996, the first E
major emphasis was on stabilizing
the exterior of the buildings to
prevent further damage to the
schools. The $10.2 million spent on
energy efficiency projects also was
aimed at fixing and upgrading the most basic heat-
ing, cooling, lighting, and electrical systems of the
buildings. Many major capital renovations remain to
be done, though the majority of these are inside the
building, not part of the “exterior envelope” that
was the focus of the first phase of the CIP.

B Over half of the high

1 school projects completed
1 so far in Chicago have

| been for basic repairs.

|| Educational improve-

-1 ments — such as science
11 labs and computer tech-
H{nology — have so far

¥ lagged behind.

CPS has also spent a significant amount of
money — $17.3 million — on high school transition
centers for students that are not academically
ready to enter mainstream high schools. These funds
have been largely used for renovating leased
buildings for use in the CPS system.

But the Capital Improvement Pro-
gram is not aimed entirely at ba-
sic repairs or even new construc-
tion. Upgrading existing schools
with modern facilities and
“educational enhancements” such
as computer technology and sci-
ence labs is also a major thrust of
the program. So far, however,
relatively little has been spent on
these types of projects. About
$9.5 million has been spent to up-
grade science labs, and just under
$1 million has been spent to m-
prove educational technology
(such as computer networks to bring the Internet to
the classroom), according to the CIP. Just under $2
million has been spent on upgrades to gymnasiums
and swimming pools.

Completed High School Projects Through the 1998-99 School Year

Project Type Amount Project Type Amount
Major Capital Renovations $66,783,005 Accessibility Upgrades $1.851,294
Transition Centers $17,266,698 Modular Units $1,843,600
Energy Efficiency $10,220,077 Swimming Pools/Gyms $1,918,960
Science Lab Upgrades $9,499,215 Infant/Toddler Centers $1,049,076
Student Locker Upgrades $7,205,893 Educational Technology $985,731
Career Academy Upgrades $7,137.192 New Construction $500,000
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But as the Capital Improvement Program moves
into its fourth school year, the difficulties of plan-
ning and completing so many projects is beginning
to take its toll. The latest CIP — which covers the
period between 2000 and 2004 — reveals that
CPS has overextended itself with the promises it
made to many schools. In fact, in high schools
alone, almost $120 million worth of
projects have been eliminated from
the CIP.

Eliminated Projects

The perceived need to eliminate
certain projects from the CIP hit en-
ergy efficiency initiatives the hard-
est. Almost $47 million worth of en- [
ergy efficiency projects were elimi- §i
nated outright from the CIP. Just
over $30 million worth of basic re-
pairs were cut from the budget,
along with more than $30 million
worth of new construction projects
(including additions, conversions, and new schools).
Surprisingly, given the focus on computers in
schools, $3.6 million of educational technology
projects were also eliminated. Even projects n-
tended to bring Chicago schools into compliance
with the Americans With Disabilities Act were cut, .

IS CPS Reaching Its Limits? voked.

5120 million worth of
f1high school projects were
- eliminated from the CIP.

with $2.5 million worth of these ADA projects dis-
appearing in the 2000-2004 CIP.

Projects With Funding Cuts

In addition to the projects that have been elimi-
nated outright, there are a number of projects that

have seen their funding re-
These projects —
which had been listed as
“funded” in the 1999-2003
capital plan, now are listed as
“unfunded.” Without a con-
crete funding source, the fu-
ture of these projects is up in
the air.

Another $141.7 million of
high school projects saw
their funding revoked in

fl the 2000-2004 CIP.

Overall, 40 previously funded
high school projects saw their
funding disappear. These pro-
jects represent a decline in
planned capital spending of
over $141.7 million — a sub-
stantial change by any measure. The greatest
share of this — $75 million — came in the area of
new school construction. The next largest declines
came in the areas of additions ($30 million), locker
upgrades ($15.1 million) and major capital reno-
vations ($12.5 million).

Changes to the High School Capital Program, 1999-2003 to 2000-2004 CIP

Eliminated Projects

Energy Efficiency ($46,760,000)
Additions ($30,385,000)
Major Renovations ($30,201,513)
Educational Tech. ($3,639,356)
Career Academy Upgrades ($3,092,028)
Accessibility Upgrades ($2,535,737)
Locker Upgrades ($2,297,000)
Other {$845,000)

Projects That Lost Funding

New Schools {$75,000,000)
Additions ($30,000,000)
Locker Upgrades ($15,121,000)
Major Renovations ($12,500,000)
Energy Efficiency {$6,000,000)
Infant/Toddler Centers {$3,000,000)
Accessibility Imp. {$100,000)
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End Notes

1. 32 students per classroom is the maximum num-
ber allowed in the contract between the Chicago
Teachers Union and the Chicago Public Schools.
NCBG recognizes that 32-student dassrooms are
larger than many parents and educational experts
prefer, but we have chosen to use this number
throughout the report to provide a conservative
estimate of costs. <

2. Enroliment data prior to the 1998-99 school
year is taken from the Office of School Financial
Services, Chicago Public Schools Comprehensive An-
nual Financial Report for the year ended June 30,
7998, pp. 136-137. Enroliment data for the 1998-
99 school year is taken from the CPS Office of Ac-
countability, Dept. of Compliance, Student Racial/
Ethnic Survey Reported As of September 30, 1998,

p. Xi.

3. CPS enrollment projections for the 1999-2000
through 2003-2004 school years were provided to
NCBG by the Office of Capital Planning.

4. U.S. Dept. of Education, The Baby Boom Echo: No
End in Sight, August 19, 1999.

5. Ibid.

6. Figures on high school dropouts come from the
Greater West Town Community Development Proj-
ect’s analysis of the high school dropout problem,
Chicago’s Dropout Crisis: Hard Facts About Our
High School’s Continuing Dropout Problem. That

study was based on figures reported by CPS to the
Illinois State Board of Education’s Dept. of Re-
search and Policy Development. Additional back-
ground came from Jorge Luis Mota, ";Manzana

Podrida?"” Exito, Sept. 2, 1999, p6.

7. Enroliment data for Chicago's Catholic schools
was provided to NCBG by the Archdiocese of Chi-
cago's Office of Catholic Education. NCBG also
drew on a report by the Archdiocese’s Special
Task Force on Catholic Schools, Final Report, Sum-
mer 1998.

8. Building permit data came from Municipal Ref-
erence Section, Chicago Public Library, Facts About
Chicago.

9. Chicago Public Schools, 7999-2003 Capital Im-
provement Program, p7.

10. Fran Spielman, "Panel OKs new public high
school on Far North Side,” Chicago Sun-Times,
March 6, 1998, p20.

117. National construction cost data comes from
Paul Abramson, "1999 School Planning & Manage-
ment Construction Report” available at http://
www.spmmag.com/construction/Construction1999/
intro.html. The figures in the study are based on a
nationwide census of 100 percent of U.S. public
school districts performed by Dun & Bradstreet's
market research division.
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Chapter Three:

Chicago Elementary School Overcrowding

Unlike high school overcrowding - which saw some
improvement during the 1998-99 school year, ele-
mentary school overcrowding actually is getting
worse. This change is significant because just one
year before, Chicago’s elementary schools had
seen their biggest drop in overcrowding in nearly
a decade - from 154 schools in the 1996-97
school year to 144 schools in 1997-98. But by the
1998-99 session, overcrowding had again begun
to creep upward, with 152 schools exceeding their
target capacities.

While overcrowded schools can be found in many
parts of the city, the most severe overcrowding ap-
pears to be on the Far Northwest, Southwest and
Far Southeast sides (see map on page 46).

The drop in overcrowding
during 1997-98 repre-
sented the first visible suc-
cess of CPS’s new construc-
tion program in battling
overcrowding. That year, six
additions and 24 annexes
opened their doors - 12,278 additional seats in
all - and the result was a significant drop in the
number of severely overcrowded -elementary
schools.

* But the 1998-99 school year also saw significant

new construction activity. In all, four new elemen-

tary schools (two entirely new locations and two
replacement school buildings), 13 additions, and
four annexes opened their doors, representing
13,107 new seats. Despite these efforts, both the
total number of overcrowded schools and the num-
ber of severely overcrowded schools actually n-
creased. Some of the schools that had seen their
overcrowding problem abate because of an addi-
tion or annex in 1997-98 again had to cope with
the same problem for the 1998-99 school year. In
fact, overcrowding in 1998-99 has almost returned
to its 11-year peak.

Why Did Overcrowding
Increase in 1998-997

A More than 131.000 Chicago ele- While high school enroliments
mentary schoo! students — 40
percent of the total — attended
= overcrowded schools during the
111998-99 school year.

have been on the decline over
the past few years, elementary
school populations are explod-
ing. The number of elementary
school students has increased by
31,199 - 10 percent - since the
1988-89 school year. Most of
that growth — over 21,000 students - has been in
the past three school years. The 331,800 children
who attended Chicago elementary schools during
1998-99 is the highest in any of the 11 years un-
der study.

Elementary School Overcrowding in Chicago

1998-99 School Year

number of schools 101

' percentage of schools 22%

1 number of schools 51

percentage of schools 11%

number of schools 152

percentage of schools 33%
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As elementary school enrollments grow, so have
the number of students who attend overcrowded
schools. With the exception of the 1997-98 school
year - when the elementary school building boom
led to a temporary dip - there has been a steady
increase in the number of children who attend
overcrowded elementary schools. During the 1998-
99 school year, 131,027 children - 40 percent of all
elementary school students — went to class in a build-
ing operating above its desired capacity.

Many of these children attend schools that are
chronically overcrowded. A total of 48 schools
have been overcrowded
for all 11 years under
study. Some schools — 42
in all - saw peak or
near-peak (within three
percentage points) over-
crowding levels during
1998-99, and 10 more
became overcrowded
for the first time in at &
least a decade. Overall,
275 schools saw their enrollments increase, while
183 saw declining numbers of students and four
schools saw no change. (See Appendix Four for
more details.)

These trends have serious implications not just for
elementary schools, but also for high school over-

448 Chicago elementary schools

| have been overcrowded for all 11
8 years under study. And because

fl grade school enrollments are ex- e chicago Public Schools, the
f§ pected to grow, the problem is
f§ only expected to get worse in

i most Chicago neighborhoods.

crowding levels. When these children graduate
from eighth grade, Chicago’s already-
overcrowded high schools must be prepared to
handle a wave of new students.

Will Elementary School Enrollments
Continue To Grow?

The recent rise in elementary school enroliments is
not a fluke. The number of students in Chicago's
elementary schools will continue to rise for at least
the next five years, and, if the number of children
in the lower grades is any indi-
cation, probably for several
more years after that.

According to projections from

number of elementary school
students is expected to rise in
each of the next five years.
Over that period, the total num-
ber of elementary school stu-
dents (including pre-kindergarten, kindergarten,
and special education) is expected to rise from
approximately 331,800 during 1998-99 to
367,000 during the 2003-2004 school year. That
represents about 35,000 additional students, or
enough to pack 1,084 large classrooms.

Number of Overcrowded Elementary Schools in Chicago, 1988 to 1999
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Chicago's experience mirrors nationwide trends.
Schools across the country are beginning to feel the
impact of the "baby boom echo” - the term given
to the swell of new students currently entering U.S.
schools. As the children of the unusually large baby
boom generation reach school age, school dis-
tricts — including Chicago - are having to find more
and more classroom space. (For more information
on the baby boom echo, please see Chapter Four).

One important thing to remem-
ber: even during the lean years,
when elementary school enroll-
ments were steady or declining,
there was still an overcrowding
problem. That problem persists
today. Even if elementary school
enrollments stayed exactly the
same, Chicago would still have a
serious overcrowding problem.
The prospect that enroliments
will increase quickly makes the
problem appear even more
daunting.

Of course, changes in birth rates are not the only
thing that affects how many students are in the
public school system. The next section examines
some of the other factors that might affect elemen-
tary school enrollments in the coming years.

About 34,700 additional
students are expected to
enter Chicago elemen-
tary schools over the
next five years —
enough to pack 1,084

i large classrooms.

Other Factors Affecting Overcrowding

Besides demographic changes, there are a number
of other trends that may affect elementary school
overcrowding:

Shedding the "Image Crisis”

It's no secret that the Chicago suffered from a ter-
rible (and largely deserved) image problem dur-
ing the late 1980s, when its
schools were branded the
"worst in the nation.” Nor is it
news that Chicago has gone a
long way toward shedding
that image, winning acco-
lades not only locally but also
highly visible praise from the
Clinton Administration. If CPS
continues to make progress
winning back the public trust,
then parents will be less likely
to look for other educational alternatives and more
likely to send their children to public schools in the
City. If and when more parents make the decision
to send their children to the public schools, student
enrolliments could grow at a faster pace than in
years past. As with dropout rates, educational im-
provements could create the need for still more
new classrooms.

Elementary School Enroliment in Chicago, 1988 to 2003 (projected)
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Changing Private School Enrollments

Chicago has an extensive system of private schools
at both the elementary and high school level, many
of them administered by the Roman Catholic Arch-
diocese of Chicago. During the 1998-99 school
year, the Archdiocese operated 273 elementary
schools that enrolled 98,799 students throughout
Cook and Lake County. Ap-
proximately 160 of these ek-
mentary schools were located
within the Chicago city limits. Be-
cause the Archdiocese spreads
beyond the Chicago city limits,
many of these students live out-
side the Chicago Public Schools
system. Still, Catholic schools di-
vert a substantial number of stu-
dents from the public school sys-
tem and reduce the need for Chicago to construct
more classrooms.

Overall enrollment in Catholic schools (elementary
and high school) has declined over the years, from
289,000 in 1965 to 122,494 in 1998. During that
same period, the number of Catholic elementary
schools declined from 429 to 273. In most City
neighborhoods — with the exception of the Near
North Side, Far Northwest Side, and Rogers
Park — that decline is expected to continue in the

Declining numbers of stu-
dents attending private
schools — such as those run
by the Catholic Archdiocese
of Chicago — could increase
the number of students at
public elementary schools.

coming years. In some of the Archdiocese’s subur-
ban areas — particularly those in the far north
and far northwest portions of its territory —
Catholic school enroliments are expected to grow.2

If current trends continue, the Chicago Public
Schools may see more former Catholic school stu-
dents entering its ranks, either because Catholic
schools are shutting their
doors or improvements in the
public school system are d-
tracting parents and children
back to CPS. A 1996 task
force report prepared by the
Archdiocese identifies trends
within its school system, and
ways in which it can improve
the marketing and services of
Chicago’s Catholic schools. In
some areas, these efforts could affect enrollment
and overcrowding levels at certain public schools.

Of course, there are other religiously affiliated
schools in Chicago besides those administered by
the Archdiocese, as well as private schools with no
religious affiliation. While the decentralized nature
of these schools makes it difficult to obtain consis-
tent data, there is no doubt that the same sort
give-and-take exists with the Chicago Public School
system.

IEnroIIment in Catholic Elementary Schools in Chicago, 1991 to 1998
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Changing Economic Climates

Changes to the City’s economic climate are also
likely to affect overcrowding. Good economic
times has meant more residential construction within
the City limits, some of which has taken place in
areas such as the South Loop that traditionally has
had very little residential
space. As former commercial
and industrial corridors “go
residential,” new schools
might be needed in neigh-
borhoods where before little
or no need existed. Mean-
while, historically distressed
neighborhoods are also rebuilding.

| the future.

Evidence of the building boom is clear. In 1998,
the City of Chicago authorized the construction of
5,367 new dwelling units — by far the highest level
in any of the last 10 years, and more than twice as
high as the number of new dwelling units author-
ized in 1989.3 CPS and the City will have to work
together to track and anticipate new housing de-
velopment and the impact it will have on over-
crowding.

{1 The residential building boom
{1 in Chicago may increase the

" number of new classrooms
that will be needed in

Other Factors

There are many other factors that might have an
effect on the severity and timing of overcrowding
in the future. For example, retaining more students
and ending social promotion — the practice of
moving a student to the next grade regardless of
academic performance — will
change the number of students
at each grade level, and ulti-
mately affect when they reach
high school. Changes to special
education policy may also d-
fect the effective capacity of
each school.

Even the way schedules are designed could have
an effect on overcrowding. Many schools, for ex-
ample, use "split shifts” to minimize the number of
students in the building at any given time. One
group of students may begin school earlier and
leave earlier, while other students may begin their
day in late morning and go until later in the after-
noon. Lunch periods are also spread out over sev-
eral hours to minimize the required size of the
cafeteria. In any case, it is important to understand
that each change CPS makes to its daily school o p-
erations affects the way buildings are used.

New Dwelling Units Authorized, 1989 to 1998

6,000

5,367

5,000

4,000

3,000

New Dwelling Units Authorized

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993

1994 1995 1996 1997 1998

Source: Chicago Public Library, Municipal Reference Section, Facts About Chicago

Rebuilding Our Schools Brick By Brick — page 51

o1




Overcrowding:
What Has Chicago
Accomplished?

New construction in Chicago elementary
schools — whether it be additions to existing
buildings or brand-new facilities — is one of the
most impressive accomplishments of the CPS Capi-
tal Improvement Program.

Even when funds are readily avail-
able, it is often difficult for school
systems to efficiently manage the
construction process and get proj-
ects done. As Chapter Four shows,
some other school districts — such
as Detroit and Miami — have
stumbled in the early stages of
their capital improvement pro-
grams. These districts have incurred
the wrath of the public for failing
to spend the money that voters
authorized by approving bond issues. Faced with
the daunting task of replacing, expanding, and
modernizing hundreds of school buildings, these
districts had a hard time getting the job started.

Chicago, by contrast, has jumped out of the
gates — at least when it comes to new construc-

i Between 1996 and the
Hlend of 1998, the

{1 Chicago Public Schools
(4 completed 16 addi-

8 tions, 27 annexes,

14 and six new schools —
11 enough to accommo-

il date about 20,000 ad-  enroliments rose. But as we have
fl ditional students.

tion at the city’s elementary schools. Between the
time of the Capital Improvement Program's incep-
tion in 1996 and the 1998-99 school year, CPS
has completed 16 additions, 27 annexes, and six
new elementary schools (including one child-
parent center). These 49 projects have come at a
total cost of almost $344 million.

Perhaps even more impressive than the number of
buildings built is the number of new seats created.
The new classrooms built since
1996 are enough to seat an
additional 23,000 students. Dur-
ing 1997-98 — the first year
when a substantial number of
new additions opened their
doors — Chicago enjoyed the
payoff of the program. Over-
crowding dropped dramati-
cally, even as elementary school

seen, that decline was short-
lived. Even though more class-
rooms opened during 1998-99,
the number of overcrowded schools shot back up.

Why did this happen? Later in this chapter, we
will take a closer look at this question and begin
to investigate possible solutions.

New Elementary School Classroom Capacity, 1996 to 1998

Number Additional Seats Total Cost
Additions 16 10,286 $185,075,566
Annexes 27 8,864 $64,911,528
New Schools 6 3,919 $93,596,274
Total 49 23,069 $343,583,368
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How Many New
Elementary School
Classrooms are Planned?

While the Chicago Public Schools

how the status of new construction projects changed
as the capital program progressed. For the 93 ele-
mentary school projects, NCBG found that 54 proj-
ects had been delayed, 78 projects were listed as
"unfunded,” and four new construction projects

Capital Improvement Program
(CIP) certainly got off to a very
promising start, it appears that
the size of the program and the
constant demand for resources is
beginning to take its toll. Many
projects are beginning to see de-
lays creep into their construction
schedules, or see their funding
disappear entirely. Promises that
had been made to construct a
new school or build an addition
now appear to be in limbo at
some schools, and the future
shape of the Capital Improve-
ment seems more uncertain that it
did just one year ago.

New construction projects were

hardest hit by the changes in the

How Long Will We Have To
Wait For New Classrooms?

1999:
7 additions
1 new school
4 replacement schools

2000:
5 additions
1 new school
1 replacement school

2001-2004:
31 additions
27 new schools
16 replacement schools

CIP. NCBG compared the two

most recent CIPs — one that covers the period be-
tween 1999 and 2003, and the most recent cover-
ing from 2000 to 2004 — in order to determine

tions.

were canceled outright. The dollar
commitment to future elementary
school construction declined by
$715 million. Overall, just 16 per-
cent of new construction projects are
funded in the 2000-2004 CIP.

While many of these projects are
still on the books, they no longer
have a firm funding source, and
CPS has even shied away from dis-
closing to the public an estimate of
how much each will cost. Only proj-
ects expected to be completed in
the very near future have an identi-
fied funding source and cost esti-
mate.

Still, despite the uncertainty, a sub-
stantial number of new classrooms
are in the pipeline. Between now
and 2004, CPS plans on construct-

ing 29 new elementary schools, replacing 27 exist-
ing elementary schools, and building 43 new addi-

Changes to Planned Elementary School Construction, 1999 to 2004

Additions New Schools Replacement Schools
Total # of Projects 43 29 21
# of Projects Delayed 22 20 12
# of Projects Unfunded 34 27 17
Changein $
Commitment - $190,152,775 -$328,100,000 -$196,640,000
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Have Past Capacity Additions Reduced Overcrowding?

Despite the building boom at Chicago's elementary
schools, the number of overcrowded schools in-
creased during the 1998-99 school year. Some of
these overcrowded schools have already had a
major addition or annex. The experience of these
schools raises the question: How successful have ca-
pacity additions been in eliminating overcrowding?

To answer that question, we looked at the enroll-
ment in elementary schools that have received ca-
pacity additions both one and two years after the
addition was completed. (For more details, please
see Appendix Six).

For the 63 schools with permanent capacity addi-
tions between 1988-89 and 1998-99, we found:

e 25 schools (40 percent) were overcrowded
within one year of the new capacity going on-
line. Of those, five were severely over-
crowded.

e 29 schools were overcrowded within two years
of the new capacity going on-line. Because
some of these additions are very new, we only
have this two-year data for 43 schools. That
means that 67 percent of the schools in our sam-
ple were overcrowded two years after the new
capacity going on line. Of those, 14 were -
verely overcrowded — above 100 percent of

their new design capacity — within just two
years after the new classrooms opened.

For example, Tonti School received a 384-student
addition that opened for the 1997-98 school year.
Before the addition was constructed, the school op-
erated at 126 percent of its design capacity. The
year the addition opened, the school was at 88
percent of its new design capacity. Two years af-
ter the addition opened, Tonti was again severely
overcrowded at 100 percent of capacity.

These findings have important consequences for
CPS capital planners. Elementary school enrollment
is growing so fast — particularly in certain attendance
areas where the most severely overcrowded schools
are located - that new classrooms fill up almost as
fast as they are built.

While CPS tould be commended for completing
these new classrooms, the fact is that the capital
program is just treading water in the face of huge
tides of new students, not making real progress -
ward solving overcrowding. Until there is a suffi-
cient number of classrooms in the neighborhoods
where they are needed most, new additions —
and even new schools — overcrowding may persist
even at those schools that have already received
additions.

opening their doors.

within two years.

Two-thirds of the schools that received new classrooms
were overcrowded again within two years of the additions

Among those 29 schools, 14 became severely over-
crowded — above 100 percent of their design capacity —
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Are the Most Overcrowded Schools Getting Top Priority?

With so many overcrowded schools and such lim-
ited resources, there will necessarily be some
schools that have to wait several years before
they even see a project in the pipeline. CPS will
have to make choices based on the schools with the
most severe needs. But has CPS been successful in
targeting the schools with the worst overcrowding
problems in the additions they have built, and are
they giving top priority for future construction proj-
ects to those schools with the worst overcrowding
problems?

Of the 152 overcrowded elementary schools, 82
(54 percent) are expected to receive some sort of
permanent capacity addition in the next five
years. (For a complete list of planned capacity
additions, please see Appendix Five.) Many of
these are going to the most severely overcrowded
schools. In fact, 42 of the 51 severely over-
crowded elementary schools (82 percent) are
scheduled to receive a capacity addition by 2004.
This result is particularly interesting when com-
pared to plans for capacity additions at future
high schools, where three-fourths of severely over-
crowded high schools do not have capacity addi-
tions planned.

There are additions planned at 14 schools that do
not appear to be overcrowded. There are several
possible explanations for this, beyond the possibil-
ity of negligence on the part of CPS planners. The

design capacity figures released by CPS could be
wrong or misleading. The schools receiving the ad-
dition may require some new non-classroom facil-
ity, such as a gym or a lunchroom. Or, additions at
these underutilized schools could be designed to
attract students from other, overcrowded schools
nearby.

To more closely examine this question, NCBG
mapped the location of planned, funded additions
and compared them to the location of over-
crowded schools. In general, NCBG found that
planned additions are located in overcrowded ar-
eas of the City, though there are some cases that
still warrant some further investigation.

The map also shows that a large area of the City’s
Northwest Side has a number of overcrowded
schools but few planned, funded capacity addi-
tions. More work is needed to determine why this is
the case, and what needs to be done to ensure
that the needs of these schools are taken care of in
a timely fashion.

It should be noted that the map looks at funded
additions because those are those are the projects
most likely to be completed in the near future.
There are also a number of unfunded additions in
the 2000-2004 CIP.

82 of the 152 overcrowded schools (54 percent) are slated for more classrooms:

e 30 schools are scheduled for an addition.

e 12 schools are scheduled for a new replacement school.
¢ 40 schools are slated for an additional new school within their attendance area.

In_addition:

e 31 schools have already received some sort of permanent capacity addition within the
past five years, but still face overcrowding problems.
e 41 schools have received modular units (some more than one) and seven have modular

units planned.
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“Underutilized” Elementary Schools: A Possible Solution to Overcrowding?

At the same time that some elementary schools are
dealing with crippling levels of overcrowding, other
grade schools are operating at well below their
design capacity. There are several possible reasons
why this might be the case at a particular school.
For example, the neighborhood may have changed
significantly. Perhaps fewer children live in the
area than in years past, or residential properties
were converted to commercial, industrial, or institu-
tional use. Parents might avoid sending their chil-
dren to certain schools because of poor academic
reputations, because the building is in poor condi-
tion, or because the school is located in an area
with especially bad problems with gangs and
drugs. Finally, it is possible that the school appears
underutilized because the design capacity figure
reported by CPS is substantially higher than the
building allows in the “real world."”

If there really are available seats at an appar-
ently underutilized school, then there is a possibility
that the available space may be used to help re-
lieve overcrowding at another school. As discussed
in Chapter One, forcibly busing students out of their
neighborhoods in order to relieve overcrowding
has been almost universally rejected as a policy
option. But there may be some other solutions —
such as adjusting the attendance boundaries of
schools, or establishing specialty or magnet pro-
grams — that could make underutilized buildings
part of the overcrowding solution.

There are 173 underutilized elementary schools (at

or below 65 percent of their design capacity) in
Chicago in the 1998-99 school year. These schools
have room for an additional 53,698 students. In
order to get a better idea of how underutilized
schools might be used to reduce overcrowding,
NCBG mapped overcrowded schools next to those
schools operating at significantly below (65 percent
or less) their capacity.

It appears tat in some neighborhoods, there is a
possibility that CPS might be able to take some ad-
vantage of underutilized schools to take advantage
of nearby overcrowded facilities.

e Inthe Far Northeast, Far Southeast, and West
Sides, there appears to be some opportunities
to take advantage of underutilized schools to
relieve overcrowding. In these areas, underutil-
ized facilities are scattered among over-
crowded schools, raising the possibility that ad-
justing attendance boundaries could make a
real difference. -

o In the Far Northwest and Far Southwest Sides,
there are much higher concentrations of over-
crowded schools. These facilities are much less
likely to be near an underutilized school build-

ing.

£ 1By looking at where overcrowded elementary

L Aschools are located in relation to underutilized fa-
“cilities, it may be possible to find some creative,
low-cost solutions to overcrowding.
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How Much Will It Cost to Reduce Overcrowding?

While it is always difficult to speculate about the
future, there is a pressing need to estimate how
much it will cost to solve the overcrowding problem
in Chicago’s elementary schools. Knowing the scope
of the problem makes it possible for elected offi-
cials, school planners, and the public to establish
priorities and develop a strategy for solving it.
Without a clear assessment of the situation, it is
difficult if not impossible to craft a strategy for
raising the money and getting the work done.

To estimate how much it will cost Chicago to solve
its elementary school overcrowding problem,
NCBG followed three steps:

Step One:
Determine the Number of “Overflow” Students
That Need New Classrooms

As noted earlier, a school is considered over-
crowded if it is at or above 80 percent of its de-
sign capacity. A 1,000-student school, for exam-
ple, is overcrowded when it has 800 students or
more. Any students above that figure are “extra”
or “overflow” that school officials must find space
for. If 900 students attended this 1,000-person,
schools, for example, there would be an
“overflow” of 100 students. Doing that same calcu-
lation for every overcrowded elementary school,

we find that Chicago must find space for 90,199
additional students in order to eliminate over-
crowding, assuming that no more students enter the
system. Given that elementary school enroliments
are expected to grow significantly, it is likely that
the figure will be much higher.

Step Two:
Determine The Cost Per Student To Build A New
Elementary School

The next step is to figure out the average cost per
student of constructing a new elementary school. To
do this, we looked at mational statistics compiled
by Wall Street analyst Dun and Bradstreet and
published in the School Planning & Management
1999 Construction Report?

To determine the cost per student of building a
new elementary school, we took a combination of
two measurements; the average cost per square
foot, and the average number of square feet
needed per student. By multiplying these two
measures, we get a good average cost per student
that we can use for the next step.

cost/sq. ft * sq. ft./per student = cost/per student

Alleviating overcrowding in Chicago’s elementary

schools through new construction will cost be-

tween $1.1 and $1.7 billion even if no additional
W,/ (grade school students enter the system in the

next five years.
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Construction costs vary from place to place based on
the cost of materials in the region, the price and
availability of labor, and many other factors. These
costs tend to be higher in cities such as Chicago, so we
used the higher end of our average cost scale to
make our estimate.

Similarly, cities such as Chicago tend to have less
space for school buildings, and consequently have to
make them fit on smaller pieces of land. We there-
fore used estimates on the lower end of the square
foot per student scale.

Estimate #1: Low End of the Range

The more conservative cost estimate uses:

o The average cost per square foot in the most ex-
pensive 25 percent of school districts ($125.00).

o The average number of square feet per student
from lowest 25 percent of projects (100)

$125.00 * 100 = $12,500 per student

Estimate # 2: The High End of the Range

The more expensive estimate uses:

o The average cost per square foot in the most ex-
pensive 10 percent of school districts ($153.85).

o The median number of square feet per student of
all school construction projects (120)

$153.85 * 120 = $18,462 per student
Step Three:
Calculating the Final Cost
Now that we know the cost per student and the num-
ber of students, we can calculate a range of esti-
mates for how much it would cost to build enough new
schools to alleviate overcrowding:

Low Estimate:

$12,500/student * 90,199 students = $1,127,487,500

High Estimate:
$18,462/student * 90,199 students = $1,665,253,938

o8



Repairing and Improving Existing Elementary Schools

While new construction is a very important part of
the elementary school capital plan, repairs and up-
grades to existing buildings are also essential to
the quality of life at Chicago's elementary schools.
Unfortunately, the funding troubles, canceled proj-
ects, and delays that have plagued CPS' new con-
struction efforts extend to the repairs and up-
grades needed to make our schools safe and ef-
fective learning environments. These funding reduc-
tions were spread across most of Chicago's public
elementary schools, not limited to a few special
cases. In fact, 414 of Chicago’s 522 elementary
schools included in the CIP (79 percent) saw their ex-
pected capital allocation decline. Of those, 156 ele-
mentary schools saw their planned allocations re-
duced by $1 million or more.

Overall, - six program areas (outside of the new
construction categories) saw their allocations a-
cline. Major capital renovations - the term CPS
uses for repairs to windows, electrical systems,
roofs, exteriors and other basic building elements -
saw the largest decline — over $161 million. These
projects did not tend to be eliminated outright. -
stead, funding was revoked from the project, the
start date was delayed until some point between
2001 and 2004, and no cost estimate was given to
give the public a sense of the extent of the repairs
needed. Still, these basic repairs are still techni-
cally “on the books" and await dollars from some
future funding source.

By contrast, energy efficiency programs, almost
across the board, were eliminated or delayed sig-
nificantly — an apparent shift in policy by CPS.

Despite the widespread cuts to many categories of
capital improvements, several programs did see an
increase in their funding in the 2000-2004 CIP.
Soundproofing projects — which are funded by
the Federal Aviation Administration — saw their
funding go up. Modular units also saw their alloca-
tions increase by over $7 million — an apparent
reaction to the pressing short-term need at many
schools to take immediate steps to ease over-
crowding, if only temporarily.

Accessibility upgrades needed to comply with the
Americans With Disabilities Act also saw their allo-
cations rise, though this was largely because the
size of existing projects grew beyond what was
expected in the 1999-2003 CIP, not because new
projects were added.

The current state of the elementary school Capital
Improvement Program shows that there is fierce
competition for dollars to fund not only new con-
struction, but also basic repairs and upgrades. Until
more funds are identified for school capital needs,
school officials may continue to be forced into diffi-
cult choices about where their priorities lie.

Project Areas With Declining Allocations

Project Areas With Increasing Allocations

Category Change in Funding
Major Capital Renovations | ($161 ,428,60) Soundproofing | $8,615,957
Energy Efficiency ($136,683,339) Modular Units $7,166,998
Swimming Pools ($3,700,000) m:;izfllg:rl:g‘ « $3,401,642
Educational Technology ($1,55,573)

small Schools Initiative ($1,400,000) New Playlots S608,117
Campus Parks (5291.738) Science Lab Upgrades $500,000

Rebuilding Our Schools Brick By Brick — page 59

29




Where is All the Money Going?

As noted before, the Chicago Public Schools
Capital Improvement Program has been successful

» in many ways. Through the 1998-99 school year,
CPS completed $713.6 million worth of improve-
ments at Chicago elementary schools.

The largest chunk of that total ($344.1 million)
was for new construction
{(additions, annexes, and new

of the first phase of the CIP's rebuilding and re-
pair efforts..

CPS has also spent a significant amount of
money — $24.7 million — on temporary modular
classrooms aimed at easing overcrowding.

But the Capital Improvement Program is not aimed
entirely at basic repairs or even new construction.
Upgrading existing schools with modern facilities

and “educational enhance-

schools). Close tehind, CPS com-
pleted $307.9 million in "major
capital renovations” — the basic
repairs to school buildings such as
fixing broken windows, leaky
roofs, and drafty doors, as well
exterior maintenance such as tuck-
pointing. When the Capital Im-
provement Program began in
1996, the first major emphasis was
on stabilizing the exterior of the
buildings to prevent further dam-

| Basic repairs and new
= construction account for
| over 90 percent of the

H1 completed elementary
81 school capital projects.
d Technology and other

4 educational upgrades

i 1ag so far have lagged
3 far behind on the Chi-

| cago Public Schools

ments” such as computer tech-
nology and is also a major
thrust of the program. It is diffi-
cult to track items such as tech-
nology enhancements, because
many Local School Councils
have purchased computers and
raised grants on their own for
technological improvements that
don't show up in the CIP. In fact,
only about $63,000 worth of
completed educational technol-

age to the schools. The $7.4 million
spent on energy efficiency projects
also was aimed at fixing and up-
grading the most basic heating, cooling, lighting,
and electrical systems of the buildings. Many ma-
jor capital renovations remain to be done, though
the majority of these are inside the building, not
part of the “exterior envebpe” that was the focus

8 schedule.

ogy projects are included in the
2000-2004 CIP.

Meanwhile, about $13.6 million has been spent on
new playlots and campus parks. Finally, CPS has
completed $12.4 million worth of projected aimed
at soundproofing schools near airports — a proj-
ect funded by the Federal Aviation Administration.

Completed Elementary School Projects Through the 1998-99 School Year

Project Type Amount Project Type Amount
Major Capital Renovations $307.860,785 Energy Efficiency $7,377,581
Additions/Annexes $250,512,094 Accessibility Improve- $1,767,846

ments

New Schools $93,596,274 Improved Public Safety $809,589
Modular Units $24,689,196 Small Schools Initiative $793.514
New Playlots/Campus Parks $13,598,128 Educational Enhancements $200,000
Soundproofing $12,351.113 Educational Technology $63,451
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But as the Capital Improvement Program moves

into its fourth school year, the difficulties of plan-

ning and completing so many projects is beginning
to take its toll. The latest CIP — which covers the
period between 2000 and 2004 — reveals that

CPS has overextended itself with the promises it

made to many schools. In fact, just
in elementary schools, almost $282
million worth of projects have been
eliminated from the CIP.

Eliminated Projects

The perceived need to eliminate
certain projects from the CIP hit
energy efficiency initiatives the
hardest. Over $134 million worth
of energy efficiency projects were
eliminated outright from the CIP.
Just over $69 million worth of ba-
sic repairs were cut from the
budget, along with almost $63 mil-
lion worth of new construction proj-
ects (including additions, conver-
sions, and new schools). Even proj-

ects intended to bring Chicago schools into compli-
ance with the Americans With Disabilities Act were

1 Is CPS Reathing Its Limits?

$282 million worth of

| elementary school proj-
1 ects were eliminated from
| the CIP.

(| Another $332 million of
| elementary school proj-

1 ects saw their funding re-
1| voked in the 2000-2004
{CIP.

cut, with $171 million worth of these ADA projects

disappearing in the 2000-2004 CIP.

Projects With Funding Cuts

In addition to the projects that have been elimi-
nated outright, there are a number of projects that
have seen their funding revoked. These projects —

which had been listed as
“funded” in the 1999-2003
capital plan, now are listed as
"unfunded.” Without a con-
crete funding source, the fu-
ture of these projects is up in
the air.

Overall, 59 previously funded
elementary school projects
saw their funding source dis-
appear. These projects repre-
sent a decline in planned
capital spending of over
$331.7 million — a substan-
tial change by any measure.
The greatest share of this —
$224.7 million came in the
area of new school construc-
tion. The next largest declines

came in the areas of additions ($69.5 million) and
major capital renovations ($34.5 million).

Changes to the Elementary School Capital Program, 1999-2003 to 2000-2004 CIP

Eliminated Projects

Projects That Lost Funding

Energy Efficiency

($134,285977)

Major Renovations

($69,295,121)

New Schools

($224,700,000

New Construction

($62,850,000)

Additions

($69,500,000)

Accessibility Imp.

($11,110,000)

Major Renovations

($34,399,424)

Modular Units

($1,968,500)

Energy Efficiency

($1,609,000)

Educational Tech.

($1,186,549)

Small Schools

($1,200,000)

Campus Parks/Playlots

($730,000)

Educational Tech.

($200,000)

Small Schools

($200,000)

Accessibility Imp.

($100,000)

D
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End Notes

1. Enroliment data prior to the 1998-99 school
year is taken from the Office of School Financial
Services, Chicago Public Schools Comprehensive An-
nual Financial Report for the year ended June 30,
1998, pp. 136-137. Enrollment data for the
1998-99 school year is taken from the CPS Office
of Accountability, Dept. of Compliance, Student Ra-
cial/Ethnic Survey Reported As of September 30,
1998, p. xi.

2. Enrollment data for Chicago's Catholic schools
was provided to NCBG by the Archdiocese of Chi-
cago’s Office of Catholic Education. NCBG also
drew on a report by the Archdiocese’s Special
Task Force on Catholic Schools, Final Report, Sum-
mer 1998.

CPS enrollment projections for the 1999-2000
through 2003-2004 school years were provided
to NCBG by the Office of Capital Planning.

3. Building permit data came from Municipal Ref-
erence Section, Chicago Public Library, Facts About
Chicago.

4. National construction cost data comes from Paul
Abramson, "1999 School Planning & Management
Construction Report,” available at http://www.
spmmag.com/construction/Construction1999/intro.

“html. The figures in the study are based on a na-

tionwide census of 100 percent of U.S. public
school districts performed by Dun & Bradstreet’s
market research division.
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Chapter Four:

The National

he problems of overcrowding and crum-
bling school buildings are not confined to
4 Chicago. Most of the nation’s major cities
are struggling to find ways to pay for badly
needed school improvements. Rural and suburban
school districts also are scrambling to cope with
aging facilities and rapidly expanding student
populations. No corner of the country can escape
these challenges.

This chapter compares Chicago's experience to
that of the rest of the country, both in terms of
school repair and overcrowding. First, it summa-
rizes the growing evidence that there is a national
need for more and better school facilities to keep
pace with aging buildings and growing enroll-
ments. Then, we present a series of case studies
examining the nature of other cities' problems and
some of the solutions under consideration. Finally,
in the conclusion to this report, we summarize con-
gressional reform proposals and discuss why a na-
tional strategy is needed to rebuild our crumbling
schools. .

Schools in Disrepair

The most comprehensive assessment of the country’s
school facilities was completed in February 1995

Problem

by the U.S. General Accounting Office at the re-
quest of five U.S. Senators.” The GAO report esti-
mated that the nation needs to invest approxi-
mately $112 billion in order to make basic re-
pairs.2 While the report found that two-thirds of
the nation’s schools were adequate, 14 million stu-
dents (about 30 percent of all US. students) &-
tended the other 25,000 schools in serious disre-
pair. Furthermore, 60 percent of all school build-
ings reported that at least one major building fea-
ture needed to be repaired or replaced. These
finding confirm the general conclusions of two ear-
lier studies on the condition of America’s schools.?

The GAO study attributes the poor condition of
many school buildings to years — and in some cases
decades - of deferred maintenance:

District officials we spoke to attributed
the declining physical condition of Amer-
ica’s schools primarily to insufficient
funds, resulting in decisions to defer
maintenance and repair expenditures
from year to year. This has a domino ef-
fect. Deferred maintenance speeds up
the deterioration of buildings, and costs
escalate accordingly, further eroding the
nation’s multibillion dollar investment in
school facilities

pairs to its schoolhouses.

The U.S. General Accounting Office estimated in 1995 that . . .

+ The nation needs to invest approximately $112 billion in order to make basic re-

+ While two-thirds of the nation’s schools were adequate, 14 million children (about
30 percent) attended the other 25,000 schools in serious disrepair.

+ 60 percent of all school buildings reported that at least one major building fea-
ture needed to be repaired or replaced.
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Importantly, the GAO found that older schools
were not necessarily in worse condition that newer
ones. "While some studies cite tuilding age as a
major factor contributing to deteriorating condi-
tions, older buildings often have a more sound n-
frastructure than newer buildings,” the report con-
cludes. "Buildings built in the early years of this
century — or before - frequently were built for a
life span of 50 to 100 years
while more modem buildings,
particularly those built after
1970, were designed to have a
life span of only 20 to 30
years."®

In all, the GAO released seven reports on school
buildings between February 1995 and June 1996
covering topics such as finance, technology, school
design, and accessibility for students with physical
disabilities.5 In the wake of these reports, there
was a rash of articles in newspapers and educa-
tional journals highlighting the condition of Amer-
ica's schools and the connection between good
+ buildings and good education. The GAO reports -
together with the heightened media attention -
formed the basis for the Clinton Administration’s
1998 legislative push for more federal funds for
school construction. This tegislative initiative will be
discussed in the conclusion to this report.

U.S. public school
enrollments have set
record highs for 14
straight years.

Overflowing Classrooms

While there have been several studies of the
physical condition of school buildings, there is no
comprehensive, nationwide assessment of school
overcrowding. The GAO reports limit themselves to
such issues as basic maintenance {windows, doors,
roofs), environmental dangers
(lead paint, asbestos, under-
ground storage tanks), accessibil-
ity issues, and technology limita-
tions. The GAO made no attempt
to analyze whether schools were
overcrowded, or to estimate how
many new classrooms would be
needed to ease overcrowding. The Senators’ deci-
sion to exclude overcrowding from the analysis
means that the true cost of rebuilding America’s
schools is far higher than the $112 billion esti-
mate advanced by the GAO in 1995.

While no comprehensive report exists documenting
the national overcrowding problem, the U.S. Dept.
of Education has tracked growing student enroll-
ments the past four years in a series of reports t-
tled The Baby Boom Echo. The latest update to the
report — released in August 1999 - documents a
nationwide enrollment explosion and urges immedi-
ate action to assist states and municipalities in their
fight against inadequate school facilities.

U.S. Public School Enrollments, 1983 to 2009 (projected)
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School enrollments have increased for 14 straight
years, the U.S. Dept. of Education reports. In each of
the last four years, enroliments have set a new rec-

ord high. Nationwide elemen-
tary and secondary school en-
roliment for the 1999-2000
school year is expected to top
53.2 million students -
447,000 more than the previ-
ous year. The growth shows no
sign of letting up anytime soon.
The Dept. of Education's
analysis predicts seven more
years of increasing enrollments
followed by a brief plateau.
Then, student populations will
begin to grow again:

There is no short-term fix to
the very long-term condi-
tion of increasing enroll-
ment in our nation’s school
systems. While many school
districts are using portable
classrooms and resorting to
double sessions, the fact
remains that this nation sim-
ply has to build more
schools. . . . A strong future
perspective also suggests
that we should be looking
down the road to recognize

Fastest Growing School
Districts, 1987 to 1997

. Enroliment %

District Increase | Change
New York City 131,920 14%
Dade County 92,635 37%
(Miami), FL
Los Angeles 91,119 15%
Unified, CA
Clark County 90,795 91%
(Las Vegas)
Broward 87,433 64%
County FL
Chicago, IL 58,073 14%
West Palm 52,780 55%
Beach, FL
Orange 44,948 51%
County, FL
Greensboro, 35,919 150%
NC
Lawrenceville, 35,462 61%
GA

that the children who make up the current
baby boom echo will, in time, begin to have
their own children and families. This is why it

is so important for this nation
to build new schools that will
last for decades and truly be
centers of community and
learning for all Americans.”

The overcrowding problem is not
limited to a single area of the
country, though student popula-
tions are growing more quickly in
the West and the South. Nor is it
limited just to cities, suburbs, or
rural areas - most school sys-
tems, regardless of their size,
are finding that they have more
students than they have class-
rooms to put them in. The Mid-
west and the Northeast expect
to see their student bodies grow
about 18 percent between 1999
and 2009. The South expects
growth rates of about 30 per-
cent during that period, and the
Western states will have to cope
with a growth rate of just over
517 percent.8

Public School Enrollment Growth, By Region, 1989-2009
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The Rush to Build

All across the country, school districts aré scrambling
to keep up with the need to build new classrooms
and modernize existing buildings. These projects
come with a big price tag. The average elementary
school constructed in 1998 cost about $7.6 million,
the average middle school cost about $12.7 million,
and the average high school topped $20.7 million.?

Still, despite the increase, there remains a dramatic
shortfall - even if we use the U.S. General Account-
ing Office’s conservative $112 billion estimate as
the benchmark. Of the $17.1 billion in capital funds
spent in 1998, 76 percent went to new schools and
additions, leaving only about $4.1 billion for the
deferred maintenance dealt with by the GAO. This
represents an increase from the previous three
years, where the amount that went toward school
modernization hovered around the $2.7 billion

, mark. Still, since the
While the amount U.S school [ How Much is Really Getting Built? GAO report was
districts are able to invest in released | in earl
their capital investment pro- 1998 1999-2001 1995, U, school dis)-l
grams continues to fall well (Completed) (Projected) tricts hal}e' only made
stort of the need, their &1 e,y sehools [ $7.9 bilion  $21.6 billion  |about $72.2 billion of
penditures are nonetheless the $112  billion
impressive. In 1998 alone, | Additions $5.1 billion $12.6 billion worth of improve-
US. public school systemst mogernization | $4.1 bilion ~ $12.2 billon | ments identified by
completed $17.1 billion in the GAO — just 11

P 17.1 bill 4 bill —
capital improvements, $13§ Total $17.1 billion  $46.4 billion percent of the total,

billion of which went bward
new schools and additions. Between 1999 and
2001, these districts are expected to invest another
$46.4 billion in their school districts.'©

Over the last decade, the amount spent on school
improvements has increased dramatically, from
$9.3 billion in 1989 to $17.1 billion in 1998 - an
increase of 84 percent. During that period, public
school districts have invested a total of $113 billion
in school construction and repair.™

While substantial national data exists on planned
and completed school capital expenditures, there
still is no systematic, up-to-date assessment of the
need for new classroom capacity. Such a study
would be a massive undertaking, but it would shed
light on just how widespread the overcrowding
problem really is. Until then, policymakers will need
to rely on the wealth of anecdotal evidence detail-
ing current conditions as well as the projections of
another decade of continued enroliment growth.

U.S. School Construction and Repairs,

1989 to 1998
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Tales From the Front:
Stories From Around the Nation

Despite the absence of a nationwide overcrowding

assessment, there is an abundance of anecdotal
evidence that the one-two punch of overcrowding
and deferred maintenance is a crippling problem in
many school districts.

New York City:

New York City is the nation's
largest and fastest growing
school district. It is also the
school district for which the most
research on overcrowding and
capital improvements has been
done. The City's school system enrolls almost 1.1
million students, and grew by more than 130,000
students between 1987 and 1997.

At the beginning of the 1990s, New York City's
school buildings were facing a crisis. Almost half of
the system’s 1,006 school buildings were operating
at above 100 percent capacity. Overcrowding was
worst at the secondary education level - 71 per-
cent of high schools were overcrowded - though 51
percent of elementary schools and 24 percent of
middle schools were above capacity as well.’?

As the nation’s largest and
fastest growing public school
system, New York City faces
some of the toughest school
construction challenges.

At the beginning of the decade, New York also suf-
fered from crumbling school buildings. In addition to
being technologically deficient, 83 percent of the
buildings needed capital repairs and 314 buildings
required complete modernization. The system's
maintenance need was estimated at $5 billion - 13
times larger than the system's 1990 capital
budget.’3

Beginning in 1990, New York undertook a major
capital investment program
that resulted in almost $5 bil-
lion in maintenance and new
construction expenditures be-
tween 1990 and 1996.
About 38 percent of the
funds went to new construc-
tion, resulting in a 5 percent
increase in the system’s seating capacity.’* But de-
spite this intensive investment strategy, New York
was unable to keep up with the rapidly growing
enroliment:

The school system was overmatched by the surge in
enroliment in the 1990s. An already bad situation
was made worse by the Board and the City's policies
of reducing spending per student and not pursuing
more productive deployment of teachers and more
intensive use of school buildings. Consequently, c-
spite record levels of capital investment, crowding
worsened and facilities became more deteriorated.

Enrollment Growth by
State, 1989 to 2009

The number of school
children is increasing
coast to coast, not just in
the South and West.

———
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Ina 1996 report, the Citizens Budget Commission
found that despite the $5 billion in capital invest-
ment planned for the first seven years of the
1990s, there was no appreciable change in over-
crowding. Half of all elementary schools, one-fifth
of all middle schools, and two-thirds of all high
schools remained overcrowded. In 1997, New York
expanded its capital improvement program from
$8.6 billion over 10 years to $10 billion over the
same period, but CBC didn't expect that to be
enough either.

“Even with this additional investment, only half of
the work necessary to bring schools into a state of
good repair would be completed, enrollment soon
would exceed capacity by as much as 186,000,
and only one out of nine schools could be provided
with the educational and technological enhance-
ments necessary to support new pedagogical ap-
proaches,” the report concludes.®

In February 1994, then-Chancellor of the New
York City Board of Education Ramon Cortines cre-
ated the Citizens Commission on Planning for Enroll-
ment Growth. One year later, the commission e-
leased a set of 11 recommendations for how the
school system should proceed. In general, these
recommendations focused on alternatives to the in-
tensive capital investment that the School Board
had been pursuing, including:

+ Extend the school system to a year-around
schedule, which the commission contends will
increase the capacity of a 750-student build-
ing, for example, to about 1,000 students be-
cause part of the student body will be on va-
cation at any given time.

+ Focus on leasing more school buildings rather
than constructing new ones.

+ Make better use of underutilized schools, n-
cluding changing attendance zones when nec-
essary and locating magnet and specialty
schools in facilities with excess capacity.

+ Look for partnerships with non-traditional edu-
cational outlets for “out-of-school learning en-
vironments,” including colleges and universities
and non-profit institutions. The commission also
recommends investigating the possibility of us-
ing vacant commercial space for schools.

In addition to these non-traditional approaches, the
commission also recommended that New York pro-
vide a dedicated revenue stream to fund school
construction bonds and pursue more federal fund-
ing for school capital needs.’”” So far, New York
has pursued more conventional approaches to
fighting overcrowding instead of the more systemic
changes recommended by the Commission, includ-
ing a prototype schools program that school offi-
cials say makes construction faster and cheaper.

school system.

In‘a 1996 report, New York City's Citizens Budget Commission
found that despite the $5 billion in capital investment
planned for the first seven years of the 1990s, there was no
appreciable change in overcrowding in the New York City

- — —
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Miami-Dade County, Florida

As the second-fastest-growing school system in the
country, the Miami-Dade County public school sys-
tem has received considerable attention for its
school construction needs. According to the U.S.
Dept. of Education, Dade County saw an increase
of over 92,000 students between 1987 and
1997 - a 37 percent increase.’® Some estimates
place the district's capital need as high as $11.1
billion.?

The first major effort to combat school overcrowd-
ing and repair in the district came in 1988, when
voters approved a $980 miliion school bond -
sue - at the time, the largest school bond in U.S.
history. School officials at the time predicted the
money would fund a five-year capital improve-
ment program that would result in 250 school
renovations and 49 new school buildings. By
1994, a Miami Herald study found that 731 con-
struction projects were on the books, and less than
half of the 49 promised new schools had been
constructed. The cost of the program, the paper
reported, had already jumped to almost $1.7 bil-
lion.20

Overcrowding is a problem throughout Florida.
The U.S. Dept. of Education reports that seven of

the 25 fastest-growing school districts are located
in Florida counties. Government officials have
tried to sidestep the size of the problem with
sleight-of-hand. In 1997, the Florida legislature
passed a bill that would require all school districts
to count three-quarters of their portable class-
rooms — as well as all music rooms, art rooms, and
computer labs - as permanent, regular classroom
space.

State officials believe that by that measure, Flor-
ida‘s school construction “need” could be as littie
as $775 million. The law was roundly criticized.
“The bill is an attempt to hide the problem,” said
a spokesman for the Florida Education Association
United. “Everyone's doing a lot of denying and
finger-pointing, but the bottom line is, we've got
overcrowding.” 2!

Los Angeles, California

The Los Angeles Unified School District — which in-
cludes not only the City of Los Angeles, but also
schools in 11 towns and portions of 18 other mu-
nicipalities — is the nation’s third-fastest growing
school district. According to the U.S. Dept. of Edu-
cation, Los Angeles saw an increase of over
91,000 students between 1987 and 1997 - a 15
percent increase.?

School officials in Miami-Dade County, Florida, promised
the money from a $980 million school bond would fund 250
school renovations and 49 new school buildings. By 1994, a

Miami Herald study found that less than half of the prom-
ised new schools had been constructed and the cost of the
program had jumped to almost $1.7 billion.
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With almost 700,000 students in elementary and
high schools, LAUSD has acknowledged the need
for a major building campaign. To address these
concerns, LA. voters in April 1997 approved a
$2.4 billion construction and repair bond issue
known as “Proposition BB.” About $900 million of
the money will be used to match state funds, help
alleviate what Superintendent Ruben Zaccarias
calls a “chronic” overcrowding problem, and e-
duce the number of students that must be bussed to
less-crowded facilities. 2

Los Angeles schools can draw on a variety of
sources to meet their capital needs in addition to
general obligation bonds such as Proposition BB:

+ Special Local (“Mello-Roos”) Bonds: School
districts in California are authorized to form
special districts -~ sub-areas within the main
school district - that have the authority to issue
school construction bonds. The bonds are then
paid with additional taxes levied on the prop-
erty within these special sub-districts.

+ State Funding: Much of California school con-
struction and repair funding comes from a
state-local partnership called the State School
Building Lease-Purchase Program. Eligibility
for state funds is based on the number of
“unhoused children” in the district, with priority
given to school districts that provide 50 per-
cent of the cost of the project and agree to

meet some requirements for year-around edi-
cation at the school. Between 1986 and 1996,
California voters have approved $8.8 billion
in state general obligation bonds for school
capital needs. Passing a state bond issue e-
quires a 50 percent majority in a referendum.

Developer Fees: School districts are author-
ized to impose developer fees on new resi-
dential construction. These fees may be used
only for the construction and reconstruction of
school buildings. LAUSD has taken this idea a
step further with its Facilities Task Force. The
Task Force is considering incentives for private
developers to include schools in their housing
and commercial development plans. In addi-
tion, the Task Force has considered tying
school capital investment to transit-oriented
development in the Los Angeles area. These
initiatives seek to leverage public and private
investment in unique ways that do not overbur-
den limited school district resources.

Parcel Taxes: School districts throughout Cali-
fornia are authorized to impose “parcel
taxes” on property within the district, provided
the tax rate on each type of property & the
same - provided that the tax is approved by
at least two-thirds of voters in the district. Sen-
ior citizens may be exempted from the addi-
tional tax burden. Proceeds from the tax may
be used for services and facilities.

California is trying to meet its school construction needs
hrough a combination of state and local funding methods,

as well as innovative strategies such as developer fees. Local
school districts in California can impose fees on new residen-
tial development to help pay for the cost of building the
schools that will serve the new residents.
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Las Vegas/Clark County, Nevada

Measured in terms of the number of new students,
the Las Vegas/Clark County school system is the
fourth-fastest growing school district in the country,
with almost 91,000 new students between 1987
and 1997. That translates into a 91 percent n-
crease - the fastest growth rate of any school dis-
trict with over 100,000 students.2* The pressure on
schools is a reflection of the tremendous growth of
the city itself:

Two hundred new residents arrive
in Las Vegas every day; a house
is built every 15 minutes. Last
year alone, the city issued 7,700
residential building permits, plus
permits for $200 million worth of
commercial construction - enough
to build a good-sized Midwestern county seat
from scratch.®

But unlike Miami, Las Vegas is pulling together to
try to meet its school-construction needs ~ though,
of course, it hasn't always been easy. Nine new
schools were scheduled to open in August 1999 -
five elementary schools, one middle school, and
three high schools. Clark County taxpayers have
approved four school bond issues since 1988:
$600 million in 1988, $605 million in 1994, $643
million in 1996, and $3.5 billion in November
1998. These two bond issues are expected to fi-

as Vegas voters have
pproved over $5 bil-
ion in school con-
truction bonds since

nance the construction of 41 new schools. In fact,
since the 1994-95 school year, 32 new schools
have opened in Clark County.28 The most recent
bond issue is expected to continue the building
boom by providing enough money to construct 88
new schools.?’

The 1994 and 1996 bond issues were pushed
through in large part by the business community,
which pushed hard to overcome voter reluctance to
the huge spending packages.
Developers, casinos, telephone
and power companies, banks
and hotels contributed a total
of $750,000 in cash to con-
vince voters to vote for the
bonds when the referendums
came up. In-kind contributions
added hundreds of thousands
of additional dollars to the campaign. For exam-
ple, the Hughes Corp. contributed a campaign
headquarters and paid for public service an-
nouncements on the issue. Business executives went
on the lecture circuit in support of the initiative, and
one car dealership even devoted his marquee to
advertising the cause. Gas stations were recruited
to hang banners urging a pro-bond vote, and stu-
dents were organized to speak with senior citizens
about the need for new schools. Parents, scout
troops, and high school track teams fanned out on
"Doorknobber Weekend,” hanging 200,000 bro-
chures on people’s front doors. The campaign was
successful.

Business leaders in Las Vegas — realizing that they needed
good schools to have qualified workers in the future — helped
to build support for school construction bonds by donating both

money and time to the cause. Their backing persuaded many
voters to overcome their reluctance to approve the huge spend-

ing packages.
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For the 1994 bond referendum, 24 of the county’s
top executives formed a political action committee.
These companies stressed that they have a major
stake in the school district's performance because
they believe Clark County businesses need better
access to a well-educated workforce. Joyce Hal-
derman, coordinator of the district's campaign,
said the strategy is to "admit mistakes, toss nega-
tives back to the community by asking for help,
and keep the message focused on kids and crowd-
ing.” The local organizing campaign even included
television ads designed to sell the public on the
need for the bonds. One commercial showed chil-
dren playing musical chairs around a cluster of
school desks. As "Pop Goes the Weasel” blared,
more and more kids joined the group, climbing
over each other just to get a seat.8

Funding proposals for schools - and other infra-
structure needs in the rapidly growing county -
may begin to become more controversial in the
coming Yyears. Former Las Vegas Mayor Jan
Laverty Jones and state Sen. Dina Titus are begin-
ning to push the notion that developers should pay
"impact fees” and share the costs of the basic n-
frastructure that must be put in place to accommo-
date the population boom. While these fees could
provide a windfall to the school district, winning
such concessions will inevitably come at the end of
a protracted fight.®

Detroit, Michigan

While the Detroit school district is not among the
nation’s fastest growing systems, it does illustrate
an important point: even older Midwestern cities —
those generally lumped together under the title of
the "Rust Belt” - face significant overcrowding and
capital needs. Aging buildings -and changing stu-
dent populations mean that even cities that aren't
growing quickly may face serious capital improve-
ment problems in their schools.

Detroit appeared to be on the right track in 1994
when voters approved a $1.5 billion bond issue
for school construction and renovation. The size of
the bond issue was at the time the largest in U.S.
history, surpassing the $980 million bond issue ap-
proved by Dade County, Florida, voters in 1988.
The bond was intended to fund renovations and
technology upgrades at all 263 Detroit schools, as
well as constructing at least another dozen new
schools over the course of a decade.

But as late as 1997, no work had begun on the
construction campaign. "It's a joke,” said Marie
Thornton, a parent activist and former member of
the public commission appointed to oversee the
construction initiative. "We don't have any build-
ings, we don't have any workmen, you don't see a
brick laid.”30

While the Detroit school district is not among the nation’s fastest
growing systems, it does illustrate an important point: even

older Midwestern cities — those generally lumped together un-
der the title of the "Rust Belt” — face significant overcrowding
and capital needs. Aging buildings and changing student popu-
lations mean that even cities that aren’t growing quickly may
face serious capital improvement problems in their schools.
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Since that time, Detroit has begun to get its capital
program on track. Detroit Schools CEO David Ada-
many, in a "Preliminary School Improvement Plan”
dated July 1999, called for a rethinking of the
city's bond program:

The Detroit Public Schools should review
and revise the bond issue program to
take into account major considerations
that were not fully considered in the origi-
nal bond plans. These considerations n-
clude (1) population and enroliment
trends in Detroit, (2) the City of Detroit's
plans for expansion of residential devel-
opment in certain parts of the City as well
as plans to diminish residential living in
areas designated for industrial and com-
mercial activity, (3) construction of new
facilities too replace, rather than to repair
older buildings . . .

The plan also calls on the school district to establish
prototype schools to reduce costs, develop better
construction standards and uniform security infra-
structure, and establish a consistent program for
improving technology infrastructure.3'

The School Improvement Plan concludes that in gen-
eral, "the bond program authorized by the people
of Detroit has not been effectively implemented.”
Of the $1.5 billion authorization, only $310 million
in bonds had been issued as of July 1999. /p-
proximately $170 million of that has been spent or
committed, and another $50 million in expenditures
has been authorized for emergency repairs during
summer 1999. "The district therefore has substantial
bond proceeds . . . still available and has very sig-
nificant additional bonding capacity to address the
serious facilities conditions in the Detroit schools." 32

While the Detroit schools have begun to get a han-
dle on long-overdue basic maintenance, little has
been done to ease overcrowding. About 4,400 stu-
dents attend 70 overcrowded schools in the city, but
186 are operating below their capacity. These un-
derutilized schools have an excess capacity of
44,100 seats. The plan calls busing a “feasible
temporary alternative,” but is quick to say that such
a policy "does not constitute a good long-term edu-
cational solution.” The school district is considering
closing some school buildings and finding ways to
make better use of available classroom space.33

Detroit’s school improvement program has been slow to get off
the ground. Of the $1.5 billion in school construction and re-
pair funds authorized by voters, only $310 million in bonds

had been issued as of July 1999. Just $170 million had actu-
ally been spent on school improvement projects.
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States, Municipalities Seek Out Innovative Funding

The Federal Government cannot — and should not -
pick up the entire tab for school construction and
repair. School finance has traditionally been the
territory of local and state governments, and they
should continue to play a primary role in funding
capital improvements. In the absence of federal
support for school buildings, many state and mi-
nicipal governments have stretched their limits and
devised innovative financing techniques that, when
paired with federal construction dollars, may go a
long way toward overcoming their massive funding
shortfall.

The previous section looked at how some of the
larger school districts are finding ways to finance
their school capital needs. But smaller school dis-
tricts often have pressing capital needs as well,
and even in these communities the cost of building
and modernizing schools has stretched into the tens
of millions of dollars. Faced with a smaller tax
base - and often saddied with rapid population
growth that presents a number of infrastructure
problems that stretch beyond just school construc-
tion - these municipalities often have a harder time
raising money through conventional methods such
as local general obligation bond issues. Vast dis-
parities in property values between wealthy and
poor districts often make it difficult or impossible to
pass bond issues. Phil Fox, associate director of the

Colorado Association of School Executives, said
that weak tax bases keep many school districts
from even considering a bond-issue referendum.
"most of them know damn well they can't pass a
bond issue,” Fox says, "and they don't even bother
to have them."34

Meeting the needs of these communities often re-
quires coordinated issues at the state or county
level. The remainder of this chapter includes sev-
eral examples of how smaller school districts have
sought to address their funding needs.

Broward County, Florida:
State Funding Comes Through

By comparison with a city such as New York or Chi-
cago, Broward County's 225,000 students seems
relatively small. But the county — which includes Fort
Lauderdale - is the nation’s fifth fastest-growing
school district, having added more than 87,000
students to its ranks between 1987 and 1997 -
almost 30,000 more than Chicago added during
that same period.3> This 64 percent increase in st-
dent enrollment has earned Broward County’s
school funding woes national attention, and forced
the district to aggressively pursue sources of funds
to pay for its school capital needs.

In the absence of federal support for school buildings, many
state and municipal governments have stretched their limits

I and devised innovative financing techniques that, when paired
with federal construction dollars, may go a long way toward
overcoming their massive funding shortfall.
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Florida's 1998 legislative session ended with some
creative strategies for helping Broward County
public schools reap some of the financial benefits
of a strong economy and a successful lawsuit
against the tobacco industry. As a result of a spe-
cial legislative session in November 1997 and the
regular 1998 legislative session, Broward County
schools will receive more than $361
million in additional school funding.
That includes about $282 million ear- §
marked for new school construction
and overcrowding relief, and an-
other $79 million to support future
enrollment increases, salary issues,
and program improvements. The n-
crease was made possible by a successful $11.4
billion lawsuit against the tobacco industry. Some
of these dollars will be used to pay for health serv-
ices normally supported by state general revenues.
Those funds can, in turn, be released to address
other state needs, including education.

Georgia:
Choosing Sales Taxes for Schools

In 1996, Georgia voters approved a ballot initia-
tive that gives school districts the authority to collect
an additional one-cent state sales tax to help fund
school construction. The program - known as the
Educational Local Option Sales Tax - passed with
the overwhelming support of 90 percent of Geor-

Broward County, Florida,
took advantage of its set-
tlement with the tobacco
industry to free up funds
for school construction.

gia voters. Each school system must then ask voters
whether to put the tax in place. So far, 144 of
Georgia' 180 school districts have put the measure
to a vote, and 129 of them have been successful.36

Georgia is seventh among the state with the fastest
growing elementary and secondary school enroll-
ments, and includes three of the
nation's 25 fastest-growing
school districts.¥ This enrollment
explosion may leave the state
with a school construction bill of
up to $4 billion, according to
some estimates. Backers of the
sales-tax program cite several
advantages over a school-funding system that re-
lies solely on property taxes, as most states do. For
one, the sales tax is spread out over more people
than the property tax. In addition, sales tax reve-
nues are collected monthly, while districts must wait
at least until the end of the year before they see
their share of the property tax bill. This monthly
collection can create a "pay-as-you-go"” system for
paying for some school construction needs, limiting
the costly and time-consuming process of issuing
bonds. That means fewer interest payment or ex-
pensive fees to bond underwriters, lawyers, and
financiers. Still, critics say, sales tax revenues are
more volatile than property tax receipts, which
makes sales taxes a more uncertain way of funding
the state’s schools.38

In 1996, Georgia voters approved a ballot initiative that gives
school districts the authority to collect an additional one-cent
state sales tax to help fund school construction. Since then,
citizens in 70 percent of the state’s school districts have voted
to use the tax to help fund their school construction programs.
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Charlotte-Mecklenburg, North Carolina
Building Support for Bonds

Like many school districts, officials in Charlotte,
North Carolina, were concerned about winning
public support for a major school construction bond.
The district grew by 28 percent between 1987 and
1997, resulting in an additional 21,000 students
entering the school system.3? But despite the undeni-
able need for more school capital funds, the first
attempt at passing a $304 million bond issue in
1995 was rejected by voters. School officials -
grouped, scaled back the size of the proposal to

$217 million, and began a series of community
meetings designed to cultivate support. Each school
received a list of projects planned for the school -
provided that the bond issue passed. The commit-
ment to specific projects helped build a sense of
trust within the community that was enough to pass
the scaled-back bond issue later that year. Since
then, Charlotte -Mecklenburg has been successful in
passing two additional bonds in 1996 and 1997
totaling $118 million. This new funding will help the
district renovate and repair 69 schools and con-
struct 10 new school buildings.“0

are often even more severe.

Many local school districts are working hard to find new and better
ways to fund school construction and repair, but the size and scope of
the problem often is too much for even the largest and most financially
sound school systems. In smaller or less wealthy districts, the problems

Despite these challenges, spending on school capital improvements has
reached record heights. But state and local solutions have so far been
unmatched by ballooning school enroliments, changing ideas about |
what types of buildings are best for learning, and long-overdue repairs ||
that are making many school buildings unsafe and unusable. The final
section of this report will look at what the federal government can do
to help rebuild America’s schools.
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Concluslon:

A National Solution

States and municipalities are spending more than
ever before to fix older schools and build new
ones. But a significant gap still exists between the
financial resources available to local governments
for capital improvements and the scope of the
problem. The problem is even more severe in mu-
nicipalities with a weak tax base or other limita-
tions that make it difficult for them to borrow
money. Bond issues - the most common method of
raising money for school
construction — have been
perceived as too expen-
sive (and therefore politi-
cally unpopular) in some
parts of the country. But
while local school districts
scramble for construction
funds, buildings continue to
crumble and overcrowding &
gets worse.

Until recently, the federal government has played
virtually no role in funding school construction and
repair. The entire burden of paying for these m-
provements has fallen on local school districts and
state agencies. While no one is proposing that lo-
cal governments give up their control over school
systems, there is a growing awareness that the
federal government needs to do its share to help
meet the nation's school construction needs. A well-
educated workforce is a national resource, espe-

cially as the U.S. economy enters the information
age. Historically, the federal government has n-
tervened when an issue effects the well-being of
the entire country. School construction should not be
an exception. Research has shown that crumbling
school buildings and ballooning student popula-
tions affect virtually every state. It is becoming in-
creasingly clear that the size of the problem ex-
ceeds the ability of any one state or town to com-
bat it alone.

A well-educated workforce is a na-
tional resource, especially as the
U.S. economy enters the informa-
tion age. But it is becoming in-
creasingly clear that the size of
the problem exceeds the ability of
any one state to combat it alone.

There is growing interest in
Washington, D.C., that a
national solution is needed
to address the problems
with America’s school build-
ings. Well over a dozen
bills have been introduced
during 1999 alone, and
over 270 separate mem-
bers of Congress have cosponsored at least one of
these pieces of legislation. Support for the issue is
coming from both sides of the aisle, as well, though
Democrats and Republicans have not yet reached
a consensus on how best to proceed. That number
is likely to grow as the issue receives still more at-
tention. (For a complete list of the legislation that
has been introduced on the issue, and which mem-
bers of Congress have cosponsored the legislation,
please see Appendix Seven.)

While no one is proposing that local governments give up
| their control over school systems, there is a growing aware-
ness that the federal government needs to do its share to

help meet the nation’s school construction needs if we are to
guarantee a well-educated workforce for the future.
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But despite the legislative positioning taking place
on Capitol Hill, little in the way of real action has
taken place. This concluding section of the report
takes a look at what President Clinton and the U.S.
Congress have accomplished, examines what has
been proposed, and advances NCBG's own strat-
egy for putting together fair, effective legislation
to rebuild America’s schools.

First Steps

Congress' first venture into funding school construc-
tion came in 1994 with the passage of the School
Facilities Infrastructure Improvement Act. Title XIl of
that law allowed the federal government to make
direct grants to fund school construction and re-
pairs. But while the law was on
the books, Congress never
moved to appropriate money to |
the program, so it laid dor-
mant. Efforts were made by
several members of Congress
to fund the initiative, but they
were not successful. The pro-
gram was only authorized for
five years, and it will expire at the end of 1999 un-
less Congress moves to resurrect it.

The story of the School Facilities Infrastructure im-
provement Act represents a tremendous missed op-
portunity in the struggle to adequately fund our na-
tion's school construction and repair needs. For the

B Although more than a dozen
bills have been introduced,

| little in the way of real action
| has been taken on school

1 construction in Congress.

five years the law was on the books, there were
dozens of discussions and proposals about funding
school construction and repair, yet Congress did not
take any action. Still, this piece of legislation may
serve as a model for at least one portion of a com-
prehensive federal plan to help states and munici-
palities fix their school buildings and alleviate over-
crowding.

Second Effort

The federal government's first successful effort to
fund school construction and repair came in 1997,
when it passed legislation sponsored by Rep. Char-
les Rangel (D-NY) that allowed some schools to
issue reduced-cost bonds to raise money for school
repairs, equipment purchases,
development of course materi-
als, and teacher training. These
"Rangel Bonds” - officially
known as Qualified Zone Acad-
emy Bonds (QZAB) - provide
investors with a federal tax
credit instead of the usual inter-
est payments. By giving inves-
tors a tax break, the federal government in effect
frees the school district from the cost of interest
payments — in other words, an interest-free loan to
repair schools. The Rangel bonds also require the
school districts to secure contributions from private
businesses equal to 10 percent of the total project
cost.

buildings.

In 1994, Congress passed a law — the School Facilities Infra-
structure Improvement Act — that authorized the federal
government to provide direct grants for school construction and
modernization. Congress, however, never appropriated any
money for the program, and will expire at the end of 1999
without ever having spent a dime to improve America’s school
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Next Steps

In his January 20, 1999, State of the Union Ad-
dress, President Clinton reaffirmed his commitment
to increasing federal funding for school construc-
tion and maintenance and urged Congress to take
up a full package of educational initiatives, includ-
ing ending social promotions, renewing the focus on
improving the worst-performing schools, higher
standards for teacher performance, the
empowerment of parents and communities,
stronger disciplinary policies, and most importantly,
capital investment in our schools:

Now let's do one more thing for our children.
Today, too many schools are so old they're fal-
ling apart, or so overcrowded that students are
trying to learn in trailers. Last fall, Congress
missed the opportunity to change that. This
year, with 53 million children in our schools,
Congress must not miss this opportunity again. |
ask you to help our communities build or mod-
ernize 5,000 schools.

In its first year before Congress — 1998 - Clinton's
full package of educational initiatives did not fare
well. The original school construction proposal was
pushed by former Sen. Carol Moseley-Braun (D-IL)
and was modeled after the Rangel bonds -
proved the year before. The construction proposal

received considerable attention among local school
administrators - including a warm embrace from
top officials of the Chicago Public Schools - but
only a lukewarm reception among lawmakers.
Only one portion of Clinton’s education package -
a $1.2 billion initiative to hire an additional
30,000 elementary school teachers — made it into
law.

For the 106% Congress, Clinton revived and ex-
panded the construction proposal. Like the Rangel
bonds, the Administration’s proposal will pro-
vide federal tax credits for investors in lieu of
the interest payments they would typically k-
ceive. President Clinton’s Fiscal Year 2000 budget
proposal includes tax credits sufficient to cover the
Interest on up to $25 billion worth of local bonds -
enough, the administration contends, to build or
modernize 6,000 schools.

It is important to make clear that the federal govern-
ment is not dedicating $25 billion to school construc-
tion and repair. The U.S. Treasury Dept. estimates
that the cost to taxpayers will be about $3.7 bil-
lion over five years. The Joint Committee on
Taxation's estimate is $3.1 billion. In other words,
the federal government is really only providing
another $3.7 billion or so for school repairs and
construction.

The Clinton Administration Proposal Would:

+ Pay the interest on $11 billion of school construction and modernization bonds
for both 2000 and 2001 — a total of $22 billion worth of bonds.

« Pay the interest on $2.4 billion worth of “Rangel Bonds” — also known as
"Qualified Zone Academy Bonds” — over two years for schools that meet spe-
cial qualifications (such as being located in a federal Empowerment Zone).
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Rep. Rangel, the ranking Democrat on the House
Ways & Means Committee, is the current House
sponsor for the school construction kgislation (H.
R.1660), which was introduced on May 4, 1999.
The proposal has two components:

School Modernization Bonds: The budget contains
tax credits that would enable $22 billion in school
modernization bonds over two years ($11 billion
gach in 2000 and 2001). These funds would be
allocated in two separate ways. Half of the cred-
its — representing $11 billion in bonding capacity —
will be available directly to the 100 school districts
that serve the largest number of low-income chil-
dren. The other half will be distributed to states,
which can then decide how the bonds should be
distributed among school districts. In order to qual-
ify for these funds, the state must submit to the Sec-
retary of Education a recent study of statewide
school repair and construction needs, a description
of how the funds will be spent, and an assurance
that school districts with the greatest need will re-
ceive highest priority.

Expanded Rangel Bonds: As discussed above, the
Clinton proposal would expand the use of Quali-
fied Zone Academy Bonds for Fiscal Years 2000
and 2001, resulting in an additional $2.4 billion in
bonding capacity for eligible schools.

In addition, the Administration is proposing a $10
million initiative intended to “design schools as

centers of community.” School districts would be
able to submit proposals on a competitive basis for
grants to develop partnerships between school
boards and the community, draft a “school system
master plan,” and develop site plans for individual
school facilities.

The Administration’s education initiatives did re-
ceive some legislative attention during 1999.2 The
Senate Finance Committee held a hearing on the
matter on March 3, 1999, followed by the House
Ways and Means Committee on June 23 and the
Senate Health, Education, Labor and Pensions
Committee on June 30.

Some lawmakers - including Rangel and Rep.
Nancy Johnson (R-CT) - attempted to fold portions
of the Administration’s education initiative into the
tax cut legislation sent to the President on August
5, 1999, but those efforts were not successful. h-
stead, what was ultimately included was a com-
plex Republican proposal that would relax some
of the restrictions placed on tax-exempt school
construction bonds, thereby making them cheaper
and easier for local governments to issue. The pro-
posal has been pushed by Rep. Bill Archer (R-TX),
chair of the House Ways and Means Committee.
The proposal surfaced as part of the Republican
tax cut bill (H.R.2488) which was approved by
Congress in August 1999, though the tax legisla-
tion was vetoed by President Clinton.

The Clinton Administration’s school construction package did not

move far through Congress during 1999, though the issue did re-
ceive some attention as part of the tax cut debate. A Republican-
backed proposal that would relax some restrictions on school dis-
tricts that issue construction bonds did pass Congress as part of

the tax cut bill, but President Clinton vetoed that legislation.
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The US. Dept. of Education d

subsidy approach as the only way to take a bite

out of such a massive problem:

Given the scope of the nation’s school facilities
infrastructure problem -- $112 billion needed

for facility repairs and re-
placement alone - a limited
grant program to cover the
full cost of school construction
programs could not begin to
make an impact on the prob-
lem. By using Federal dollars
in the form of tax credits to
leverage increased state and
local support, we can help
states and local districts to do
much more construction than
they would be able to do on
their own 3

Paying for the interest costs on
a school construction bond does

represent a significant piece of the project cost.
Idella Harter, president of the Maine Education As-

sociation, testified to a Senate

interest on a typical 30-year tax-exempt bond al-
most equals the amount borrowed. Even on less
typical 15-year bonds, the interest totals about 65 -
percent of the amount borrowed.”#

efends the interest- The time appears to be right for many school dis-

tricts to enter the bond market. A strong economy

means that the tax base is growing in many parts
of the country, making it easier to raise the money

recent survey found
{that 75 percent of

! Americans say they
would be willing to
|have their taxes
aised by at least
$200 a year to pay

i for specific improve-
§ | ments to their local
dpublic schools.

necessary to pay for the bonds. Furthermore, there
is mounting evidence that many taxpayers are will-

ing to pay a little more if it means
improvements to their schools. A -
cent survey by National Public Radio,
Harvard University's Kennedy School
of Govemment, and the Kaiser Fam-
ily Foundation reported that "three
out of four Americans say they would
be willing to have their taxes raised
by at least $200 a year to pay for
specific measures to improve their
community public schools."S

The Clinton Administration’s proposal
is a welcome step in the right direc-
tion, though its structure might make it
difficult for some school districts to
take advantage of the availability of

funds. For school districts with the tax base, fiscal
health, political support, and financial sophistication

committee that “the to negotiate the complexities of a bond issue, the

interest subsidies represent a real benefit. But for
school districts that do not have the capacity to go
through with a large-scale bond issue, the interest-
subsidy plan does no good.

. | Paying the interest on school bonds — as President Clinton

1 has proposed — reduces the actual cost of building new

d schools by about half. But for disadvantaged school districts
that aren't in the financial position to issue a bond in the first
place, the Clinton approach does little or nothing to help.
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A Three Part Proposal To Rebuild
America’s Schools

The Neighborhood Capital Budget Group is offer-
ing three modest proposals to address the crisis of
America’s overcrowded and crumbling schools:

1. Reduce the burden on school districts that are
in the financial position to issue bonds.

The legislation advanced by Rep. Rangel appears
that it will provide real benefits for those school
districts that are able to finance a bond issue.

Interest costs are a real burden on school dis-
tricts — often about half the total cost of a major
construction project — and eliminating that portion
of the construction cost could significantly increase
the amount of school construction and repair that
many public school districts are able to afford. An
interest-subsidy proposal similar to the one pro-
posed by the Clinton Administration would be a
solid core around which to base a national cam-
paign to rebuild crumbling schools and relieve
overcrowding.

2. Help fiscally marginal or "borderline” school
districts get access to capital markets and bor-
row the money they need.

Some school districts have neither the credit history,

tax base, financial sophistication, or political sup-
port to navigate the often complex and difficult
process of issuing a school construction bond. Still,
these school districts have school construction and
repair needs. In fact, these financially troubled dis-
tricts may have even greater capital needs than
those that are more fiscally sound. These school
districts need new, innovative ways to borrow
money - ways that don't require them to go
through the risky, competitive process of selling
bonds.

Several proposals for government-sponsored loan
funds or state “infrastructure banks” have been
advanced at the federal level that could address
the needs of this middle tier of school districts. One
bill (HR.1648), introduced by Rep Ellen O.
Tauscher (D-CA), would give federal grants to
state infrastructure banks that then could be
loaned out to local school districts. For each loan
given out by the bank, the state would have to
match 25 percent of the federal contribution.
School districts that might not be able to borrow
money on the private markets would have the op-
portunity to get loans from their state’s infrastruc-
ture bank. Another piece of legislation (H.R.2469)
proposed by Rep. Robert Andrews (D-NJ) would
establish revolving loan funds for school infrastruc-
ture needs that would work in a similar way. (See
Appendix Seven for a more complete explanation
of these bills.)

est on its capital improvement bonds.

Effective and fair federal legislation should . . .
+ Help financially stable school districts reduce construction costs by paying the inter-

+ Provide states with the ability to create “infrastructure banks” so that school dis-
tricts unable to issue bonds can borrow money for school construction.

+ Give direct construction grants to those school districts that are unable to raise the
necessary money any other way because of their financial condition.
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3. Provide for those school districts in the worst
financial shape through direct construction
grants.

Some school districts are in such poor financial
shape that any sort of loan program would be be-
yond their reach. Fairness demands, however, that
the children who live in these school districts should
not suffer because of the financial state of the
educational system. These districts need direct
grants to pay for their construction projects from
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Recommendations FOr Action

As this report has shown, building quality school buildings and finding the money to pay for them challenges all
levels of government - state, local, and federal. Each has a separate and distinct role to play in the process,
whether that role is planning, designing, financing, or constructing the next generation of America’s schools. Be-
cause the Neighborhood Capital Budget Group’s primary constituency is in Chicago, the following local recom-
mendations apply specifically to the situation in our own city. Those who read this report in other cities should
take these suggestions as a starting point and apply them to their own unique circumstances.

Local

The Chicago Public Schools should . . .

 Explain to the public why so many schools saw their funding and/or allocations for major capital projects
disappear in the 2000-2004 CIP.

e Disclose to individual schools and the general public the physical assessments of each school facility.

e Release a clear estimate of what Chicago’s school construction and repair needs are, how much they
will cost, when they plan to complete them, and how CPS plans to raise the money.

» Use more flexible school designs that take into account the neighborhoods in which they are located, the
size and shape of the parcel of land on which they are located, the types of programs offered in the
school, and the strong desire among many parents to have smaller schools.

The Mayor and the City Council should. . .

e Look for ways to use school facilities in conjunction with other city programs in order to make schools cen-
ters of community and creatively finance some of the potentially shared capital needs of traditional
schools, job training centers, adult education, and other neighborhood activities.

o Better coordinate the schools’' capital program with the City’s CIP to maximize the potential economic
benefits of capital investment.

e Use tax increment financing to finance school improvements when appropriate.

 Encourage private developers to be partners in providing the next generation of school facilities, and ex-
plore the use of “impact fees" to help pay for new schools.

State

The State of lllinois should . . .

« Disclose which schools are receiving dollars from lllinois FIRST, Gov. George Ryan’s infrastructure program
that was approved in the Spring of 1999. The Chicago Public Schools expect to receive $200 million over
the next five years for school construction, and $25 million more for renovation. But it remains unclear
where these dollars will be spent.

+ Continue and expand State funding for school construction and repair even after the five-year term of |lli-
nois FIRST is complete. A state “infrastructure bank” that gives grants and loans to local school districts may
be one part of the solution. School construction is not a short-term issue, and ongoing state support is neces-
sary if all lllinois school districts are going to have the school facilities they need for the 21st Century.
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Federal

The President and U.S. Dept. of Education should ... .

Revisit its current approach — which seeks to reduce school districts’ cost of borrowing money by giving
purchasers of school bonds federal tax credits in lieu of interest — to ensure that this policy would pro-
vide real benefits to a broad range of school districts. Other tax incentives — such as investment tax
credits — have been suggested as possible alternatives to the Clinton Administration’s current approach.
Draft a program (or combination of programs) aimed at school districts that are financially unable to
complete a successful bond issue. Some financially marginal school districts might benefit from low-
interest lending programs or federal assistance for state infrastructure banks. For school districts n the
worst financial condition, direct school construction grants may be the only option. Still, the children in those
districts have the same right to a quality education than children in districts that are more financially -
cure.

The U.S. Congress should . . .

Recognize the need for federal school construction assistance as a national goal to strengthen our econ-
omy, our families, and our communities.

Commission the U.S. General Accounting Office to complete a report detailing the nationwide over-
crowding problem.

Hold a comprehensive series of field hearings on America’s school facilities crisis.

Most importantly, act quickly to pass legislation that substantially improves the ability of all U.S. school
districts to meet their facilities needs — including those that are not in the financial position to complete a
major bond issue.
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Appendix One:

Methodology

Every effort was made in the report to be fair and precise. NCBG has attempted to make conservative esti-
mates of the size and scope of Chicago’s school construction needs, and in making the inevitable “judgment
calls” inherent to any research project, we have given the Chicago Public Schools the benefit of the doubt
whenever reasonable.

What constitutes an overcrowded school?

This report uses the definition of overcrowding used by the Chicago Public Schools. A school is deemed over-
crowded if it is operating at 80 percent or more of its design capacity. The percent capacity is determined as
follows:

percent capacity = enrollment/design capacity

Where did design capacity data come from?

Design capacity figures, by school, came from the Chicago Public Schools web site during the fall of 1998.
Those figures have since been removed from the web site. Where necessary, NCBG staff called school princi-
pals directly to request design capacity data.

Design capacity for new additions, annexes, and new schools came from direct requests of the CPS central of-
fice, as well as from phone calls to school principals.

In order to calculate changes in the number of overcrowded schools over time, it was necessary to adjust the
design capacity of each school for each year in which there was an addition or annex. In order to calculate this
figure, we subtracted the size of the addition from the most recent design capacity figure. For example, School
1 has a 1998 design capacity of 1,000. To figure out its design capacity before its 200-student addition in
1996, we subtract the size of the addition (200) from the most recent design capacity (1,000), and find that its
previous design capacity was 800 students. Similarly, for additions built after the design capacity figures we
obtained, we simply added the size of the addition to the old design capacity.

Modular units were not included in design capacity figures. These units are not permanent capacity, and in
many cases are substandard classroom space in need of replacement. Including the capacity of temporary units
in the design capacity figure for a school would artificially deflate the need for new, permanent, classroom
space.

In some instances, design capacity was reported to NCBG in terms of the number of classrooms in an addition
or annex rather than a single figure for how many students the building can accommodate. In these cases,
NCBG assumed that each classroom can hold 32 students - the maximum number of students allowed by the
contract between CPS and the Chicago Teachers Union. Because in reality, having every classroom at capacity
would be difficult for both students and teachers, this method inflates the design capacity of the school, making
it appear less crowded than it actually is. Still, we elected to use it because it yields the most conservative esti-
mates of the level of overcrowding.
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Chicago Enrollment History and Projections

Chicago enrollment data by school prior to the 1998-99 school year was obtained from the CPS web site in
the fall of 1998. The data has since been removed from the site.

Overall enrollment (elementary and high school) prior to the 1998-99 school year used to trace trends in public
school enrollment in Chicago came from the Office of School Financial Services, Comprehensive Annual Financial
Report for the year ended June 30, 1998, pp. 136-137. Enroliment data for the 1998-99 school year is taken
from the CPS Office of Accountability, Dept. of Compliance, Student Racial/Ethnic Survey Reported As of Sep-
tember 30, 1998, p. ix.

Enrollment projections for the 1999-2000 through 2003-2004 school years were provided to NCBG by the
Office of Capital Planning. However, in estimating student enrollments through the 2003-04 school year, CPS
did not break down precisely in which schools, elementary or secondary, the projected number of special stu-
dents would fall, but rather they provided a total estimate of special students in the CPS district. In order to
get an accurate estimate of the total number of students that will be enrolled in schools in these years, NCBG
added an estimate of special students to CPS’ high school estimates which excluded these figures. To derive
this estimate, we worked backward and calculated the percentage of total special students over time that were
enrolled in high schools. (For example, from 1990-91 and 1997-98, this percentage is 21.6%, in high schools).
We then multiplied this percentage by the total number of special students CPS estimated for 1999-00 through
2003-04. This calculation allowed us to provide a more accurate estimate of high school enroliment projections
than that which CPS provided.

National Enrollment Data and Projections

National enrollment data, including projections through 2009, come from the U.S. Dept. of Education, The Baby
Boom Echo: No End in Sight, August 19, 1999, available at http://www.ed.gov. School districts’ rate of growth
is ranked by the number of new students the system must accommodate, not the percent change in student en-
rollments. This method of ranking makes more sense from a capital planning perspective because it is the raw
number of new classrooms that must be built that determines the capital need of a school district. If a 1,000-
student district grows by 100 percent, it still represents a smaller need in absolute dollar terms than a
1,000,000 student district growing by 10 percent. That being said, many smaller and rural school districts have
just as severe capital construction problems as big cities, in large part because many of them are in a more difficult
position when it comes to raising construction funds.

National Construction Estimates

Estimates of how much school construction and repair has actually been completed come from annual surveys
conducted by American School & University magazine. AS&U has been conducting this survey for 25 years.

In order to update the U.S. General Accounting Office’s 1995 estimate that U.S. school districts needed to
make $112 billion worth of repairs, we used figures for "modernization” supplied by the AS&U surveys. NCBG

subtracted the construction estimates for 1995, 1996, 1997, and 1998 (the four completed years since the
GAO study was released) to reach an updated estimate of the remaining repair needs.
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High School Construction Cost Estimates

To eliminate current overcrowding in Chicago's public high schools through new school construction, new school
space would need to be provided for 11,763 students. In order to approximate the total cost of this project,
we first need to calculate the average cost per student.

School Planning and Management (SP&M) calculates the costs of new school construction by examining what dis-

- tricts throughout the country are currently spending on new construction. As different districts spend different

amounts on construction, they provide median, low 25%, high 25%, and high 10% cost estimates.

For high schools, they show:

Square Feet Per Student: Cost Per Square Foot:
Median: 106.67 Median $178.3
Low 25% 138.6 Low 25% $90.46
High 25% 258.8 High 25% $133.33
High 10% 336.7 High 10% $157.17

In cities, construction costs are generally higher than in rural or suburban areas. Given SP&M'’s cost figures, we
can develop a range in which the cost of high school construction in Chicago will most likely lie. First, we as-
sume the high 25% range in terms of cost/square foot. As city schools tend to have fewer square feet per stu-
dent, we assume that Chicago lies in the low 25% range of this category. The construction cost per student is
equal to the cost per square foot times the square feet per student, or:

$133.33%138.6 = $18,580

The total approximate cost of new high school construction in Chicago equals the cost per student times
the number of students for whom construction is necessary, or:

$18,580*11,763 = $218,556,540

If we assume that high school construction per square foot is in the high 10% range, and that the square feet
per student is higher at 178.3, the cost per student and total cost of construction become:

$157.17*178.3 = $28,023
$28,023*11,763 = $329,634,549
Thus, the estimated cost of eliminating current overcrowding in CPS is between $218,556,540 and

$329,634,549. This projection reflects construction of schools that are approximately the same size as those
currently in use.
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Elementary School Cost Estimates

To eliminate current overcrowding in Chicago's public elementary schools through new school construction, new
school space would need to be provided for 90,199 students. The same methodology is used with elementary
schools as with high schools. SP&M estimates:

Square Feet Per Student: Cost Per Square Foot:
Median 120.0 Median: $100.00
Low 25% 100.0 Low 25%: $81.97
High 25% 1600 . High 25% $125.00
High 10% 2279 High 10% $153.85

Using the same method as before, we first assume the high 25% range in terms of cost/square foot and the
low 25% range of square feet per student for CPS. The construction cost per student is equal to the cost per
square foot times the square feet per student, or:

$125.00*100.0 = $12,500 for the low estimate
and $153.85%*120.0 = $18,462 for the high estimate.

Therefore, the projected total cost of alleviating current elementary school overcrowding in Chicago through
new school construction would cost between:

$12,500*90,199 = $1,127,487,500
and $18,462*90,199 = $1,665,253,938

This projection reflects building schools that are approximately the same size as those currently in use.
Analysis of the Chicago Public Schools Capital Improvement Program:

In order to understand the Chicago Public Schools’ capital expenditures and planned allocations, NCBG com-
pared the two comprehensive Capital Improvement Program books that have been released:

1999-2003 Capital Improvement Program
2000-2004 Capital Improvement Program

Estimates of completed projects include all projects marked as completed in the 2000-2004 CIP, and include
projects up through and including the 1998-99 school year. The categories used to break out expenditures by
area are generally those used by CPS, though we combined certain closely related categories for the sake of
clarity and space (for example, "major capital renovations” and "work in progress,” the original designation for
basic repairs in early CIPs; “new campus parks” and “new playlots,” and “gymnasium upgrades” and
“swimming pool upgrades”).

NCBG also looked at the changes between the 1999-2003 and 2000-2004 CIPs. These changes fit into four
categories:

Funded Projects That Have Been Eliminated: These projects had an identified funding source in the 1999-
2003 CIP, but did not appear in the 2000-2004 CIP. Because the CIP is a cumulative document, completed pro-

jects appear in CIPs even after the project is finished. The public can only assume that projects that do not reap-
pear in future CIPs (and have never been marked as completed in earlier documents) have been eliminated.
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Unfunded Projects That Have Been Eliminated: These projects never had an identified funding source, and did
not reappear in the 2000-2004 CIP.

Changes in the Cost of Completed Projects: For many completed projects, the cost of the project changed be-
tween the 1999-2003 CIP and the 2000-2004 CIP. These cost changes are either changes in the scope of the
project, or represent the project coming in over or under budget.

Changes in the Estimates Cost of Future Projects: These projects were the most difficult to interpret. Many fu-
ture projects saw their dollar allocation decline - or disappear entirely - between the 1999-2003 CIP and the
2000-2004 CIP. These projects are distinct from cancelled projects because they still appear on the books, but
they no longer have a cost estimate . Some of these projects previously had an identified funding source; others
never were listed as funded. From the standpoint of the public, this change in allocation may justifiably be per-
ceived as a change in status. A cost estimate is a concrete figure to which a parent, teacher, community leader,
or school activist can hold CPS accountable. Furthermore, estimating cost even well before a project is scheduled
to be build is an important stage in the capital budgeting process. Because many of these projects were never
funded, and they were not eliminated from the books, NCBG took a very conservative approach and did not
count these projects as “cuts” in the capital budget. But the very large change in project budgets between the
two CIP documents certainly does appear to be a substantial and disturbing shift in the level of commitment that
CPS is willing to make to certain key projects - particularly in the area of new construction.

Changes to High School Capital Improvement Program between 1999-2003 and 2000-2004 CIP

$ Increases $ Decreases Total Change
Funded Projects That Have|
Been Eliminated $0 ($55,468,144) ($55,468,144)
Unfunded Projects That Have
Been Eliminated $0 ($64,287,490) ($64,287,490)
Funding Changes to Com-
pleted Projects '$7,618,134 ($4,891,092) $2,727,042
Cost Adjustments)
'r’;‘:'c’:g Changes to Futurel 458 974,382 ($237,521,465) (8208,547,083)
ow Projects in 2000-2004 57,730,000 50 $61,730,000
otals $98,322,516 ($362,168,191) ($263,845,675)

Changes to the Elementary School Capital Improvement Program between 1999-2003 and 2000-2004 CIP

$ Increases $ Decreases Total Change

Funded Projects That Have

Been Eliminated $0 ($128,331,147) ($128,331,147)
Unfunded Projects That Have

Been Eliminated $0 ($153,295,000) ($153,295,000)
Funding Changes to Comf{

pleted Projects $9,700,135 ($15,351,473) ($5,651,338)
(Cost Adjustments) _

‘r’;‘:c’;g Changes to Futurd 65 355 284 (§913,028,509) (§850,673,225)
Eﬁ,‘” Projects in 2000-2004 71 579084 $0) ($71,579,084)

otals $143,634,503 ($1,210,006,129) ($1,066,371,626)
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Dropouts

To assess the causes of enrollment changes in Chicago’s public high schools, NCBG examined enrollment trends
from the 1991-92 school year through the 1997-98 school year. The reason behind the selection of these
years is simply that reliable data related to dropouts and enroliment by grade levels were only available for
these years.

NCBG examined year to year changes in total high school enrollment in Chicago Public Schools. The overall
changes in enrollment were then broken down into the main factors influencing aggregate enrollment changes.
NCBG assumed that the total change in CPS high school enrollment for a given year is the result of (1) the
change in the number of dropouts over the previous year; (2) the change in the size of the overall incoming
freshman class over the previous year, and; (3) the change in enrollment due to changes in “student mobility”.
The first two categories are known, documented numbers, while the last was constructed by NCBG. The calcula-
tion we used to derive the change in student mobility is straightforward: it is the difference between the change
in total high school enroliment in a given year and the change in enroliment due to the first two factors- dropouts
and students entering as freshmen. This construct is convenient, as "student mobility” can be viewed as all non-
dropout, non-demographic factors affecting enroliment changes.

The results of our calculations were interesting to say the least. NCBG examined the results in two different
ways. We first examined the data in an aggregate form by looking at the total change in enrollment and the
total effect of each of the three above factors over the entire 7-year period. We also broke the data down in
a year-by-year analysis.

Using the aggregate approach, NCBG calculated that based upon the seven years of available data, the total
change in the number of dropouts (3404 additional dropouts) accounted for 80% of the total change in the
number of CPS high school students (which was 4258 fewer students). The remaining 20% of the enroliment
change was due to the changes in the number of incoming freshmen and in student mobility. From this perspec-
tive, it appears that dropouts have played a very large role in affecting enroliment levels in Chicago’s high
schools.

Examining the data year-by-year, however, yields results which do not necessarily portray the dropout effect
as overwhelming as it appears using the aggregate approach. Using this second approach, we looked for a
year-by-year correlation between dropouts, changes in the size of the incoming freshmen class and changes in
student mobility. In 4 out of the 7 years (57%), the change in dropouts was correlated with the change in en-
rolment for that year. In other words, in those years, an increase in the number of dropouts was associated
with a decrease in enrollment (or vice versa). Looking at this from the reverse perspective, in 3 out of 7, or 43%
of the years we examined, the change in dropouts was not correlated with the total change in enroliment. Ex-
amining the non-dropout factors shows that in 5 out of the 7 years (71% of the time), the combined changes in
incoming freshmen classes and student mobility was correlated with changes in enrollment. In only 2 out of 7
years, or 29% of the years we examined, this was not the case.

The overall results of NCBG's analysis show that the causes of enrollment changes in Chicago’s public high
schools may not be as clear and straightforward as one might think. Instead, it appears that in addition to

dropouts, other factors such as student mobility and the size of freshmen classes contribute to changes in yearly
student enrollment figures.
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Appendlx Two:
All Overcrowded High Schools in Chicago

How To Read This Table: This table includes information, by year, on ail the Chicago pubtic “high-schools that weré over-
crowded at any point between the 1988-89 and 1998-99 school years. If a cell is blank, it indicates that the school was
not overcrowded during that school year. The last column lists how many years the school has been overcrowded.

“Percent Capaclty o

8889 | 8990 | 9091 | 9192 | 9293 | 9394 | 9495 | 9596 | 96-97 | 97.98 | 9899 | Over

crowded
l;nundsen 127% 4 128% | 122% | 110% | 118% | 127% | 120% | 125% | 130% [ 128% {135% | 11
ustin 117% ] 109% | 97% | 83% - 82% 5
toqan Tech 136% | 133% | 133% | 140% | 132% | 134% | 129% | 115% | 121% | 115% J 104% | 11
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Calumet 90% | 90% 2
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kurie Metro 120% | 116% | 116% | 110% } 111% 1 111% | 109% | 113% | 109% | 113% J103% | 11
Dunbar 130% §125% § 123% § 118% | 113% | 114% | 114% | 113% | 115% [ 117% J103% |
Englewood 125% | 115% | 89% 85% | 86% | 88% _6
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A Fuirmext provided by ERic:

Over-
88-89 | 8990 | 9091 | 91.92 | 92.93 | 9394 | 04.95 | 9596 | 9697 9899 _|crowded
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/0
[foungMagnet [oo, | o6% | o8% | 97% | 99% | 97% | 95% | 9% | 93% 98% | 1
- I
y\ddllons N/A 2 1 0 1 4 1 1 3 0
0 1
pubtactions NA |7 5 4 3 2 2 1 3 8
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Appendlix Three: |
Capacity Additions at Chicago High Schools

How to Read This Table: The following table includes all planned and completed capacity additions (new schools,
additions, annexes and modular units) for all high schools in Chicago, as well as all overcrowded schools without any
planned capital improvements. For completed projects, the table includes the year the project was completed and the
additional students the capacity addition will accommodate. For future projects, .the table includes whether the proj-
ect’s start date has been delayed and whether or not the project is listed as "funded" in the Chicago Publi¢ Schools’
2000-2004 Capital Improvement Program. “Previously funded” projects are those that had funding in'the 1999-2003
CIP but were listed as unfunded in the next year's document. Capacity figures are not given for modular units be-
cause they are not permanent capacity additions.

L 98-99
chool Name{ % . ompleted Froje Proje

Type Yeér -Cépécify | Type Year Delayed? Funded?
JAmundsen 135% '
Bogan 104%
Chicago Ag. | 92% Addition 11996 | 600
Clemente 82%
Curie 103%
Dunbar 103%
Englewood 88%
Farraqut 90%
Foreman 110%

No

Gage Park 110% |Modular Unit [ 1998 | N/A | Addition P001-2004 Yes

raham
raining| 60% |Modular Unit | 1999 | N/A

Center
Hancock N/A Replacement 2001-2004 No No
School
Harper 90%
Hubbard 104%
Hyde Park 80%
" Partially
Jones 50% Addition | 2001-2004 Yes. Funded
Partially
0, . -
Juarez 96% Addition | 2001-2004 | Yes | . -
. . Partially
r(elly 165% |Modular Unit | 1997 | N/A Addition | 2001-2004 Yes Funded
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98-99 '
Fchom Named % - Completed Projects ‘ Future Projects.
_ | Type :k Year Capacity T@e- (‘ '("'_'Y’ea'r B ”D‘.elayed? FUnded?
r(elvyn Park ' | Reptacement .. |Partaly|
120% . School 2001-2004 |  Yes vFunded' :
kennedy | 115% ‘ ‘ : |
kenwood 97%
ne Tech 91%
ather ] 135%
organ Park 102%
Prosser 100%
. . Addition
RIChardS ) (Career
93% _ Academy) 1999 No Yes
Roosevelt 110%
Schurz 87%
Fimeon ' Replacement ‘Partlally
79% School 2001-2004 Yes Funded
Eouths,ide ;
ollege Prepf N/A Addition 2000 No Yes
kteinmetz 98%
ullivan 98%
| Scheduled
Urban Youth] 169% for Closure
Von Steuben| 113%
MWashington | 105%
IJIV estingH " | Replace- Partially
ouse 60% ment School} 2001-2004 No Funded
lYoung 98%
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Appendlx Four |
Overcrowded Elementary Schools In Chicago

How To Read This Table: This table includes information, by year, on all the Chicago public elementary schools that

were overcrowded at any point between the 1988-89 and 1998-99 schoo! years. If a cell is biank, it indicates that the

schoot was not overcrowded during that school year. The last column lists how many years the school has been over-

crowded.

fa

S

8889 89-90 | 90-91 | 91.92 | 92.93 | 93.94 | 94.95 | 95.96 | 96-97 | 97-98 | e8.99 Y:a;sw(;\el:r-
adams 01% 105% | 100% | 102% | 101% | 113% | 110% | 111% | 119% 0% [ 10
r\gassiz 81% 1
[Albany Park 80% 82% 2
- mstrong T12% 2% | 125% | 140% | 152% | 133% | 105% | 127% | 139% [149% [165% | 11
% 82% | 81% 2
vondale 146% 153% | 146% | 149% | 151% | 169% | 135% | 141% | 151% |158% [167% | 11
E”y 99% 102% | 105% | 106% | 100% | 99% | 104% | 103% | 106% 83% | 10
fton 85% 84% | 83% | 80%
ass 83% 83% | 82% | 80% _
feman T05% 02% | 103% | 99% | 80% | 90% | 90% | 96% | 104% [102% [81% | 11
asley Magne] 81% | 81% | 80% | 81% | 82% 5
F:lding B1% 82% | 83% | 84% |80% | 5
lack Magnet | 101%. 103% | 99% | 100% | 99% | 100% | 102% | 105% | 104% [107% 1108% | 11
Fontemps 88% 84% 81%
81% | 88% | 85% | 97% | 86% | 87% | 92% | 85% | 93% 9
F:::vel- 82% 1
entano 93% 91% | 88% | 84% | 81%
Fidge '_ 82% | 82% | 89% 3
Brigh 91% 95% | 8% | 90% | 93% | 93% | 91% | 92% | 9% | 91% [69% | 10
righton Park B8% | 94% | 100% | 100% | 105% |111% [17% | 7
E}‘!"’" Reac- 1" 959, 83% 2
Mawr 107% 06% | 104% | 101% | 98% 88% | 82% | 82% 87% 9
diong 8% B0% | 90% | 86% | 88% | 93% | 97% | 102% | 108% | 87% |89% | 11
0% 97% | 101% | 102% | 90% | 86% | 85% | 86% | 81% | 82% 0
Burbank 88% 92% | .95% | 100% [ 104% | 118% | 120% | 124% | 136% | 113% |122% | 11
Purley 83% 80% 2
Hanos
Formerly 138% 131% | 126% | 125% | 126% | 130% | 127% | 122% | 121% [102% | 92% | 1
,:rrrm) 84% B9% | 97% | 106% | 100% | 96% | 93% | 89% | 87% | 85% |80% | 17
Toughs 83% 83% | 84% 85% | 90% | 93% | 92% | 99% [108% [116% | 10
yford 2% 5% | 95% | 97% § 105% | 98% | 106% | 108% | 101% |103% 1108% | 11
[Fameron 144% 51% | 117% | 117% | 117% | 113% | 113% | 108% | 115% | 87% | 92% | 11
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88-89 8990 | 90-91 | 9192 | 92.93 | 9394 | 9495 | 9596 ‘95-9:1 97-98 98-99 Y?:wg::"
Cameron 144% | 151% [ 117% | 117% | 117% | 113% | 113% | 108% [ 115% [87% | 92% 11
Cardenas 94% 94% 106% 100% | 99% | 100% 87% 7
Carroll 99% T03% | 120% | 115% | 107% | 108% | 115% | 127% | 139% | %104% 10
Farson - 6% | 116% | 119% [ 121% | 126% | 56% | 93% | 6
Casals , B E . ‘ },_' 80% | - R
Chase 84% 81% - 85% | 86% | 83% | 85% | 88% |88% |87% [ 9
[Chavez Center T [ 700% | 118% |107% [106% | 4
hopin 87% 83% 82% | 85% | 83% | 87% | 83% 7
linton -84% | 93% |104% 3
Clissold 81% 86% | 87% | 88% | 89% | 88% | 87% | 86% | 86% | 90% 10
Coles 87% | 88% 89% | 82% | 84% | 84% | 82% | 83% | 84% | 95% [108% | 11
Columbus 107% 2% | 116% | 102% | 100% | 92% | 105% | 97% | %% | 94% [95% K
' ook 84% ' 7
Coonley ' 88% 1
Cooper 161% 160% | 139% | 127% | 137% | 136% [ 131% | 132% | 131% [137% [149% | 11
E:::y 105% 99% | 104% | 111% | 112% | 107% | 96% | 97% | 97% 9
90% 80% 82% 3
Cuffe 83% | 92% | 96% | 99% | 91% [ 89% | 91% 7
Cullen 85% 82% 82% | 81% 81% 5
i 80% 81% 83% 82% 4
arwin 88% 87% 88% | 89% | 92% | 92% | 88% | 83% | 82% 9
avis Academy 83% | 94% | 94% | N% 92% | 106% | 103% 114%' 137% 9
Dawes 86% [102% |132% 3
e Diego 104% 106% | 105% | 104% | 103% | 102% | 103% | 102% | 101% [104% [104% [ 11
ge Dominguez 95% 1
Pe La Cruz 84% | 83% 97% [92% 4
PDecatur 91% 86% | 81% 81% 4
DePriest 80% “ | 0% 85% | 83% 4
Dever ] 81% 1
Pewey 81% 1
Dixon 80% 82% | 82% | 83% | 84% | 86% 6
Poolittle West |  100% 9% 92% | 95% | 81% . 5
Pore 93% | 106% | 130% [ 133% | 135% | 145% 6
Fberhart B 85% | 88% | 105% | 107% | 116% |124% | 90% 7
Fdwards 83% 87% 89% | 88% | 85% | 96% | 96% | 109% | 104% 81% 10
Emmet 82% 83% 81% | 87% 80% 5
Everett 96% 96% | 100% ° 82% | 86% | 92% | 98% [104% 8
Falconer 84% 81% 85% | 88% | 971% | 102% 88% | 99% |109% [113% | 10
Farren 1% 5% | 89% | 85% | 84% B1% 6
Fernwood 82% 81% | 84% | 84%
Field 107% | 109% | 108% | 116% | 116% | 123% | 126% | 123% | 135% [141% [140% | 1
Fulton 93% 90% 2% | 81% | 81% | 81% | 85% 7
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8889 8990 | 9091 | 9192 | 9293 | 93.94 | 9495 | 95.96 | 9697 |97.98 | 98-99 Y‘:f(',sw(;‘e';"

G. Washington 96% | 101% | 96% | 99% | 96% 5
Gale 94% 96% 108% | 102% | 101% | 104% | 102% | 101% [101% [103% 10
Gallistel 87% 86% 95% | 100% | 96% | 95% | 109% | 115% | 126% J129% [133% | 1
Garvey ‘ 86% 1
Garvy o 86%:} 1
Gary 117% 121% 95% | 128% ) 119% [ 116% | 115% [ 116% | 122% 81% 10
Goethe 01% 100% | 104% | 101% | 101% | 97% | 93% | 88% | 90% |88% |83% | 11
Gompers 91% 97% 96% | 99% | 96% | 98% | 95% | 84% 8
Goodiow 81% 88% [ 85% | 87% | 89% | 88% | 87% 7
Goudy 96% 85% 93% | 98% | 98% | 100% | 100% |109% | 111% [111% |h10% 1
Gray 81% 88% | 98% [ 103% | 115% }125% | 87% 7
Greene 89% 90% 102% 86% | 92% |105% [ 113% [ 111% [119% | 91% 10
Grimes 80% 83% | 86% | 88% | 88% | 91% | 95% | 87% | 92% |100% 10
Guggenheim 93% 91% 92% 89% | 103% 87% | 95% |96% | 88% 9
a1 ¢yl

(Formerly 81% 1
Brenan)

Hale 81% | 85%
Hamiine 186% 186% | 150% | 184% | 157% | 154% | 228% | 80% 88% 9
Hammond T53% T52% | 155% | 158% | 133% | 146% | 130% | 196% | 92% | 90% | 95% T
Hamline 186% 186% | 150% {184% | 157% | 154% | 228% | 80% 88% 9
Hammond 153% 152% | 1556% | 154% | 143% | 146% | 139% | 136% | 92% | 90% | 95% T
Hanson Park 9% 1
Harvard 2% 106% | 100% | 95% | 98% | 94% | 94% | 90% | 90% | 91% | 90% K
Haugan B8% —88% 02% | 96% [ 106% | 00% | 84% | 88% | 89% |903% | 97% T
Hay 114% 116% 94% | 83% R 4
Hayt 115% 104% [118% | 119% | 119% | 127% - 81% | 96% 8
Healy 95% 96% | 100% | 98% [101% [ 113% | 5% | 00% | 92% |91% | O01% 1
Hedges | 96% ]100% 2
Henderson 95% 91% 92% [ 91% [ 92% | 83% [ 87% | 85% [ 84% | - 86% 10
Hendricks 84% 85% | 83% | 80% 96% 5
Henry 113% 109% [ 110% | 113% | 101% [ 102% | 110% | 113% | 122% 101% 10
Henson 83% 1
Hibbard 80% 87% | 90% | 98% | 100% | 98% | 100% | 99% 9
Higgins 83% ‘ 1
Holden 82% | 86% | 85% | 81% [|92% ] 88% 6
Holmes 93% 92% 89% 3
Howe ©97% 102% 102% | 94% | 87% i 5
Hurley 84% 82% 88% | 92% | 97% | 110% | 118% | 126% | 134% | 89% (114% i
Jrving 82% | 84% | 84% | 82% | 82% 5
pahn 89% 83% | 80% | 83% | 82% 5
amieson 80% 85% 84% 82% |84% | 97% 6
ohns School 81% 1
ordan 88% | 102% | 94% | 98% 4
pungman 98% 83% 84% | 82% | 102% 83% | 83% A 7
Kanoon 84% 84% 84% | 86% | 89% [ 91% | 94% | 92% | 92% | 97% [102% 1




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

88-89 89.90 | 9091 | 91.92 | 82.93 | 93.94 | 94-65 | 95.95 | 9607 97-98 | 98.99 Y:,a:wod:f,"
Hamline 186% 186% 150% | 184% | 157% | 154% § 228% | 80% 88% 9
Hammond 153% 152% | 155% | 154% | 143% | 346% | 139% | 136% | 92% | 90% | 95% n
Hanson Park ‘ 91% ’ 1
Harvard 112% 106% ‘1oo%i 95% | 98% | 94% 9% | 90% | 90% | 91% | 90% 1
Haugan 88% 88% 92% | 96% [ 106% | 99% | 84% | 88% | 89% | 93% |9r% | 1
Hay 114% 116% 94% | 83% > 4
Hayt 115% 104% | 118% | 119% | 119% | 127% 81% | 96% 8
Healy 95% 96% 100% | 98% | 101% | 313% | 85% | 90% | 92% | 91% | 91% n
Hedges 96% {100% 2
Henderson 95% N% 92% | 9% | 92% | 83% | 87% | 85% | 84% 86% 10
Hendricks 84% 85% | 83% | 80% 96% 5
Henry 113% 109% | 110% | 113% | 101% | 02% | 110% | 113% | 122% 101% 10
Henson 83% 1
ibbard 80% 87% | 90% | 98% | 100% | 98% | 100% | 99% 9
Higgins 83% - 1
Holden 82% | 86% | 85% | 81% | 92% |[88% 6
Holmes 93% 92% 89% 3
Howe 97% 102% | 102% | 94% | 871% 5
Hurley 84% 82% 88% | 92% | 97% | 110% | 118% | 126% | 134% | 89% |114% n
'rving 82% | 84% | 84% | 82% | 82% 5
pahn 89% 83% 80% | 83% | 82% 5
amieson 80% 85% 84% 82% | 84% | 97% 6
Fohns School 81% 1
|Jordan _ 88% | 102% | 94% | 98% 4
pungman 98% 83% 84% | 82% | 102% 83% | 83% 7
ranoon 84% 84% 84% | 86% | 89% | 91% | 94% | 92% | 92% | 97% |102% 1
'(eller Magnet 81% | 81% | 80% | 80% 82% | 82% | 83% | 90% 8
[‘ellosg 86% 88% 85% | 91% | 91% | 92% | 90% | 93% | 95% | 93% | 90% 1
[(ey 109% 102% [100% | 95% | 9% | 90% | 85% | 84% | 93% | 90% | 95% M
Kiimer 93% 98% 101% | 110% | 122% [ 126% [ 127% [ 131% | 129% | 85% | 88% n
@:eg“” 96% | 93% | 100% | 97% | 97% | 103% J116% |119% 8
LaSalle 81% 82% 83% | 81% | 80% | 81% | 82% | 82% | 82% | 82% | 83% 1
Laura S. Ward 88% | 81% 2
Lawndale 81% A
Lee 82% | 85% | 87% | 92% 82% 5
L eland 95% | 9% | 95% | 91% | 93% | 95% 6
Lenart Center 151% | 148% | 1455 | 145% | 141% | 145% | 147% | 145% |146% 9
| ewis 99% 103% 97% [ 106% | 1175 | 120% | 116% | 126% | 127% |131% | 64% 10
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, 88:89 8990 | 9091 | 91.92 | 92.93 | 9394 | 94.95 | 9596 | 96-97 | 97.98 } 9899 Y‘::wzz"
Libby 138% ; 1
Jinne 83% 89% 91% | 90% | 84% 85% | 88% | 92% | 96% }103% | 10
[loyd 96% 95% | 98% | 96% | 109% | 107% | 114% | 122% | 9% [111% |1z3% | 17
Locke 80% | 83% | 91% | 99% ]i08% T 5.
Lovett 82% 84% )

well %% 96% — 2
[‘l’;“ BT 389 139% | 131% | 130% | 120% | 116% | 6
yon 83% | 5% | 102% | 110% [125% [8a% | o
Equeﬂe 100% 107% | 100% | 88% | 86% | 97% | 103% | 115% | 125% |109% {138% 11
arsh 86% | 92% | 89% | 91% | 92% | 96% | 100% |108% [121% 9
McAuliffe 88% | 88% | 94% | 100% | 94% |83% 6
mwomlick 95% 95% 98% | 97% | 95% | 100% | 92% | 89% | 89% | 87% {91% n

h°°z° well 88% | 84% | 83% 83% | 91% 5
[cKay 187% 204% | 228% | 181% | 234% | 187% | 184% | 211% | 251% 95% 10
[cPherson 132% 132% | 130% | 138% { 135% | 141% | 136% | 135% | 124% [117% [104% 11

90% 83% 84% 84% | 83% | 89% | 83% | 85% | 85% |85% 10
94% 84% 88% | 82% | 81% | 84% | 80% 7
109% 104% | 107% | 96% | 94% | 87% | 84% | 90% | 86% | 90% | 88% 11
83% | 97% [102% 3

84% 83% | 83% | 87% | 87% | 84% 6

orrilt 90% 94% 81% 81% | 83% | 82% | 89% | 88% | 88% 9
piome 94% 95% .80% | 86% | 87% |89% 6

zan . 81% | 83% | 84% 3
monarin 101% | 103% | 110% | 105% | 111% | 111% | 101% [115% [120% 9
l\lash 83% 83% 82% 82% 4
’\Iathan Davis 87% | 97% |111% |129% 4
[“ightingale 84% 97% 93% | 102% | 83% | 99% | 104% | 108% | 113% 82% 10
uinos Heroes 83% 85% 88% | 82% | 87% | 82% | 81% | . 84% | 95% 9
Nobel 89% 95% | 112% | 106% | 103% | 112% | 122% | 124% | 125% [123% [117% 1
DToole 88% 85% 90% 3
Dgden 84% 84% 84% | 90% | 91% | 89% | 92% | 88% | 94% [ 94% | 91% 1
Dglesby 109% 1M1% | 110% | 104% | 109% | 99% | 96% | 100% | 108% }112% [105% n
Oriole Park 82% 84% | 80% 3
Drozto 97% 00% | 110% | 87% | 90% | 89% | 92% | 86% | 64% | 3% |82% 11
Bs 82% T 1
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88-89 89-90 | 9091 | 91-92 | 9293 | 93.94 | 9495 | 95.96 | 9697 |97.98 | 9899 Y?:wod‘e'z"
Overton 97% 90% 86% | 80% ]
Pwens » 81% | 86% 2
almer 84% 89% 86% | 86% | 94% |100% | 103% | 106% | 110% Tse% 0|
Park Manor 80% | 82% | 85% | 84% 4 .
parkside 91% 94% | 89% | 84% i ] 4
asteur 89% | 91% | 97% |101% [110% | 8% |100%| 7.
eabody 86% 83% 89% | 86% | 81% | 85% | 82% | 81% | 80% 9
eck 86% | 92% | 96% | 104% | 102% | 115% | 143% [103% [135% 9
irce 9%6% 96% 99% | 100% | 104% | 114% | 113% | 115% | 112% [111% |110% n
93% 93% 90% | 86% | 89% | 88% | 86% | 88% | 86% | 90% | 86% 1
83% 82% | 82% | 81% | 81% | 81% | 84% | s6% | 86% | 94% 10
90% 86% 86% | 82% 4
89% 3
155% 146% | 158% | 102% [ 102% } 107% | 103% | 105% | 110% [108% [117% n
99% 99% | 107% | 97% | 95% | 96% | 96% | 97% | 96% | 93% | 93% 1
86% 83% 83% | 87% | 81% 82% | 83% 7
rlamondon 85% 80% 80% | 80% 94% | 90% | 86% | 85% |83% | 81% 10
rage Park 86% | 87% | 90% §91% | 98% 5
owell 97% 97% 99% | 99% [100% | 95% | 96% | 96% | 96% | 98% | 87% 11
escolt 90% 82% 84% ' 3
ssing 88% | 95% | 99% | 99% [ 104% [106% [ 99% [111% [114% 9
ulaski 9% 82% 85% | 82% | 81% | 87% | 87% | 86% } 83% | 84% 10
Puliman 89% 84% 81% | 84% | 81% 83% | 81% | 81% |88% | 87% 10
E;‘:::"‘ 85% 90% | 91% | 95% |100% }101% |106% |103% |114% [ 98% 10
venswood 81% 84% | 84% | 83% |87% 5
Reilly 9% 93% | 100% | 107% | 116% | 132% | 151% | 164% | 182% |131% |139% 1
Reinberg 89% [ 104% [117% |131% | 133% | 132% | 81% [101% 8
Riis 80% 83% 2
Ruiz 112% {104% | 94% | 88% | 90% | 87% |86% | 90% 8
Pauganash 81% 80% 82% ' 80% 4
Bawyer 100% §108% | 111% | 112% | 114% |124% |185% 7
Scammon 98% 97% | 104% | 106% | 119% J126% | 126% | 136% | 147% | 92% |100% 1
mid 90% 1
chneider 84% 85% | 89% | 90% | 86% | 86% | 83% | 9% 8
ubert 91% [107%
Seward 185% 191% | 199% | 201% | 205% | 146% | 128% | 125% ] 133% [125% |138% M
phields 89% | 94% |106% |113% [127% |139% 6
Shoesmith 85% 1
Simmye
nderson 139% | 115% [ 118% | 122% {105% | 108% [|111% | 85% 8
demy
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83-89 89-90 | 9091 | 91-92 | 9293 | 93-94 | 94.95 | 9596 | 96-97 |97-98 | 98-99 Yf::wod:z"
Fmith 81% 81% 2
pmyser 84% | 83% | 92% . 3
nghai 85% 84% | 85% | 83% | 87% | 86% | 82% 94% 8
Eencer 84% 1
|5pry 132% 133% | 141% | 125% |125% | 117% | 117% | 115% | 97% 84% 10
86% 88% 82% | 83% | 83% | 82% | 82% 7
owe 82% 85% 93% | 88% | 86% T8e% | 83% [ 84% [90% | 89% 10
ullivan 129% 123% | 123% | 114% | 121% 100% | 99% | 96% [114% [117% 10
Eu_lhetland 86% | 82% | 85% J 88% | 93% | 97% | 95% 7
wit 106% 110% | 116% | 118% }122% | 116% | 96% | 95% | 97% |109% 10
Talcott 87% 82% 81% | 81% | 83% 5
Tanner 83% 1
Taylor 82% | 81% | 81% 3
{fhorp 83% | 85% | 84% | 84% |84% |85% | 6
Tilton 83% 1
Tonti 80% 87% 102% | 104% | 112% | 119% | 126% | 88% |100% 9
Trumbull 89% 89% 87% 82% | 80% 5
Twain 99% |110% 2
[Van Vlissingen|  128% 116% | 114% | 113% | 107% | 110% | 95% | 91% | 88% |s89% | 85% 1
[vanderpoel 80% 80% 81% | 82% | 82% | 82% | 82% |81% | 83% 10
Volta 83% 90% 90% | 93% | 97% | 103% | 108% | 102% | 106% 9
'on Humboldt 86% 84% 84% | 81% | 82% 82% | 81% 2
E%?Fmglon. 83% | 81% 2
arold
aters 84% | 85% | 82% | 84% | 9% | 89% | 98% | 96% | 93% 9
ebster 96% 98% 98% | 98% | 93% | 95% | 97% | 93% | 86% | 91% | 92% 1
entworth 91% 91% 84% | 87% | 87% | 81% 6
[est Pullman 88% 86% 83% | 81% 4
ite School 100% | 89% | 94% | 94% | 9% | 96% | 100% |106% |109% 9
F:itﬂey 201% 191% [ 193% | 189% [ 101% J106% | 117% | 115% | 124% [122% |108% 10
rvhinier 99% 88% 94% | 86% | 99% [101% | 103% | 98% | 92% |94% 10
iidwood 81% 1
ocodlawn 94% 1
oods ~Acad 83% | 88% | 97% | 92% | 87% | 82% | 85% |85% | 81% 9
right 83% | 82% | 80% 3
IYates 83% 1
oung 81% | 81% | 83% | 91% | 96% 5
Fapala 88% | 92% 2
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Appendlx Five
Capacity Additions at Chicago Elementary Schools

How to Read This Table: The following table includes all planned and completed capacity additions (new schools, addi-
tions, annexes and modular units) for all elementary schools in Chicago, as well as all overcrowded schools without any
planned capital improvements. For completed projects, the table includes the year the project was completed and the ad-
ditional students the capacity addition will accommodate. For future projects, the table includes whether the project's start
date has been delayed and whether or not the project is listed as “funded"” in the Chlcago Public Schools’ 2000- 2004
Capital Improvement Program. “Previously funded” projects are those that had funding in the 1999-2003 CIP but were
listed as unfunded in the next year's document. Capacity figures are not given for modular units because they are not per-
manent capacity additions.

School Name | % 1 . 1o ,
"
- Capacity Type Year | Capacity Type Year Delayed | Funded?
o {Addams 107% Annex 1996 256 *
Agassiz 81% Modular | 1997 N/A
0 Replacement )
[Albany Park | 82% Sehool | |2001-04 | No No
Replacement | 2001-04 [ No - No
{Anderson 85% | Kehool
Modular | 1997 N/A
Modular | 1997 | N/A - |
Q, .
|Armstrong 165% Voduar T 1997 Y Addition 1998 Yes Yes
‘ Addition | 1997 90
|Ashe 81% :
Budobon | 74% ] - Addition |2001-041  No No
vondale 167% | Modular 96 N/A
Barry 83% Annex 1996 320 *
Modular 96 N/A
Q,
pateman 81% I adaiton | 7998 | 256
Beasley 1 82%
Beidler 41% Addition 1999 Yes Yes
Beaubien 77% Annex 1996 384
elding 84% ’ :
Bell 1 54% Addition |2001-04 No No
Black 108% ' No | . No
o ‘ Addition {2001-04] No No
1089 -
Plack 084) Modular Unit] 1998 | No Yes
Boone 93%. | Addition | 1996 90 ' y '
Bridge 82%
Bradwell 82%
Bright 69% Annex 1998 256
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98-99 - Completed Projects. : _ Future Projects. ~ ~
School Name % S S T B » Ly
' } Capacity| Type Year | Capacity Type Year | Delayed| Funded?
Brighton Park | 117% Addition | 2000 No Yes
rown Acad. | 77% | MO4eT | 1908 | n/A
Bryn Mawr | 87% Addition | 200104 | Yes Yes
Budiong 89% Annex 1996 256
Burbank 122% | Modular | 1996 N/A Addition | 2000 No No
Bumham 77% Replacement | 2001-04 No No
School
Castellanos 92% Modular | 1997 N/A
S Burr 80%
Burroughs 118% 1999 No Yes
Replacement
0,
Byford 108% School 1999 No Yes
0 Replacement ™ Partially
Byrd 46% School 2001-04 Yes Funded
Byrne 73% Modular | 1997 N/A
Cameron 92% Annex 1997 384
Camnegie 73% Addition | 2000 Yes Yes
o Modular "] NewArea
Carroll 104% Unit 1997 N/A School 2001-04 No No
' Addition | 1997 690
Carson 79%
Modular | 1997 N/A
Chase 87%
Chavez 106%
. New Area
Christopher N/A School 2001-04 No No
e 9 New Area . |
Clinton 104% School 2001-04 No No
Clissold 90% ] Addition |2001-04 Previously
Coles 108% | Modular | 1997 N/A Addition {2001-04 |  Yes No
Columbus 98%
Cooper 149% _
N Replacement )
Cuffe 91% School 2001-04 No No
Pavis Dev. Replacement Previously
Center N/A School | 200104 Yes Funded
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CEXCT - Completed Projects; Future Proj_ec;.
» % - E T, o ] : . _ LR
School Name Capacity Type Year |Capacity Type - Year |pelayed| Funded?
r\lathan Davis| 111% | MOM" | 1905 | N/A
Miles o, | Modular Replacement
s Aca. | 137% | o | 1987 | N/A [eracereml 200104  ves No
" " Previously
Addition |2001-04 No o
‘ Funded
Charles 1329 | Modular | 4997 | N/
awes Unit New Area ] Y
School 999 No es
Decatur 81% Addition |2001-04| No No
De La Cruz 92%
PDe Diego 104%
. [Replacement Previously
De Priest 83% Schoo! 2001-04] VYes Funded
Dixon 86%
Dore 16% Amex | 1996 320
Earhart 19 Addition 1999 Yes Yes
arha
° IModular Unit} 1998 Yes Yes
Eberhart 90% Modular | 1997 N/A
° [ Addition [ 1998 | 530
Edgebrook 70% Addition {2001-04] No No
Edwards 81% Annex 1996 384
Ellington 66% [eracement) 2001-04 [ No No
Emmet 78% Addition [2001-04| Yes Previousty
Esmond 65% Replacement| 2001-04| - Yes No
o, | Modular Replacement[2001-04 | No Previously
Everett 104% Unit 1997 N/7A r School Funded
Evergreen N/A | Modular | 1996 N/A
Falconer 113% Addition | 1999 No Yes
. o Modular New Area |2001-04 Yes Partially
Field 140% Unit 1997 N/A School Funded
Foster Park 76% IModular Unit| 1999 No Yes
Gale 68% Addition | 1998 544
° [ Modular | 1997 | N/A
Garvy 86% Addition |2001-04| No No
Goethe 83%
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L 98-99 - Completed Projects - Future Projecs :
chool Name % — — , —
Capacity| Type Year | Capacity Type - Year |Delayed| Funded?
Goethe 83%
0 ” : Partially
Goldblatt 66% Addition §2001-04] Yes Funded
Goudy 110% Addition [2001-04 { Yes No
Graham 66% | oM | 1008 | n/a
Modular | 4997 | N/A
Gray 87% Unit
Addition | 1998 576
M%‘{’]‘;t'ar 1996 | N/A
Greene 91% New
School 1998 768
Grimes 100%
Grissom 68% Modular Unit] 1999 | No Yes
. T Previous!
Guggenhe!m 88% Addition* |2001-04| Yes Fundedy
Hale 85% No No
Hamline ga% | MOar | 1905 | N/A
Hammond 95%
Hanson Park 71% Annex 1996 288
Harvard 90%
New Area X Previously
Haugan 97% School* 2001-04 | Yes Funded
Hayt 96%
Healy 91%
Hedges 100%
Modular | 4999 | /A
Henry 101% Unit *
Annex 1997 320
Hibbard 65% Addition | 1998 768
Holden 88%
Hope 55% Addition {2001-041 No No
Hoyne 59% Addition | 1998 64
Annex 1996 320
Hurle 114% *
y ° M?J?]‘i’t'ar 1998 | N/A
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CERT - Completed Projects. Future Projelszf. RN

chool Name | % o - . Y B
|S Capacity Year | Capacity Type Year |Delayed| Funded?
e Repcenenzoonoa | ves | Pevos)
Irving 79% | _‘ '
Jamieson .| 97% - Addition |2001-04 | No
Jenner 30% Repsliaﬁggllent 1999 No Yes'
e o I
Kanaon 102% M%‘f]‘i‘t'a' 1997 | N/A .
r(eller Magnet| 90% S[?:lls(\)l\:)l 1998
Kellogg 93% Addition |2001-04 1 No No
Key 95%
Kilmer 88% | Addition | 1996 | 480 :

Modular Unit} 2000 No Yes
hau';%s:s’“ 119% | MoAtar | 1908 | /A -

epaerent| 200104 f  No No
LaSalle 83%
laura S. Ward | 81%
Lee ' 82% Annex 1996 320
Leland 95% Modular | 1998 N/A
| enart 146% | Addition |2001-04 No
Lewis 64% Addition | 1998 840
ibby 62% Addition [2001-04 T No No
Linne 103%
Lloyd 123% Addition . | 1999 No Yes
Locke 72% Addition | 1998 416
Lovett 70% Annex 1996 288
Lyon 84% Addition | 1998 760 . *
Marquette 138% ' 2001-04 | No No
Marsh 121% | Modular | 1997 N/A 2001-04 | Yes No
Pays 1% M(Ej?‘tijtlar 1998 N/A Ni\::vh/g:)?a 2001-04 | Yes No
McAuliffe 83%
McCormick 91%
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98-99 Completed Projects: Future Projects” -
School Name| % ' T L o NG
: Capacity Type Year | Capacity Type Year’ | Delayed | Funded?
McDowell 91%
}VlcNair Center| N/A Ng\ghgg?a ‘2001-04. No. Pﬁ;?ég
McPherson 66 | Addition | 1998 | 480 ‘
Metcalfe 85% Addition [2001-04| No No
Mireles 62% | Modular | 1998 | N/A |
Mitchell 88% Repsliggg]em 200104 | Yes PrFi\[/]lggscl‘y
Moos 73% Addition [2001-04 [ Yes | FrErousy
Modular Unit|] 1998 Yés Yes
. o .
[
Morse 89%
Mozart 84%
Munoz Marin | 120%
fV'urray 72% Addition |2001-04| ves | ‘el
Nightingale | 82% | Addition [ 1997 | 448
}“_ . Modular | 1998 | N/A
inos Heroes | 95%
Modular | 1998 N/A
Nobel
gden
Oglesby 105% " Addition* [2007-04 | VYes No
Oriole Park
Orozco 82% Repgigsg}ent 1999 No Yes
Palmer 88% Annex 1996 320
Pasteur 100%
Peabody 62% Addition |2001-04 | No No
Annex 1996 384
Peck 135% *
~ Modular | 1997 N/A :
Peirce 110% | Modular [ 1997 | N/A- | Additon | 1998 Yes
Pershing
Peterson 2001-04 No No
Pickard 117% Addition |2001-04| ves | "Enaly
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98-99 K8 - Future Projects; :
School Name | % ' N O ' m—
Capacity Type Year | Capacity Type - Year |Delayed | Funded?
Pilsen 93%
Portage Park | 98% Addition | 1999 No Yes
Powell | 87% M‘fjdn‘;iar 1998 | N/A .
Prussing 114% | Addition- |2001-04 f  No~™ | ~ No
Pullman 87%
Randolph 714% Annex 1998 384 _
Reilly 139% | Addition | 1996 405 ' *
Reinberg 101% Amex | 1996 416 ' *
X i o New Area i
Ruiz 90% School 2001-04 Yes No
auganash 80% Addition 2000 No Previously
Funded
Sawyer 185% [New Schooll 1997 | 775
Modular
o] 1996 | N/A
cammon 100% Unit *
Annex 1997 448
Bchubert 107% | Amex | 1996 [ 320 '
Seward 138% Addition {2001-04 | No No
|Shoop _ 73% Addition |2001-04 | Yes Partially
Shields 139% . *
; ° Replacement i
Bkinner 37% School | 2001-04 [ No No
Smyser 74% | Amex | 1998 | 384
outh Loop 57% New Area |2000-04 | Yes Previously
chool ? School Funded
tevenson 75% Modular Unit| 1999 No Yes
Replacement Previously
[Stock N/A . School 2001-04 | Yes Funded
towe 89% Addition |2001-04 ] No No
. ' Previously
o -
|5ulllvan 117% New Schoo! {2001-04 | Yes Funded
|Sutherland 79% Annex 1996 192
Bwift 49% | Addition | 1998 | 960
[raylor 79% | Amex | 1996 | 192
[Telpochcalli | 49% Addition [2001-04 | No No
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98-99

Future Projects

School Name | % " B |
Capacity Type Year | Capacity Type Year |Delayed | Funded?
[Thorp 85%
[fonti 100% | Amex | 1996 | 384 .
FIwain 110% M‘iﬁ“;{ar 1997 | N/a | Addition [2001-04] No No
Vanderpoel 83% ’
Volta 79% Annex 1996 384
alsh 57% Addition | 1998 160
Van ' Replacement
Vlissingen 85% School 1998 Yes Yes
on Humboldt] 81% -
IWarfen 62% Repgiﬁggent 2001-04 | Yes No
eorge
ﬁla shington 68% Annex 1996 320
arold 81% | Modular | 1998 | N/A
ashington Unit
Replacement Previously
aters 93% School 2001-04 Yes Funded
Mlebster 92%
_ White 109% Addition |2001-04 | No No
}J\Ihithey 108% | MOMa" | 1008 | /A .
Whittier 97%
Woods 81%
Yates 69% Annex 1998 224
Young 79% Addition | 1998 896
[Zapata 92% *
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* Schools marked with an asterisk (*) are slated for a new area school designed to alleviate overcrowding at
several nearby schools. For example, the new Addams/Gallistel area school will take students from both the
existing Addams and the existing Gallistel schools, reducing overcrowding at each location. The schools that fall

into this category are:

vondale/Darwin New Area School 2001-2004

arry/Monroe (Roque de Duprey) New Area School 20071-2004 No No

radwell/Powell Area New Area School | 2001-2004 No No
Cameron/Casals/Munoz Marin Area New Area School - | 2001-2004 No No
Castellanos/Little  Village/McCormick] New Area School 2001-2004 No No

r
Sa?l?s/Shields Area (I) New Area School 2000 Yes Yes
Davis/Shields Area () New Area School 2001-2004 No No
Haugan/Henry Area New Area School 2001-2004 No No
Hurley/Pasteur Area New Area School 2001-2004 No No
Kanoon/Hammond Area New Area School 2001-2004 No No
Kilmer/Hayt/Boone Area New Area School 2001-2004 No No
Oglesby/Guggenheim Area New Area School 2001-2004 Yes No
Reilly/Scammon Area New Area School 2001-2004 No No
Reinberg/Lyon/Schubert Area New Area School 2001-2004 No No
Tonti-Peck (Sandoval) New Area School 1998 Complete Complete
IWhilney/Zapata Area New Area School 2001-2004 No No
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Appendlx Seven:

Congressional Action

More information on these proposals may be found at http://thomas.loc.gov.

Major House Bills

=71 Bill Number: H.R. 1660
{Title: "Public School Modernization Act of 1999
&|Date Introduced: May 4, 1999

ponsor: Charles B. Rangel (D-NY). Rep. Rangel is the ranking member of the House Ways and Means
Committee, which has primarily jurisdiction over the legislation, and the Deputy Democratic Whip for the
House of Representatives.

# of Democratic Cosponsors: 198

L. 2# of Republican Cosponsors: 3

Summary: Rangel is the House sponsor for the version of the construction legislation proposed by the Clinton
Administration and the U.S. Dept. of Education. The proposal will provide will provide federal tax credits for
investors in lieu of the interest payments they would typically receive. President Clinton's Fiscal Year 2000
budget proposal includes tax credits sufficient to cover the interest on up to $25 billion worth of local bonds -
enough, the administration contends, to build or modernize 6,000 schools. /t is important to make clear that the
federal government is not dedicating $25 billion to school construction and repair. The U.S. Treasury Dept. esti-

mates that the cost to taxpayers will be about $3.7 billion over five years. The Joint Committee on Taxation's
estimate is $3.1 billion. In other words, the federal government is only providing another $3.7 billion or so for
school repairs and construction. The proposal has two components:

o School Modernization Bonds: The budget contains tax credits that would enable $22 billion in school
modernization bonds over two years ($11 billion each in 2000 and 2001). These funds would be allo-
cated in two separate ways. Half of the credits - representing $11 billion in bonding capacity - will be
available directly to tie 100 school districts that serve the largest number of low-income children. The
other half will be distributed to states, which can then decide how the bonds should be distributed among
school districts. In order to qualify for these funds, the state must submit to the Secretary of Education a
recent study of statewide school repair and construction needs, a description of how the funds will be
spent, and an assurance that school districts with the greatest need will receive highest priority.

o Expanded “Rangel Bonds": As discussed above, the Clinton proposal would expand the use of Quali-
fied Zone Academy Bonds for Fiscal Years 2000 and 2001, resulting in an additional $2.4 billion in

bonding capacity for eligible schools. For a description of how Rangel bonds currently work, please see
the conclusion to this report.

In addition, the Administration is proposing a $10 million initiative intended to “design schools as centers of
community.” School districts would be able to submit proposals on a competitive basis for grants to develop
partnerships between school boards and the community, draft a “school system master plan,” and develop
site plans for individual school facilities.
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Legislative Action During 1999: The legislation was referred to the Committee on Ways and Means and the
Committee on Education and the Workforce. Several witnesses at a June 23, 1999, Ways and Means Commit-
tee hearing testified on the proposal. No votes were taken in either committee on the legislation during 1999,
though Rangel did introduce it as part of a Democratic tax cut proposal toward the close of the first session of
the 106t" Congress. Rangel's substitute legislation failed by a vote of 173-258. The Republican tax cut pro-
posal (H.R.2488, which also contained language on school construction similar to the proposal in H.R.2) passed
223-308, and was later vetoed by President Clinton.

=1 Bill Number: H.R. 1760
| | Title: "America’s Better Classrooms Act of 1999"
. |Date Introduced: May 11, 1999

Sponsor: Rep. Nancy L. Johnson (R-CT)
. | # of Democratic Cosponsors: 21
. _1# of Republican Cosponsors: 29

Summary: Rep. Johnson's legislation is very similar to the legislation introduced by Rep. Rangel. The one major
difference is how the tax credits are allocated. Under Johnson's proposal, half of the funds would be allo-
cated among the states proportionally based on the basic education grants it received during the most recent
fiscal year under tie Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 1965. The other half will be allocated
among the states based on the number of children between the ages of five and 18.

Legislative Action During 1999: The legislation was referred to the Committee on Ways and Means and the
Committee on Education and the Workforce. No further legislative action was taken on the bill during 1999.

Bill Number: H.R. 2
Bill Names: "Dollars to the Classroom Act” or “Education Flexibility Partnership Act of 1999"

Date Introduced: February 11, 1999

Sponsor: Rep. William F. Goodling (R-PA). Rep. Goodling is the Chairman of the House Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

& 11 # of Democratic Cosponsors: 2

£ ® 1# of Republican Cosponsors: 16

| Summary: This legislation deals with a range of educational issues, much of which does not apply to the
issue of school construction or repair. The relevant part of the hill modifies the arbitrage laws that affect
school districts, giving them more time and flexibility in how they spend their bond funds.

Legislative Action During 1999: The legislation was referred to the Committee on Ways and Means and the
Committee on Education and the Workforce. The education committee held hearings on the legislation during
the first part of October 1999, and passed the bill 42-6 on October 18. The Ways and Means Committee
passed the bill onto the House floor, though it so far has notseen action. A version of the arbitrage proposal
also appeared in the Republican tax cut plan (H.R.2488) that was passed by the House 223-208 and later
vetoed by President Clinton.
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L i Bill Number: HR.1648
Bill Name: "State Infrastructure Banks for Schools Act of 1999"
Date Introduced: April 29, 1999

| Sponsor: Rep. Ellen O. Tauscher (D-CA)
| # of Democratic Cosponsors: 46
£ | # of Republican Cosponsors: 2

Summary: Rep. Tauscher's proposal would allow states (or groups of states) to establish state infrastructure
banks that will make loans to local school districts for the purpose of repairing existing schools and public li-
braries and building new ones. Initial funding for the bank will come from federal grants. For each loan given
out by the infrastructure bank, the state must match 25 percent of the value of the loan with non-federal funds.
Loans can be for part or all of the cost of the project.

Legislative Action During 1999: The legislation was referred to the House Committee on Education and the
Workforce, but saw no further legislative action during 1999.

Bill Number: H.R.2469
Bill Name: "State Revolving Funds for Schools Act”
“Date Introduced: July 12, 1999

1Sponsor: Rep. Robert E. Andrews (D-NJ)
11# of Democratic Cosponsors: O
4 # of Republican Cosponsors: O

Summary: Rep. Andrews’ revolving loan fund proposal is very similar to the state infrastructure bank legisla-
tion proposed by Rep. Tauscher in HR.1648, described above.

Legislative Action During 1999: Rep. Andrews’ bill was referred to the House Committee on Education and
the Workforce upon its introduction, but has seen no further legislative activity.

Other House Bills on School Capital Funding:

¢ H.R.340, sponsored by Rep. Robert Andrews (D-NJ), would expand and extend the use of Qualified Zone
Academy Bonds ("Rangel Bonds"). Under Andrews’ proposal, the federal government would pay the inter-
est on $13.7 million for the year 2000 and $13.7 million for 2001.

¢ H.R.415, sponsored by Rep. Loretta Sanchez (D-CA) is another variation on the idea of giving tax credits
to the holders of school construction bonds. Sanchez's bill, which has 54 cosponsors, would also require a
private business contribution for each local school construction or repair project funded under the act, and
limits the holders of the bonds to banks, insurance companies, and corporations.

¢ HR.635, introduced by Rep. Mac Collins (R-GA), would allow the use of block grants under the Temporary
Assistance to Needy Families (TANF) program to be used for classroom construction and teacher hiring.
The bill was referred to the House Ways and Means Committee in February, but has seen no further legis-
lative activity.

¢ HR. 996, sponsored by Rep. Bob Etheridge (D-NC), is very similar to Rangel's legislation and to the
Clinton Administration proposal. In fact, Rangel is among the 64 cosponsors of the bill.

¢ H.R.1084, sponsored by Rep. Jennifer Dunn (R-WA), deals with a number of tax-related topics, most of
which do not apply to education, but it does include the Republican-backed arbitrage relief rules included
in HR.2 and other bills. Rep. Dunn's legislation has 23 cosponsors, but has not seen any further legislative
action since it was referred to the House Ways and Means committee on March 11, 1999.
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¢ HR.1767, sponsored by Rep. Robert Andrews, (D-NJ) is a Democratic version of the proposal to relax the
arbitrage rules on school construction bonds, similar to the changes proposed in H.R.2.

+ HR 2514, introduced by Rep. Claw Shaw (D-FL), closely mirrors kegislation introduced in the Senate by
Finance Committee Chairman William Roth (S.1134). See below for a description of Sen. Roth’s legisla-

tion.

Major Senate Bills

i Bill Number: S.1454
21 Bill Name: "Public School Modernization and Overcrowding Relief Act of 1999”

| Date Introduced: July 28, 1999

Sponsor: Sen. Charles S. Robb (D-VA)
4 1+ of Democratic Cosponsors: 21
£ ]# of Republican Cosponsors: O

Summary: Sen. Robb’s legislation closely mirrors the bill offered by Rep. Rangel on the House side. The major
difference is that Robb’s proposal also includes the Republican-backed arbitrage proposal similar to the one
contained in Rep. Goodling's HR.2. While the bill appears designed to win bipartisan support, so far it has
not attracted any Republican cosponsors. Sen. Robb’s legislation incorporates an earlier bill (S.223) intro-
duced on January 19, 1999, by Sen. Frank Lautenberg (D-NJ).

Legislative Action During 1999: Sen. Robb’s bill was referred to the Senate Finance Committee on July 28,
1999, and has seen no further legislative activity.

Bill Number: S.7
Bill Name: "Public Schools Excellence Act”
Date Introduced: January 19, 1999

Sponsor: Sen. Tom Daschle (D-SD)
# of Democratic Cosponsors: 27
# of Republican Cosponsors: 0

Summary: Sen. Daschle, the Senate Minority Leaders, proposes a package of education reforms and funding
improvements similar to that forwarded by the Clinton Administration. The funding allocation is somewhat dif-
ferent from the Clinton and Rangel proposals, however. Daschie’s bill would allow for $1.4 billion in Qualified
Zone Academy Bonds for 2000 and 2001 (compared to $1.2 billion in the Rangel bill), with no limitations on
the bonds after 2001. For the more general school construction bonds, the Daschle proposal would pay the
interest on $9.7 billion in bonds for 2000 and 2001 (compared to $11 billion per year in the Rangel bill),
with no limitations after 2001.

Legislative Action During 1999: Sen. Daschle’s bill was referred to the Senate Health, Education, Labor and
Pensions Committee on January 19, 1999, but has seen no further legislative activity.
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Bill Number: S.1134
Bill Name: "Affordable Education Act of 1999
Date Introduced: May 26, 1999

Sponsor: Sen. William V. Roth, Jr.. Sen. Roth is the Chairman of the Senate Finance Committee.
# of Democratic Cosponsors: O
# of Republican Cosponsors: 0

. Summary: Sen. Roth's legislation incorporates the Republican-backed arbitrage proposals forwarded in H.

R.2, and expands the use of tax-exempt facility bonds to public school construction and repair (including the
acquisition of land to build new schools). The bill also allows proceeds from the bonds to be used for “public-
private partnerships” in which a private company constructs, renovates, or equips a school facility, then trans-
fers the school back to the school district at the end of a specified amount of time. The term of the agreement
cannot be longer than the time it takes to pay off the bond.

Legislative Action During 1999: Sen. Roth's legislation passed the Senate Finance Committee by a vote of
12-8 and was reported to the full Senate on May 26, 1999. The bill has seen no further legislative activity.

Bill Number: S. 950

P2 Bill Name: "Excellence in Education Act of 1999”
1 Date Introduced: May 4, 1999

Sponsor: Sen. Dianne Fenstein (D-CA)

# of Democratic Cosponsors: O
& # of Republican Cosponsors: 0

Summary: Sen. Feinstein’s legislation would authorize Congress to make up to $1 billion worth of direct grants

to public school districts for each year from 2000 through 2004 for the construction of new school facilities.
School districts would also have to match 100 percent of the federal funds with state or local revenues. The bill
puts a number of restrictions on these grants, however. Class size in the new facilities must be limited to 20 stu-
dents per teacher in elementary schools, and 28 to 1 in middle and high schools. Elementary schools would be
limited to no more than 500 students; middle schools would be limited to 750 students; and high schools would
be limited to no more than 1,500 students. Schools receiving grants would also be required to meet certain
educational and testing standards. This legislation closely mirrors another bill introduced by Sen. Feinstein
(5.852) introduced on April 21, 1999.

Legislative Action During 1999: Sen. Feinstein's legislation was referred to the Senate Health, Education, La-
bor and Pensions Committee on May 4, 1999, but has seen no further legislative activity.

Bill Number: S.526
Bill Name: "Public School Construction Partnership Act”
Date Introduced: March 3, 1999
Sponsor: Sen. Bob Graham (D-FL)
# of Democratic Cosponsors: 4
# of Republican Cosponsors: 6
Summary: A Democratically sponsored version of Sen. Roth’s legislation (S.1134).

Legislative Activity During 1999: Sen. Graham's bill was referred to the Senate Finance Committee on March
3, 1999, and has seen no further legislative activity.
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Other Senate Legislation on School Construction Funding:

S. 551, sponsored by Sen. Dianne Feinstein (D-CA), is the companion bill to H.R.415, introduced by Rep. Loretta

Sanchez (D-CA), which is described above.

Cosponsors of Major Senate Legislation

S

Democrats Republicans State ‘ $.7 l S. 526 i 1 ]5’4
Lincoln, Blanche Arkansas X
Boxer, Barbara California X
Feinstein, Dianne California X X
Dodd, Christopher J. Connecticut X X
Roth Jr., William Delaware X
Biden, Joseph R., Jr. Delaware X
Graham, Bob Florida X
Cleland, Max Georgia X X
Akaka, Daniel K. Hawaii X X
Durbin, Richard J. Ilinois X X
Grassley, Chuck lowa X
Harkin, Tom Iowa X X
Breaux, John Louisiana X
Landrieu, Mary Louisiana X
Mikulski, Barbara Maryland X
Sarbanes, Paul S. Maryland X
Kennedy, Edward M. Massachusetts X X
Kerry, John F. Massachusetts X X
Levin, Carl Michigan X X
Wellstone, Paul D Minnesota X X
Baucus, Max Montana X X
Edwards, John N. Carolina
Hagel, Charles Nebraska X
Kerrey, Robert J. Nebraska X X
Bryan, Richard H. Nevada X
Reid, Harry M. Nevada X X X
Lautenberg, Frank R. New Jersey X X
Torricelli, Robert G New Jersey X X X
Schumer, Charles E. New York X X
Conrad, Kent North Dakota X
Dorgan, Byron North Dakota X
De Wine, Mike Ohio X
Hollings, Ernest South Carolina X
Daschle, Thomas A. South Dakota X X
Johnson, Tim South Dakota X X
Hutchison, Kay Bailey Texas X
Hatch, Orrin Utah X
Robb, Charles S. Virginia X X
Gorton, Slade Washington X
Murray, Patty Washington X X
Rockefe]:i/r, John D. West Virgina X
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Cosponsors of Major House Legislation

Cramer, Robert E. Alabama X
Hilliard, Earl F. Alabama X
Faleomavaega, Eni F. H. Alaska X X
Pastor, Ed Arizona X
Snyder, Vic Arkansas X X

Horn, Stephen California

Kuykendall, Steven California X
Becerra, Xavier California
Berman, Howard L. California
Brown, George (deceased) California X
Capps, Lois California X
Condit, Gary A. California X
Dixon, Julian C. California X
Dooley, Calvin M. California X X
Eshoo, Anna G. California X X
Farr, Sam California X
Filner, Bob California X X
Lantos, Tom California X X
Lee, Barbara California X
Lofgren, Zoe California X X
Martinez, Matthew G California X X
Matsui, Robert T. California X
McKeon, Howard California X
Millender-McDonald, Juanita California X
Miller, George California X
Napolitano, Grace F. California X
Pelosi, Nancy California X X
Roybal-Allard, Lucille California X
Sanchez, Loretta California X
Sherman, Brad California X X
Stark, Fortney Pete California X X
Tauscher, Ellen O. California X X
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nia

X
Waters, Maxine California X
Waxman, Henry A. California X
Woolsey, Lynn C. California X
DeGette, Diana Colorado X
Udall, Mark Colorado X
Johnson, Nancy L. Connecticut
Delauro, Rosa L. Connecticut X
Gejdenson, Sam Connecticut X
Larson, John B. Connecticut X
Maloney, James H. Connecticut X
orton, Eleanor (delagate) D.C. X
Castle, Michael Delaware
Diaz-Balart, Lincoln Florida
Ros-Lenhtinen, lleana Florida
Weldon, Dave Florida
Brown, Corrine Florida X
Davis, Jim Florida X
Deutsch, Peter Florida X
Hastings, Alcee L. Florida X
McCollum, Bill Florida
Meek, Carrie P. Florida X
Thurman, Karen L. Florida X
Wexler, Robert Florida X
Bishop Jr., Sanford D. Georgia X
Lewis, John Georgia X
McKinney, Cynthia A. Georgia X
Underwood, Robert A. Guam X
(delegate)
Abercrombie, Neil Hawaii
Mink, Patsy T. Hawaii
Shimkus, John llinois
Blagojevich, Rod R. Hlinois X
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Costello, Jerry F. illinois X
Davis, Danny K. Ilinois X X
Evans, Lane Illinois X
Guiterrez, Luis V. Illinois X
Jackson, Jr., Jesse L. Illinois X
Lipinski, William O. Illinois X
Phelps, David D. Illinois X X
Rush, Bobby L. IIlinois X
Schakowski, Janice D. Illinois X
Carson, Julia Indiana X
Hill, Baron P. Indiana X X
Rep Roemer, Tim Indiana X
Visclosky, Peter J. Indiana X
Leach, James A. lowa X
Boswell, Leonard L. lowa ' X
Moran, Jerry Kansas X
Moore, Dennis Kansas X X
Lucas, Ken Kentucky X
Jefferson, William J. Louisiana X X
Allen, Thomas H. Maine X
Baldacci, John Elias Maine X X
Gilchrest, Wayne Maryland X X
Morella, Constance Maryland X
Cardin, Benjamin L. Maryland X
Cummings, EljahE. Maryland X X X
Hoyer, Steny H. Maryland X
Wynn, Albert Russell Maryland X
Capuano, Michael E. Massachusetts X
Delahunt, William D. Massachusetts X
Frank, Barmey Massachusetts X
Markey, Edward J. Massachusetts X
McGovern, James P. _ Massachusetts X X X
Meehan, Martin T. Massachusetts X
Moakley, John Joseph Massachusetts X
Neal, Richard E. Massachusetts X X
Oliver, John W. Massachusetts X
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Tierney, John F. Massachusetts
Barcia, James A. Michigan X
Bonior, David E. Michigan X
Conyers, John, Jr. Michigan X
Dingell, John D. Michigan X
Kildee, Dale E. Michigan X
Kilpatrick, Carolyn C. Michigan X
Levin, Sander M. Michigan X
Rivers, Lynn N. Michigan X
Stabenow, Debbie Michigan X
Stupak, Bart Michigan X

Minge, David Minnesota
Oberstar, James L. Minnesota X
Vento, Bruce F. Minnesota X
Shows, Ronnie Mississippi X
Thompson, Bennie G. Mississippi X
Clay, William Missouri X
Danner, Pat Missouri X
Gephardt, Richard Missouri X

Hulshof, Kenny Missouri

McCarthy, Karen Missouri X
Skefton, ke Missouri X

Hill, Rick Montana
Berkley, Shelly Nevada X

Sununu, John New Hampshire

Franks, Bob New Jersey

LoBiondo, Frank A. New Jersey

Smith, Christopher New Jersey
Andrews, Robert E. New Jersey X
Holt, Rush D. New Jersey X
Menendez, Robert New Jersey X
Pallone Jr, Frank New Jersey X
Pascrell Jr, Bill New Jersey X
Payne, Donald M. New Jersey X
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Rothman, Steven R. New Jersey
Udall, Tom New Mexico X
Boehlert, Sherwood L|  New York X X
Gilman, Benjamin New York X
Houghton, Amo New York X
King, Peter T. New York X
Lazio, Rick New York X
McHugh, John M. New York X
Quinn, Jack New York X
Sweeny, John E. New York X
Walsh, James T. New York X
Ackerman, Gary L. New York X
Crowley, Joseph New York X X
Engel, Eliot L. New York X
Forbes, Michael P. New York X X
Hinchey, Maurice D. New York X
Hinchey, Maurice D. New York X
LaFalce, John J. New York X
Lowey, Nita M. New York X
Maloney, Carolyn B. New York X
McCarthy, Carolyn New York X
McNulty, Michael R. New York X
Meeks, Gregory W. New York X
Nadler, Jerrold New York X
Owens, Major R. New York X X
Rangel, Charles B. New York X
Serrano, Jose E. New York X
Slaughter, Louise New York X
Towns, Edolphus New York X
Velasquez, Nydia M. New York X X
Weiner, Anthony D. New York X X
Ballenger, Cass | North Carolina X
Clayton, Eva M. North Carolina X
Etheridge, Bob .| North Carolina X X X
Mcintyre, Mike North Carolina X X
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Price, David E. North Carolina X
Watt, Melvin L. North Carolina X
Pomeroy, Earl North Dakota X
LaTourette, Steven Ohio X X
Ney, Robert W. Ohio X X
Brown, Sherrod Ohio X
Gillmore, Paul Ohio
Hall, Tony P. Ohio X
Jones, Stephanie Tubbs Ohio X
Kaptur, Marcy Ohio X
Kucinich, Dennis J. Ohio X
Pryce, Deborah Ohio
Sawyer, Tom Ohio X
Strickland, Ted Ohio X
Traficant, James A. Ohio X X
Lucas, Frank Oklahoma
Blumenauer, Earl Oregon X
DeFazio, Peter A. Oregon X X
Hooley, Darlene Oregon X X
Wu, David Oregon X
English, Phil Pennsylvania X
Greenwood, James C.| Pennsylvania X
Sherwood, Don Pennsylvania X
Weldon, Curt Pennsylvania X
Borski, Robert A. Pennsylvania X
Brady, Robert A. Pennsylvania X
Coyne, William J. Pennsylvania X
Doyle, Michael F. Pennsylvania X
Fattah, Chaka Pennsylvania X
Hoeffel, Joseph M. Pennsylvania X
Holden, Tim Pennsylvania X X
Kanjorski, Paul E. Pennsylvania X
Klink, Ron Pennsylvania X
Mascara, Frank Pennsylvania X
Murtha, John P. Pennsylvania X
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Pitts, Joseph Pennsyivania
Kennedy, Patrick J. Rhode Island X
Weygand, Robert A. Rhode Island X X
Clyburn, James E. South Carolina X X
Spratt, John M. South Carolina X
Clement, Bob Tennessee X
Ford, Jr., Harold E. Tennessee X
Gordon, Bart Tennessee X
Jenkins, William Tennessee X
Tanner, John S. Tennessee X
Bentsen, Ken Texas X
Edwards, Chet Texas X
Frost, Martin Texas X X
Gonzalez, Charles A. Texas X
Green, Gene Texas X X X
Hinojosa, Ruben Texas X
Jackson-Lee, Sheila Texas X
Johnson, Eddie Bernice Texas X
Lampson, Nick Texas X X
Ortiz, Solomon P. Texas X
Rep Jackson-Lee, Sheila Texas X
Reyes, Silvestre Texas X
Rodriguez, Ciro D. Texas X
Sandlin, Max Texas X
Hansen, James Utah
Sanders, Bernard (independent) Vermont X
Christensen, Donna MC Virgin Islands X
Bliley, Thomas Virginia X
Boucher, Rick Virginia X
Goode, Virgil Virginia X
Moran, James P. Virginia X
Pickett, Owen B. Virginia
Scott, Robert C. Virginia X

Rebuilding Our Schools Brick By Brick — page 130

134




Sisisky, Norman Virginia X X
Wolf, Frank Virginia X

Metcalf, Jack Washington ( X

Baird, Brian Washington X X
Dicks, Norman D. Washington X
Inslee, Jay Washington X
McDermott, Jim Washington X
Smith, Adam Washington X X
Mollohan, Alan B. West Virginia X
Rahall Il, Nick J. West Virginia X
Wise, Robert E. West Virginia X
Baldwin, Tammy Wisconsin X
Barrett, Thomas M. Wisconsin X
Kind, Ron Wisconsin X
Kleczka, Gerald D. Wisconsin X
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Groups Supporting Federal School Construction Funding Legisiation:

According to a list posted on the National Education Association’'s web site (http://www.nea. org/ lac/modern/
orglist.html), the following groups support federal school modernization legislation:

American Association of School Administrators
American Federation of Teachers

American Institute of Architects

American Library Association

American Public Works Association

The Arc

ASPIRA

Association of Educational Communications and Technology
Black Leadership Forum

Blacks in Government

Cal-Fed Infrastructure Coalition

Center for Advancement of Public Policy

Committee for Education Funding

Communicating for Agriculture

Congress of National Black Churches

Consortium for School Networking

Council of Chief State School Officers

Council of Great City Schools

Cuban-American National Council

Education and Management Research Institute
General Federal Women's Clubs

League of United Latin American Citizens (LULAC)
National Association for the Advancement of Colored People (NAACP)
National Alliance of Black School Educators
National Association of College Admissions Counselors
National Association of Elementary School Principals
National Commission for African American Education
National Council of La Raza

National Ethnic Coordinating Organization

National Farmers Union

National Grange

National Hispanic Leadership Institute

National Parent Teacher Association

National Puerto Rican Coalition

National Rural Education Association

National School Boards Association

National Urban League

Organizations Concerned About Rural Education
Rainbow/Operation PUSH Coalition

Rebuild America’s Schools Coalition

Seventh Day Adventist Church

United Methodist Board of Church and Society
Urban Families Institute

U.S. Conference of Mayors
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Chapter Four:

he problems of overcrowding and crum-

I bling school buildings are not confined to

Chicago. Most of the nation’s major cities

are struggling to find ways to pay for badly

needed school improvements. Rural and suburban

school districts also are scrambling to cope with

aging facilities and rapidly expanding student

populations. No corner of the country can escape
these challenges.

This chapter compares Chicago’s experience to
that of the rest of the country, both in terms of
school repair and overcrowding. First, it summa-
rizes the growing evidence that there is a national
need for more and better school facilities to keep
pace with aging buildings and growing enroll-
ments. Then, we present a series of case studies
examining the nature of other cities' problems and
some of the solutions under consideration. Finally,
in the conclusion to this report, we summarize con-
gressional reform proposals and discuss why a na-
tional strategy is needed to rebuild our crumbling
schools.

Schools in Disrepair

The most comprehensive assessment of the country’s
school facilities was completed in February 1995

The National Problem

by the U.S. General Accounting Office at the re-
quest of five U.S. Senators.? The GAO report esti-
mated that the nation needs to invest approxi-
mately $112 billion in order to make basic re-

pairs.2 While the report found that two-thirds of

the nation’s schools were adequate, 14 million stu-
dents (about 30 percent of all U.S. students) &-
tended the other 25,000 schools in serious disre-
pair. Furthermore, 60 percent of all school build-
ings reported that at least one major building fea-
ture needed to be repaired or replaced. These
finding confirm the general conclusions of two ear-
lier studies on the condition of America’s schools.3

The GAO study attributes the poor condition of
many school buildings to years - and in some cases
decades - of deferred maintenance:

District officials we spoke to attributed
the declining physical condition of Amer-
ica’'s schools primarily to insufficient
funds, resulting in decisions to defer
maintenance and repair expenditures
from year to year. This has a domino ef-
fect. Deferred maintenance speeds up
the deterioration of buildings, and costs
escalate accordingly, further eroding the
nation's multibillion dollar investment in
school facilities.*

pairs to its schoolhouses.

The U.S. General Accounting Office estimated in 1995 that . . .

+ The nation needs to invest approximately $112 billion in order to make basic re-

+ While two-thirds of the nation’s schools were adequate, 14 million children (about
30 percent) attended the other 25,000 schools in serious disrepair.

+ 60 percent of all school buildings reported that at least one major building fea-
ture needed to be repaired or replaced.
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Importantly, the GAQO found that older schools
were not necessarily in worse condition that newer

ones. "While some studies cite tuilding age as a -

major factor contributing to deteriorating condi-
tions, older buildings often have a more sound n-
frastructure than newer buildings,” the report con-
cludes. "Buildings built in the early years of this
century — or before - frequently were built for a
life span of 50 to 100 years
while more modern buildings,
particularly those built after
1970, were designed to have a
life span of only 20 to 30
years.”s

In all, the GAO released seven reports on school
buildings between February 1995 and June 1996
covering topics such as finance, technology, school
design, and accessibility for students with physical
disabilities.t In the wake of these reports, there
was a rash of articles in newspapers and educa-
tional journals highlighting the condition of Amer-
ica's schools and the connection between good
buildings and good education. The GAO reports -
together with the heightened media attention -
formed the basis for the Clinton Administration’s
1998 legislative push for more federal funds for
school construction. This legislative initiative will be
discussed in the conclusion to this report.

7| U.S. public school

| enroliments have set
{record highs for 14

i straight years.

Overflowing Classrooms

While there have been several studies of the
physical condition of school buildings, there is no
comprehensive, nationwide assessment of school
overcrowding. The GAO reports limit themselves to
such issues as basic maintenance (windows, doors,
roofs), environmental dangers
(lead paint, asbestos, under-
ground storage tanks), accessibil-
ity issues, and technology limita-
tions. The GAO made no attempt
to analyze whether schools were
overcrowded, or to estimate how
many new classrooms would be
needed to ease overcrowding. The Senators' deci-
sion to exclude overcrowding from the analysis
means that the true cost of rebuilding America’s
schools is far higher than the $112 billion esti-
mate advanced by the GAO in 1995.

While no comprehensive report exists documenting
the national overcrowding problem, the U.S. Dept.
of Education has tracked growing student enroll-
ments the past four years in a series of reports t-
tled The Baby Boom Echo. The latest update to the
report - released in August 1999 - documents a
nationwide enrollment explosion and urges immedi-
ate action to assist states and municipalities in their
fight against inadequate school facilities.

U.S. Public School Enrollments, 1983 to 2009 (projected)
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School enroliments have increased for 14 straight
years, the U.S. Dept. of Education reports. |n each of
the last four years, enrollments have set a new rec-

ord high. Nationwide elemen-
tary and secondary school en-
rollment for the 1999-2000
school year is expected to top
53.2 million students -
447,000 more than the previ-
ous year. The growth shows no
sign of letting up anytime soon.
The Dept. of Education's
analysis predicts seven more
years of increasing enrollments
followed by a brief plateau.
Then, student populations will
begin to grow again:

There is no short-term fix to
the very long-term condi-
tion of increasing enroll-
ment in our nation’s school
systems. While many school
districts are wing portable
classrooms and resorting to
double sessions, the fact
remains that this nation sim-
ply has to build more
schools. . . . A strong future
perspective also suggests
that we should be looking
down the road to recognize

Fastest Growing School
Districts, 1987 to 1997

. Enrollment %

District Increase | Change
New York City 131,920 14%
Dade County 92,635 37%
(Miami), FL
Los Angeles 91,119 15%
Unified, CA
Clark County 90,795 91%
(Las Vegas)
Broward 87,433 64%
County FL
Chicago, IL 58,073 14%
West Palm 52,780 55%
Beach, FL
Orange 44,948 51%
County, FL
Greensboro, 35,919 150%
NC
Lawrenceville, 35,462 61%
GA

that the children who make up the current
baby boom echo will, in time, begin to have
their own children and families. This is why it

is so important for this nation
to build new schools that will
last for decades and truly be
centers of community and
learning for all Americans.”

The overcrowding problem is not
limited to a single area of the
country, though student popula-
tions are growing more quickly in
the West and the South. Nor is it
limited just to cities, suburbs, or
rural areas - most school sys-
tems, regardless of their size,
are finding that they have more’
students than they have class-
rooms to put them in. The Mid-
west and the Northeast expect
to see their student bodies grow
about 18 percent between-1999
and 2009. The South expects
growth rates of about 30 per-
cent during that period, and the
Western states will have to cope
with a growth rate of just over
51 percent.8

Public School Enroliment Growth, By Region, 1989-2009
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The Rush to Build

All across the country, school districts are scrambling
to keep up with the need to build new classrooms
and modernize existing buildings. These projects
come with a big price tag. The average elementary
school constructed in 1998 cost about $7.6 million,
the average middle school cost about $12.7 million,
and the average high school topped $20.7 million®

Still, despite the increase, there remains a dramatic
shortfall - even if we use the U.S. General Account-
ing Office’s conservative $112 billion estimate as
the benchmark. Of the $17.1 billion in capital funds
spent in 1998, 76 percent went to new schools and
additions, leaving only about $4.1 billion for the
deferred maintenance dealt with by the GAO. This
represents an increase from the previous three
years, where the amount that went toward school
modernization hovered around the $2.7 billion

While the amount U.S school [ow Much is Really Getting Built? otk S‘r'gbg'r”fe the
districts are able to invest in released  in earl
their capital investment pro- 1998 1999-2001 1995 U.S. school d's)-/
grams continues to fall well (Completed)  (Projected) 15 have ol cll
short of the need, their ex- N - - tricts have only made
, ew Schools $7.9 billion $21.6 billion  |about $12.2 billion of
penditures are nonetheless the $112  billion
impressive. In 1998 alone,| Additions $5.7 billion $12.6 billion worth of improve-
g(;ﬁ;p@ggg%ﬁ‘%o'bim’grt‘e?r‘f Modernization | $4.1bilion  $12.2 billion ments gentiﬁ}legt by
capital improvements, $13] Total $17.7 billion  $46.4 billion percent of the total,

billion of which went toward
new schools and additions. Between 1999 and
2001, these districts are expected to invest another
$46.4 billion in their school districts.'0

Over the last decade, the amount spent on school
improvements has increased dramatically, from
$9.3 billion in 1989 to $17.7 billion in 1998 - an
increase of 84 percent. During that period, public
school districts have invested a total of $113 billion
in school construction and repair.

While substantial national data exists on planned
and completed school capital expenditures, there
still is no systematic, up-to-date assessment of the
need for new classroom capacity. Such a study
would be a massive undertaking, but it would shed
light on just how widespread the overcrowding
problem really is. Until then, policymakers will need
to rely on the wealth of anecdotal evidence detail-
ing current conditions as well as the projections of
another decade of continued enrollment growth.

U.S. School Construction and Repairs,

1989 to 1998
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Tales From the Front:
Stories From Around the Nation

Despite the absence of a nationwide overcrowding
assessment, there is an abundance of anecdotal
evidence that the one-two punch of overcrowding
and deferred maintenance is a crippling problem in
many school districts.

New York City:

New York City is the nation’s
largest and fastest growing
school district. It is also the
school district for which the most
research on overcrowding and
capital improvements has been
done. The City’s school system enrolls almost 1.1
million students, and grew by more than 130,000
students between 1987 and 1997.

At the beginning of the 1990s, New York City’s
school buildings were facing a crisis. Almost half of
the system’s 1,006 school buildings were operating
at above 100 percent capacity. Overcrowding was
worst at the secondary education level - 71 per-
cent of high schools were overcrowded - though 51
percent of elementary schools and 24 percent of
midd|e schools were above capacity as well.12

7] As the nation’s largest and
fastest growing public school
4 system, New York City faces
1] some of the toughest school
i1 construction challenges.

At the beginning of the decade, New York also suf-
fered from crumbling school buildings. In addition to
being technologically deficient, 83 percent of the
buildings needed capital repairs and 314 buildings
required complete modernization. The system's
maintenance need was estimated at $5 billion- 13
times larger than the system's 1990 capital
budget.’3

Beginning in 1990, New York undertook a major
capital investment program
that resulted in almost $5 bil-
lion in maintenance and new
construction expenditures te-
tween 1990 and 1996.
About 38 percent of the
funds went to new construc-
tion, resulting in a 5 percent
increase in the system's seating capacity.’ But de-
spite this intensive investment strategy, New York
was unable to keep up with the rapidly growing
enrollment:

The school system was overmaiched by the surge in
enrollment in the 1990s. An already bad situation
was made worse by the Board and the City's policies
of reducing spending per student and not pursuing
more productive deployment of teachers and more
intensive use of school buildings. Consequently, -
spite record levels of capital investment, crowding
worsened and facilities became more deteriorated.’3

Enrollment Growth by
State, 1989 to 2009

The number of school
children is increasing
coast to coast, not just in
the South and West.
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In a 1996 report, the Citizens Budget Commission
found that despite the $5 billion in capital invest-
ment planned for the first seven years of the
1990s, there was no appreciable change in over-
crowding. Half of all elementary schools, one-fifth
of all middle schools, and two-thirds of all high
schools remained overcrowded. In 1997, New York
expanded its capital improvement program from
$8.6 billion over 10 years to $10 billion over the
same period, but CBC didn't expect that to be
enough either.

"Even with this additional investment, only half of
the work necessary to bring schools into a state of
good repair would be completed, enrollment soon
would exceed capacity by as much as 186,000,
and only one out of nine schools could be provided
with the educational and technological enhance-
ments necessary to support new pedagogical ap-
proaches,” the report concludes.'®

In February 1994, then-Chancellor of the New
York City Board of Education Ramon Cortines cre-
ated the Citizens Commission on Planning for Enroll-
ment Growth. One year later, the commission e-
leased a set of 11 recommendations for how the
school system should proceed. In general, these
recommendations focused on alternatives to the in-
tensive capital investment that the School Board
had been pursuing, including:

+ Extend the school system to a year-around
schedule, which the commission contends will
increase the capacity of a 750-student build-
ing, for example, to about 1,000 students be-
cause part of the student body will be on va-
cation at any given time.

+ Focus on leasing more school buildings rather
than constructing new ones.

+ Make better use of underutilized schools, n-
cluding changing attendance zones when nec-
essary and locating magnet and specialty
schools in facilities with excess capacity.

+ Look for partnerships with non-traditional edu-
cational outlets for “out-of-school learning en-
vironments,” including colleges and universities
and non-profit institutions. The commission also
recommends investigating the possibility of us-
ing vacant commercial space for schools.

In addition to these non-traditional approaches, the
commission also recommended that New York pro-
vide a dedicated revenue stream to fund school
construction bonds and pursue more federal fund-
ing for school capital needs."” So far, New York
has pursued more conventional approaches to
fighting overcrowding instead of the more systemic
changes recommended by the Commission, includ-
ing a prototype schools program that school offi-
cials say makes construction faster and cheaper.

school system.

£ In a 1996 report, New York City’s Citizens Budget Commission

£ found that despite the $5 billion in capital investment

& planned for the first seven years of the 1990s, there was no
appreciable change in overcrowding in the New York City
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Miami-Dade County, Florida

As the second-fastest-growing school system in the
country, the Miami-Dade County public school sys-
tem has received considerable attention for its
school construction needs. According to the US.
Dept. of Education, Dade County saw an increase
of over 92,000 students between 1987 and
1997 - a 37 percent increase.'® Some estimates
place the district's capital need as high as $11.1
billion.'®

The first major effort to combat school overcrowd-
ing and repair in the district came in 1988, when
voters approved a $980 million school bond -
sue - at the time, the largest school bond in U.S.
history. School officials at the time predicted the
money would fund a five-year capital improve-
ment program that would result in 250 school
renovations and 49 new school buildings. By
1994, a Miami Herald study found that 731 con-
struction projects were on the books, and less than
half of the 49 promised new schools had been
constructed. The cost of the program, the paper
reported, had already jumped to almost $1.7 bil-
lion.20

Overcrowding is a problem throughout Florida.
The U.S. Dept. of Education reports that seven of

the 25 fastest-growing school districts are located
in Florida counties. Government officials have
tried to sidestep the size of the problem with
sleight-of-hand. In 1997, the Florida legislature
passed a bill that would require all school districts
to count three-quarters of their portable class-
rooms — as well as all music rooms, art rooms, and
computer labs - as permanent, regular classroom
space. ‘

State officials believe that by that measure, Flor-
ida’s school construction "need” could be as little
as $775 million. The law was roundly criticized.
“The bill is an attempt to hide the problem,” said
a spokesman for the Florida Education Association
United. “Everyone's doing a lot of denying and
finger-pointing, but the bottom line is, we've got
overcrowding.” 21

Los Angeles, California

The Los Angeles Unified School District — which in-
cludes not only the City of Los Angeles, but also
schools in 11 towns and portions of 18 other mu-
nicipalities - is the nation's third-fastest growing
school district. According to the U.S. Dept. of Edu-
cation, Los Angeles saw an increase of over
91,000 students between 1987 and 1997 -a 15
percent increase 2

School officials in Miami-Dade County, Florida, promised
the money from a $980 million school bond would fund 250
school renovations and 49 new school buildings. By 1994, a

Miami Herald study found that less than half of the prom-
ised new schools had been constructed and the cost of the
program had jumped to almost $1.7 billion.
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With almost 700,000 students in elementary and
high schools, LAUSD has acknowledged the need
for a major building campaign. To address these
concerns, L.A. voters in April 1997 approved a
$2.4 billion construction and repair bond issue
known as “Proposition BB.” About $900 million of
the money will be used to match state funds, help
alleviate what Superintendent Ruben Zaccarias
calls a “chronic” overcrowding problem, and e-
duce the number of students that must be bussed to
less-crowded facilities.?3

Los Angeles schools can draw on a variety of
sources to meet their capital needs in addition to
general obligation bonds such as Proposition BB:

+ Special Local (“Mello-Roos”) Bonds: School
districts in California are authorized to form
special districts — sub-areas within the main
school district — that have the authority to issue
school construction bonds. The bonds are then
paid with additional taxes levied on the prop-
erty within these special sub-districts.

+ State Funding: Much of California school con-
struction and repair funding comes from a
state-local partnership called the State School
Building Lease-Purchase Program. Eligibility
for state funds is based on the number of
"unhoused children” in the district, with priority
given to school districts that provide 50 per-
cent of the cost of the project and agree to

meet some requirements for year-around edu-
cation at the school. Between 1986 and 1996,
California voters have approved $8.8 billion
in state general obligation bonds for school
capital needs. Passing a state bond issue -
quires a 50 percent majority in a referendum.

Developer Fees: School districts are author-
ized to impose developer fees on new resi-
dential construction. These fees may be used
only for the construction and reconstruction of
school buildings. LAUSD has taken this idea a
step further with its Facilities Task Force. The
Task Force is considering incentives for private
developers to include schools in their housing
and commercial development plans. In addi-
tion, the Task Force has considered tying
school capital investment to transit-oriented
development in the Los Angeles area. These
initiatives seek to leverage public and private
investment in unique ways that do not overbur-
den limited school district resources.

Parcel Taxes: School districts throughout Cali-
fornia are authorized to impose “parcel
taxes” on property within the district, provided
the tax rate on each type of property & the
same - provided that the tax is approved by
at least two-thirds of voters in the district. Sen-
ior citizens may be exempted from the addi-
tional tax burden. Proceeds from the tax may
be used for services and facilities.

California is trying to meet its school construction needs
through a combination of state and local funding methods,
as well as innovative strategies such as developer fees. Local

school districts in California can impose fees on new residen-
tial development to help pay for the cost of building the
schools that will serve the new residents.
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Las Vegas/Clark County, Nevada

Measured in terms of the number of new students,
the Las Vegas/Clark County school system is the
fourth-fastest growing school district in the country,
with almost 91,000 new students between 1987
and 1997. That translates into a 91 percent n-
crease - the fastest growth rate of any school dis-
trict with over 100,000 students.? The pressure on
schools is a reflection of the tremendous growth of
the city itself:

i

Two hundred new residents arrive
in Las Vegas every day; a house
is built every 15 minutes. Last
year alone, the city issued 7,700
residential building permits, plus
permits for $200 million worth of
commercial construction - enough
to build a good-sized Midwestern county seat
from scratch®

4 1988,

But unlike Miami, Las Vegas is pulling together to
try to meet its school-construction needs - though,
of course, it hasn't always been easy. Nine new
schools were scheduled to open in August 1999 -
five elementary schools, one middle school, and
three high schools. Clark County taxpayers have
approved four school bond issues since 1988:
$600 million in 1988, $605 million in 1994, $643
million in 1996, and $3.5 billion in November
1998. These two bond issues are expected to fi-

{Las Vegas voters have
| approved over $5 bil-
i lion in school con-

| struction bonds since

nance the construction of 41 new schools. In fact,
since the 1994-95 school year, 32 new schools
have opened in Clark County.26 The most recent
bond issue is expected to continue the building
boom by providing enough money to construct 88
new schools.??

The 1994 and 1996 bond issues were pushed
through in large part by the business community,
which pushed hard to overcome voter reluctance to
the huge spending packages.
Developers, casinos, telephone
and power companies, banks
and hotels contributed a total
of $750,000 in cash to con-
vince voters to vote for the
bonds when the referendums
came up. In-kind contributions
added hundreds of thousands
of additional dollars to the campaign. For exam-
ple, the Hughes Corp. contributed a campaign
headquarters and paid for public service an-
nouncements on the issue. Business executives went
on the lecture circuit in support of the initiative, and
one car dealership even devoted his marquee to
advertising the cause. Gas stations were recruited
to hang banners urging a pro-bond vote, and stu-
dents were organized to speak with senior citizens
about the need for new schools. Parents, scout
troops, and high school track teams fanned out on
“Doorknobber Weekend,” hanging 200,000 bro-
chures on people’s front doors. The campaign was
successful.

I Business leaders in Las Vegas — realizing that they needed
8 good schools to have qualified workers in the future — helped
d to build support for school construction bonds by donating both

money and time to the cause. Their backing persuaded many
voters to overcome their reluctance to approve the huge spend-

ing packages.
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For the 1994 bond referendum, 24 of the county’s
top executives formed a political action committee.
These companies stressed that they have a major
stake in the school district’s performance because
they believe Clark County businesses need better
access to a well-educated workforce. Joyce Hal-
derman, coordinator of the district's campaign,
said the strategy is to "admit mistakes, toss nega-
tives back to the community by asking for help,
and keep the message focused on kids and crowd-
ing.” The local organizing campaign even included
television ads designed to sell the public on the
need for the bonds. One commercial showed chil-
dren playing musical chairs around a cluster of
school desks. As "Pop Goes the Weasel” blared,
more and more kids joined the group, climbing
over each other just to get a seat.?8

Funding proposals for schools - and other infra-
structure needs in the rapidly growing county -
may begin to become more controversial in the
coming years. Former Las Vegas Mayor Jan
Laverty Jones and state Sen. Dina Titus are begin-
ning to push the notion that developers should pay
“impact fees” and share the costs of the basic n-
frastructure that must be put in place to accommo-
date the population boom. While these fees could
provide a windfall to the school district, winning
such concessions will inevitably come at the end of
a protracted fight.@

Detroit, Michigan

While the Detroit school district is not among the
nation's fastest growing systems, it does illustrate
an important point: even older Midwestern cities -
those generally lumped together under the title of
the "Rust Belt” - face significant overcrowding and
capital needs. Aging buildings and changing stu-
dent populations mean that even cities that aren't
growing quickly may face serious capital improve-
ment problems in their schools.

Detroit appeared to be on the right track in 1994
when voters approved a $1.5 billion bond issue
for school construction and renovation. The size of
the bond issue was at the time the largest in U.S.
history, surpassing the $980 million bond issue ap-
proved by Dade County, Florida, voters in 1988.
The bond was intended to fund renovations and
technology upgrades at all 263 Detroit schools, as
well as constructing at least another dozen new
schools over the course of a decade.

But as late as 1997, no work had begun on the
construction campaign. “It's a joke,” said Marie
Thornton, a parent activist and former member of
the public commission appointed to oversee the
construction initiative. "We don't have any build-
ings, we don't have any workmen, you don't see a
brick laid.”30

While the Detroit school district is not among the nation'’s fastest
growing systems, it does illustrate an important point: even
older Midwestern cities — those generally lumped together un-
der the title of the "Rust Belt” - face significant overcrowding
and capital needs. Aging buildings and changing student popu-
lations mean that even cities that aren't growing quickly may
face serious capital improvement problems in their schools.

Rebuilding Our Schools Brick By Brick — page 72

151




Since that time, Detroit has begun to get its capital

program on track. Detroit Schools CEO David Ada-

many, in a “Preliminary School Improvement Plan”
dated July 1999, called for a rethinking of the
city’s bond program:

The Detroit Public Schools should review
and revise the bond issue program to
take into account major considerations
that were not fully considered in the origi-
nal bond plans. These considerations i-
clude (1) population and enroliment
trends in Detroit, (2) the City of Detroit's
plans for expansion of residential devel-
opment in certain parts of the City as well
as plans to diminish residential living in
areas designated for industrial and com-
mercial activity, (3) construction -of new
facilities too replace, rather than to repair
older buildings . . .

The plan also calls on the school district to establish
prototype schools to reduce costs, develop better
construction standards and uniform security infra-
structure, and establish a consistent program for
improving technology infrastructure.3'

The School Improvement Plan concludes that in gen-
eral, "the bond program authorized by the people
of Detroit has not been effectively implemented.”
Of the $1.5 billion authorization, only $310 million
in bonds had been issued as of July 1999. Ap-
proximately $170 million of that has been spent or
committed, and another $50 million in expenditures
has been authorized for emergency repairs during
summer 1999, "The district therefore has substantial
bond proceeds . . . still available and has very sig-
nificant additional bonding capacity to address the
serious facilities conditions in the Detroit schools.”32

While the Detroit schools have begun to get a han-
dle on long-overdue basic maintenance, little has
been done to ease overcrowding. About 4,400 stu-
dents attend 70 overcrowded schools in the city, but
186 are operating below their capacity. These un-
derutilized schools have an excess capacity of
44,100 seats. The plan calls busing a “feasible
temporary alternative,” but is quick to say that such
a policy "does not constitute a good long-term edu-
cational solution.” The school district is considering
closing some school buildings and finding ways to
make better use of available classroom space 33

Detroit’s school improvement program has been slow to get off
the ground. Of the $1.5 billion in school construction and re-
pair funds authorized by voters, only $310 million in bonds
had been issued as of July 1999. Just $170 million had actu-
ally been spent on school improvement projects.
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States, Municipalities Seek Out Innovative Funding

The Federal Government cannot - and should not -
pick up the entire tab for school construction and
repair. School finance has traditionally been the
territory of local and state governments, and they
should continue to play a primary role in funding
capital improvements. In the absence of federal
support for school buildings, many state and nu-
nicipal governments have stretched their limits and
devised innovative financing techniques that, when
paired with federal construction dollars, may go a
long way toward overcoming their massive funding
shortfall.

The previous section looked at how some of the
larger school districts are finding ways to finance
their school capital needs. But smaller school dis-
tricts often have pressing capital needs as well,
and even in these communities the cost of building
and modernizing schools has stretched into the tens
of millions of dollars. Faced with a smaller tax
base - and often saddled with rapid population
growth that presents a number of infrastructure
problems that stretch beyond just school construc-
tion - these municipalities often have a harder time
raising money through conventional methods such
as local general obligation bond issues. Vast dis-
parities in property values between wealthy and
poor districts often make it difficult or impossible to
pass bond issues. Phil Fox, associate director of the

Colorado Association of School Executives, said
that weak tax bases keep many school districts
from even considering a bond-issue referendum.
"most of them know damn well they can't pass a
bond issue,” Fox says, "and they don't even bother
to have them.” 34

Meeting the needs of these communities often re-
quires coordinated issues at the state or county
level. The remainder of this chapter includes sev-
eral examples of how smaller school districts have
sought to address their funding needs.

Broward County, Florida:
State Funding Comes Through

By comparison with a city such as New York or Chi-
cago, Broward County's 225,000 students seems
relatively small. But the county — which includes Fort
Lauderdale - is the nation’s fifth fastest-growing
school district, having added more than 87,000
students to its ranks between 1987 and 1997 -
almost 30,000 more than Chicago added during
that same period.3> This 64 percent increase in stu-
dent enrollment has earned Broward County’s
school funding woes national attention, and forced
the district to aggressively pursue sources of funds
to pay for its school capital needs.

In the absence of federal support for school buildings, many
state and municipal governments have stretched their limits
and devised innovative financing techniques that, when paired
with federal construction dollars, may go a long way toward
overcoming their massive funding shortfall.
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Florida's 1998 legislative session ended with some
creative strategies for helping Broward County
public schools reap some of the financial benefits
of a strong economy and a successful lawsuit
against the tobacco industry. As a result of a spe-
cial legislative session in November 1997 and the
regular 1998 legislative session, Broward County
schools will receive more than $361
million in additional school funding.
That includes about $282 million ear-
marked for new school construction
and overcrowding relief, and an-
other $79 million to support future
enrollment increases, salary issues,
and program improvements. The n-
crease was made possible by a successful $11.4
billion lawsuit against the tobacco industry. Some
of these dollars will be used to pay for health serv-
ices normally supported by state general revenues.
Those funds can, in turn, be released to address
other state needs, including education.

Broward

Georgia:
Choosing Sales Taxes for Schools

In 1996, Georgia voters approved a ballot initia-
tive that gives school districts the authority to collect
an additional one-cent state sales tax to help fund
school construction. The program - known as the
Educational Local Option Sales Tax - passed with
the overwhelming support of 90 percent of Geor-

took advantage of its set-
tlement with the tobacco
industry to free up funds
for school construction.

gia voters. Each school system must then ask voters
whether to put the tax in place. So far, 144 of
Georgia’ 180 school districts have put the measure
to a vote, and 129 of them have been successful.36

Georgia is seventh among the state with the fastest
growing elementary and secondary school enroll-
ments, and includes three of the
nation's 25 fastest-growing
school districts.¥ This enrollment
explosion may leave the state
with a school construction bill of
up to $4 billion, according to
some estimates. Backers of the
sales-tax program cite several
advantages over a school-funding system that re-
lies solely on property taxes, as most states do. For
one, the sales tax is spread out over more people
than the property tax. In addition, sales tax reve-
nues are collected monthly, while districts must wait
at least until the end of the year before they see
their share of the property tax bill. This monthly
collection can create a “pay-as-you-go” system for
paying for some school construction needs, limiting
the costly and time-consuming process of issuing
bonds. That means fewer interest payment or ex-
pensive fees to bond underwriters, lawyers, and
financiers. Still, critics say, sales tax revenues are
more volatile than property tax receipts, which
makes sales taxes a more uncertain way of funding
the state’s schools.38

County, Florida,

In 1996, Georgia voters approved a ballot initiative that gives
school districts the authority to collect an additional one-cent
state sales tax to help fund school construction. Since then,
citizens in 70 percent of the state’s school districts have voted
to use the tax to help fund their school construction programs.
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Charlotte-Mecklenburg, North Carolina
Building Support for Bonds

Like many school districts, officials in Charlotte,
North Carolina, were concerned about winning
public support for a major school construction bond.
The district grew by 28 percent between 1987 and
1997, resulting in an additional 21,000 students
entering the school system.39 But despite the undeni-
able need for more school capital funds, the first
attempt at passing a $304 million bond issue in
1995 was rejected by voters. School officials -
grouped, scaled back the size of the proposal to

$217 million, and began a series of community
meetings designed to cultivate support. Each school
received a list of projects planned for the school -
provided that the bond issue passed. The commit-
ment to specific projects helped build a sense of
trust within the community that was enough to pass
the scaled-back bond issue later that year. Since
then, Charlotte -Mecklenburg has been successful in
passing two additional bonds in 1996 and 1997
totaling $118 million. This new funding will help the
district renovate and repair 69 schools and con-
struct 10 new school buildings.40

are often even more severe.

to help rebuild America’s schools.

Many local school districts are working hard to find new and better
ways to fund school construction and repair, but the size and scope of
the problem often is too much for even the largest and most financially
sound school systems. In smaller or less wealthy districts, the problems

Despite these challenges, spending on school capital improvements has
reached record heights. But state and local solutions have so far been
unmatched by ballooning school enrollments, changing ideas about
what types of buildings are best for learning, and long-overdue repairs
that are making many school buildings unsafe and unusable. The final
section of this report will look at what the federal government can do
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