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Overview & Context

DPS currently has 11 vacant school facilities, 1 vacant administrative facility, 3 vacant land
properties and several currentlysed facilities that are likely not being put to their highest
and-best use.

2 school facilities have been closed and sitting vacant for several years, providing no value fc
the district and creating concerns in the surrounding communities.

We are also experiencing elementary school overcrowding issue in some areas of the city.

In 2008, we engaged the Urban Land Institute (tdLi¢view a number of our properties:

i ULI Colorado issued a report in Summer 2008 after gathering community input and conducting
market analysig the report provided recommendations on disposition for 12 properties, including
some currently used facilities.

i ULI report did not provide analysis on the 8 recently closed schools.
i The report assumed all facilitiegere not needed as school facilities, amade recommendations on
that basis.
This analysis focuses on 11 vacant school facilities (including the recently closed properties)
plus 1 currently occupied facility (Crofton). It seeks to determine whether each facility is
expected to be needed as a school nowrothe future, and makes recommendations for
disposition on that basis.



Principles

Principles in making recommendations regarding facilities:

A

A
A
A

The highestand-best use of a DPS school facility is as a school.

Appropriate data should be used to first determine the need for facilities geographically to
support the current and projected population needs

We should plan for our needs looking out over the loagn.

It is the responsibility of the DPS staff and Board of Education to effectively manage both the
physical facility and the asset financial values to best serve the educational mission of the
school district, and steward the taxpayewned assets.

We should dispose or seek alternative uses of facilities and properties where there is greatel
value than holding the property, and should use existing properties to serve district priorities
where it is economically viable.

Local community input should be sought in making disposition and sciseatlecisions.

Funds generated from disposal or alternative use of facilities should be used to fund other
district priorities, including increasing dollars spent in our classrooms.



Objectives & Approach

A Obijectives:

I Evaluate the need for each vacant DPS facility, and recommend next steps for
use of each facility/property.

I Prioritize and execute on approved recommendations for each
facility/property.

A Approach:

I Segment the facilities into vacant school facilities, vacantsaool facilities,
vacant land and currently used facilities not effectively meeting needs with
potentially greater value used for a different purpose.

I Analyze and project citywide population changes, and compare available
facility supply vs. projected demand.

I Recommend retention or disposal of facilities/properties. Under policy DN
and CRS 222-110(1)(e)Xthe Board of Education must approve

recommendations to dispose of properties not needed in the foreseeable
future and approve sale or other disposition transactions



2009 Timeline

April May June AugSept OctNowDec

T —— e ———————

April 13 BOE meeting May BOE meeting June BOE meeting  «Staff recommendations ~ ABOE votes required

APresent supply ARecommend next Avote on staff onregional solutionso on regional solutions
demand analysis and steps on vacant recommendations for address capacity to address capacity
recommend next steps non-schoolfacilities disposal of vacant constraintsg constraints;

for vacant school Aublic comment on  facilities implementation in 1611 ABOE vote authorizing
facilities. April school year. use of vacant facilities
Avalidate priorities for recommendations uRequest Board approval for new school locations
pursuing next steps for vacant facilities to be  (in-syncwith new
AShare process and made available as new schools timeline

next steps schoollocations including closure and

uEvaluate potential uses facility celocation
for other priority interim recommendations),
use facilities including

seeking community input



Overview of school facilities in disposition analysis

Details on closed schools under consideration

ULl
Year Recommendation
Property Capacity Built/Acquired Year Closed May 2008 Current Use
Elementary 3,671
Del Pueblo 344 1973 2006 Not included Administrative: Instructional
Development staff
Fallis Elementary School 360 1960 2008 Not included Vacant
. Open until . Knight Fundamental Academy to
Knight Academy 379 1951 summer 2009 Not included move to Hallett Summer 2009
. . Online High School, Administrative
Mitchell Elementary School 489 1958 2008 Not included (Extended Learning, Bond Operations)
Remington Elementary 417 1954 2008 Not included Vacant
Rosedale Elementary School 271 1924 2005 Vacant
Smedley Elementary School 490 1902 2008 Not included Vacant
Whiteman Elementary School 360 1954 2008 Not included Vacant
Wyman Elementary School 315 1975 2008 Not included Vacant
Crofton Elementary School 246 1919 Open Hold and Lease Denver Venture School
Middle or High 1,604
Byers Middle School 846 1921 1999 Sell immediately for .o
market value
Gove Middle School 758 1975 2005 Sell for market value Vacant
Grand Total 5,275

A Majority of closed school capacity is at the elementary school level, notswigdld for use by high
school students

A Byers and Gove could potentially serve as either middle or high sahtesls well suited to use as
elementary schools



Current DPS Capacity and Utilization Rate

Utilization (operating only)

89% -

66% -
67% -

99%

73%
74%
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Type Capacity -- all schools % of total =

Alternative 3,613 1% ementary

Elementary 39,954 39% Middle

High 24,115 24% High

K-8 13,351 13%

Middle 20,521 20% Total

Grand Total 101,554

A Capacities above include all DPS school buildings, including those used by charters and closed schools.

A Capacity figures assume Kindergarten and ECE students ontisnleadfquivalent basis; given growth in
full-day Kinder and fultlay ECE, important to look at students on afinfle basis.

A For the purposes of the utilization calculations, assumption is that all students attend ortiméublasis
(ECE and Kinder students included).

A School facilities in disposition analysis include the 5,000 closed seats plus about 250 seats in Crofton
(currently occupied by Denver Venture School, though school will outgrow facility-fiit $6hool year
and will either need to vacate or make other arrangements).

A Very high utilization rates at the elementary school level, much lower at middle and high school levels

A

DPS currently has about 6,000 seats in its facilities being used by charters, expected to grow to around
8,000 once campus shares are fully enrolled.



Methodology

Use projected cityvide population changes and compare current supply in DPS to project-school
age student demandAreaswere grouped multiple ways for evaluation to validate expected
demand needs, and school supply was compared against the reasonabldeyreldégemand
that could be served in the facility.

Data

A Population estimates by Denver Regional Council of Governments on population growth ove

next 25 years.
T DRCOG works closely with city planners, and uses sophisticated land use modeling tools to identify growth areas.

T Note that projections beyond the nextB) years do not take into account neighborhood demographical changes
(may be accurate at the macro level, but less accurate at micro regional levels).

A DPS enrollment, choice, and capacity data.
How data was used

A Current DPS attendance data matched with DRCOG forecasts to project school age children
by areainto the future.

A Analysis conducted for 205 year time horizon.
What is not considered in this analysis

A Market values of properties.

A Programmatic needs in differeareasof the city.
A Qualitative judgments on the property condition.



Currently, DPS servif@%of5 Sy S NXQ&a & OK?2 2

School choice of schodalge
Denver residents, 2007

B DPS Schoo
B Charter/Contract*
® Private, in Denvel

Other (other dist.;
home school)

A G/ LIidzNB wk 8¢ Aa &t dRégfiesidenfsy NRf £ SR RA OA
A Overall capture rat§d2%

I 66% of Denver children are served in B®ed facilities
T another 6% served in DPS charter or contract schools located HoR&wned facilities

A See Appendis for capture rates byrea

Sourceinternal DPS data & DRCOG 10



Capacity utilization rates vary significantly by region

Property Capacity
East HS
Crofton Elementary School 246
Gove Middle School 758
Wyman Elementary School 315
GW HS
Fallis Elementary School 360
Whiteman Elementary School 360
North Cent. (Manual)
- W E5Cap Util 201C Mitchell Elementary School 489
Northwest (North HS)
H6- i Remington Elementary 417
6-8 Cap il Smedley Elementary School 490
RIS IR WA WA WA NN : : South (South HS)
‘2%) \,\2\ @Q\ \2‘9\0&\(\\2‘? QE) ‘2%)\ ‘2(‘9 \)7} 912 Cap Util 201( Byers Middle School 846
0\0 Q/’b‘" Q) \\<< 0{‘- S N (& QJ\\O @fb(\ Knight Academy 379
\(\(' & @ \")o Q:z? @ L.\ Rosedale Elementary School 271
Qz\/ 4@ QJ‘:}' §9 N & e(’\\' West (West HS)
\3 \&& Q) P N $Q’ \® C Del Pueblo 344
X o & ° N d Total 5275
& &‘—) $ok K% $OK Grand Total
&\Q& % %
s
A East HS region and South HS region have most vacant school capacity
A All but 3 regions over 90% capacity at the elementary school level
A Most regions have significant excess capacity at middle and high school level
A East HS region experiencing significant pressures at the HS trixn largely by choice patterns
A See Appendix 8 for details
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Population growth in Denver strong over next decade

Population, Denver 196@035 Population Growth, Denver 2007

900,000 2035
800,000 880,000
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From 1960 to 2007, population grew by 19%; from 2007

2035, population expected to grow by 28% School Age Population
CNRBY HnanT (2 schoolmagmbpulstiSnegpEckeiD

to grow by 18%, or roughly an additional 20,000 sclaud GFOWth, Denver 2002035
residents 140,000

Schoolage population (ages-47) as a % of total population
grows from 17% to 19% over this time due to increasing bi

rates. 120,000
Denver city/county population expected to grow by less the 110,000
half the schoolge rate over the same time period. 100,000 - ghasl
DPS grew by 1,400 students in 2@0@aving significant 90.000 4
growth opportunity from 20022015 '
80,000 T T T T T T

School age population growth expected to slow after 2020
pick up again by 2035 2007 2010 2015 2020 2030 2035

130,000

Countylevel population trends provided by State
Demographer and DRCOG 12
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But growth expected to vary significantly by region of the city

Population Growth, Denver 2012020 Growth in # of School age children 2010
% Growth in All Residents 2010 to 208 % Growth in school age children 262@20 2020
23% Growth in # of School age children 262020
18% 5,000
160/ 17% 17%
11% 12% 13& 2,800
(1]
8% 9% 1,900 2,200
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Very strong continued growth anticipated in Stapleton, Far Northeast
Strong, new growth expected in northern parts of the city, driven by redevelopment

Regional view indicates sustained need for increased elementary school capacity in most regions of the city in the years to
come

Predicting DPS school attendance in future years dependent on 2 assumptions: 1) % of school age residents in different
regions of the city and 2) the DPS capture rate, or how many of those students attend DPS schools

Demographic projections for regions of the city conductedBRCoG&s of October 2008 using lanuge planning models.

T Note that projections beyond the nextB) years do not take into account neighborhood demographical changes (may be accuhetenatcro
level, but less accurate at micro regional levels).

Given large size HS regions, important to look more closely at area immediately surrounding the closed schools 13



Areasummaries

Looked at data in multiple ways; slides to follow look at supply and demand in area
surrounding properties in disposition

Central/East (Whitemarkallis Knight)

i Elementary schools very full, no excess capacity. Current capture rates at elementary level lowest ir
city (due primarily to availability and attractiveness of private school options). Increase in capture
rates will put further pressure on DPS capacity. Average population growth expected.

South (Byers, Rosedale)

i Elementary schools very full with no excess capacity, currently low # of school age children, likely to
increase over next several decades, average population growth expected

i Significant excess middle and high school capacity

Northwest (Remington an8medley
i Low growth expected and currently significant excess capacity at the elementary level
I Average capture rates

North central (Crofton, Mitchell, Wyman, Del Pueblo)

i Currently low capacity utilization but very strong population growth expected in next several
decades, leading to strong demand for additional capacity

East (Gove)

i Average to above average population growttiriven by growth in Stapleton. New high school at
Stapleton (availability TBD) would ease pressure at high school level. Significant excess capacity at
middle school level.



Summary of Facility Recommendations

Whitemanor Fallisor Mitchell (Online Wyman Byers
Knight or (possibly) HS/Administrative) Smedley Gove
Rosedale Del Pueblo Rosedale Remington
(Administrative)
Crofton(Denver

Venture School)

Significant excess capacity at middle and high school level indicate Byers and Gove surplusccapacity
recommendation to dispose follows ULI recommendation

Low population growth and excess capacity warrant disposition of Remidikely next step is to

engage in community process (similar to ULI process in 2008) to determine best disposal approach for the
facility.

Strong, current pressures on capacity in Central/Besarequire development of a comprehensive

solution for area

Less pressing is solution for North Central area, given excess capacity in current operating buildings
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Central/EasArea
Whiteman, Fallis Hold; consider immediately as part of regional elementary solution

Elementary School Projection Wy ‘man;ﬂzégoyg ]
3,500 M7¢;?/:e ‘,J [ ] ‘
¢ ‘Brc‘;mwell{ SR Whil man
3000 T omme e e e _ _ e 2% :
2,500 —&— Operating Capacity ‘ 2% | "
SN Low;
2,000 * * * 5?5:;"‘“’7”\\9\ | . 9‘2’?
@ n 7 D
1,500 \ Knight. G”'?\X%%é""m St
1,00 +—————————————————————————— - Capacity with closed ] \ e S IGT
500 school(s) , ‘
0 o o
I I I I JAS[;;\\\" ‘
2010 2015 2020 2035 —a— Students Projected 103"’? N
to Attend UNVETSI:/:’ Park )
e r N ‘ =
A large student population base, elementary schools at capacity, and average student age population growth indicate need
add capacity in near term and hold excess capacity for future use.
Whiteman and Fallis in consideration argtotal of 680 seats of closed capacity.
Currently, operating schools at elementary level at 107% capacity (Carson, Lowry, Montclair, McMeen, Place).
Roughly 4,500 school age residents live in consideration area and 2,500 (57%) attend a DPS school, indicating potential tc
bring students into district.
Of these 57% of students that live in consideration area and attend a DPS school, 630 students (25%) choose to leave are:
a DPS school (compared with just 10% in Knight area), signaling an opportunity fopaidgming school in area.
Unlikely both Whiteman and Fallis needed in the short term.
Following Board approval of recommendations, changes targeted to be implemented for thel 2&thool year.
See Appendix 1 for additional information.
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Central/EasArea
Knight Hold; consider immediately as part of regional elementary solution

Elementary School Projection = 5 . I ]
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Significant overcrowding at nearby schools and strong potential school age population growth indicate possible neegl to utili
capacity at Knight

Nearly 2,000 elementary age students live in area immediately surrounding Knight (includes 4-Behwoolel| Cory, Steck, and
Steele); 1,028 of these (50%) attend a DPS school. The rest attend private school or go out of districwiDestii@06 of
schootage residents attend a DPS traditional or charter school

[ dZNNBy (Gfe NRdzAKf& om: 2F addRRSyda Ay (KSasS aoOKz2z2fa GaOK:
neighborhood and attend a DPS school, attend a school other than 4 listed above.

Knight would be considered as part of a regional solution to alleviate@esvding: solution may include boundary changes,
choice policy evaluation and possibly one or more vacant facilities.

Nearterm consideration for use as an ECE center to limit capital investment at Merrill whiléelongolution being
determined.

See Appendix 2 for additional information
17



SouthArea
Rosedale Hold; possibly consider as partrefjional elementary solution

Elementary School Projection aidiick ] : ‘
105R McKintey-Thatcher

900 sodsman
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A Significant overcrowding in South region at elementary level may be addressed if Knight recommended fc
use as a new elementary school as part of the Central/East regional solution.
A Rosedale a 280 seat scha@mall for an elementary school
A School has been sitting vacant for a number of yeansermediate or longterm use decisions should be
made within 12 months to prevent further decay of facility.

A See Appendix 3 for additional information
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North Central Area
Wyman, Del PueblaMitchell, Crofton:hold

Area to experience very high population growth rates over next 10 yea186,0r nearly 3% per year, indicating need for caution in
disposition of significant assets in this area. Additionally, several assets in area are currently serving districtiaitenses.

1,200 seats of elementary capacity in North Central area in 3 schools (Del Pueblo, Mitchell and Wyman) plus 250 séats whigtofs
currently in use by Denver Venture School (though their growth plans beycef@ 08ll for more capacity than is currently aahie)

Significant excess capacity at elementary school level, particularly in Gilpin/Cole area
More crowding towards southern end of region (Greenlee in particutaaw Manny Martinez MS at West HS may partially address)
Some excess capacity should be held in the following priority order:

T Wyman: central location, large, air conditioned school

T Del Pueblo: central location, air conditioned, could relieve pressure on elementary schools on West side

T Mitchell ¢ air conditioned, near Cole and Gilpin which together have nearly 600 seats of open elementary capacity

T Croftong only 250 seat school, would require extensive renovation; consider disposition under proper circumstances
Mitchell and Del Pueblo currently in use for next28months in administrative capacity; Crofton in use by Denver Venturecho
Reassess need for schools (Mitchell and Del Pueblo) after administrative solution is found
Comprehensive regional solution likely needed, but less pressing than central/east region given excess capacity insobecdding
See Appendix 4 for additional information



