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Introduction

Academic and Community Excellence (ACE) is a plan to integrate the community into the process of long-range facility planning.  This community engagement process will educate and engage communities in a dialogue that shares information and topics such as facility conditions, utilization of schools, program impact on school facilities, demographic information, and school boundaries to name a few topic areas.  
The ACE process will lead to development of a community based long-range plan intended to provide an overview of the educational facilities that provide Duval County Public School District students with equitable, appropriate, flexible, safe and secure environments.  

ACE is intended to provide the School Board of Duval County a “road map” for future facility needs. The goal is to provide a detailed demographic and building condition analysis that will prepare the School Board for future facility needs decisions. 

School facility planning is an ongoing process. In a district the size of Duval County Public Schools, there are numerous projects that are currently being completed. As these projects are completed and new needs are identified the databases associated with this study and the plan itself will need to be updated.  




There are four major purposes to providing this “tool kit” document for community members engaged in the ACE process:

1. Process Description

This document will outline the process and organizational flow that the ACE program will follow.  The process should have structure but remain fluid as it will likely have to be adjusted during this process.
2. Planning Tools and Parameters

Though schools should reflect a community, there are parameters and rules that must be maintained to comply with State and local regulations.  This section is intended to provide participants with the same planning parameters that the District must maintain and follow to provide equity across the District.

3. Data

This section will provide participants with demographic, programmatic and building condition data intended to assist in the decision process of facility planning.  This section also provides a consistent baseline of data from which all are working from to reduce the likelihood of erroneous information being distributed.

4. Options Guidelines

This section provides suggestions regarding available options to select from while engaged in a facility planning process.  This section again allows for consistency and equity across the District in which all communities have equal opportunity to options that can be developed in this planning process.

I. Organization & Process
Planning Areas
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Attempting to address facility planning issues at a district wide level is difficult because individual school needs are not always considered.  At the same time, solely attempting to address each building’s individual needs does not take into consideration the entire district.

A more effective approach has been to separate the District into school planning areas.  This provides the opportunity to examine the facility needs of a geographic area, and work collaboratively with community members to formulate options and recommendations for schools.

This planning process will utilize four [4] planning areas, largely based a recent Concurrency planning process that established planning service areas that would help regulate Concurrency requirements.  Concurrency established eight planning areas; this process has combined the eight into four planning areas.  These areas are outlined in the adjacent map.



Organizational Structure

The organizational structure is set up in a 4-tiered structure intended to create structure, consistency, and efficiency into the process.  It is as follows:

1. Advisory and Production

Quadrant Working Groups
The Quadrant Working Groups are localized community stakeholders focused on school topics and issues that are pertinent to schools in their communities.  These groups will review scenarios using data and a “tool kit” to develop specific recommendations to achieve desired outcomes.  This group will meet 4-6 times during the community engagement process.

Executive Steering Group
This is a group is comprised of district wide representatives and community members that will assume the following roles:
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Provide guidance to working groups

· Review working group recommendations prior to submitting to ACE Executive Director
· Does not make decisions

2. Feedback & Guidance
ACE Executive Director

A representative from the District will be appointed to this position, with the following responsibilities:

· Reports to Superintendent on overall ACE process and provide committee recommendations to the Superintendent

· Schedule & Deliverables




3. Management 
The Superintendent of schools will serve to manage the flow of information that will be ultimately delivered to the Board of Education.

4. Governance &Decision 
The Duval County School Board will accept information generated as a result of the process.  The Board of Education will serve as the governing and decision making body of the process.
II. Planning Tools and Parameters
Long-Range Facilities Master Plan

Educational Framework

Prior to planning of any facilities, an establishment of educational “guidelines” was established and accepted by the Duval Public Schools Board of Education and has become known as the Educational Framework for Master Planning.  The development of this framework included input from board members, chief officers, curriculum/ instruction personnel, maintenance personnel and facilities personnel.  

This framework includes guidelines on:

· Class Size

· School Size

· School Capacity/Utilization

· Grade Configuration

· Exceptional Student Education

· Magnet Programs

· Portable Strategies

· Guidelines for Renovation vs. Replacement

· Infrastructure Reduction

· Overcrowding




Florida Inventory of School Houses (FISH) Capacity
FISH capacity (the number of student stations in a particular school) is multiplied by a utilization factor to determine the overall capacity of a school.  FISH data is based on design and/or renovation of spaces within a facility and though maintained and updated by the District; the State of Florida ultimately determines official capacity for each facility. 

For planning purposes, FISH is used to determine the permanent and portable capacity at each facility.  This data is then used to create scenarios or options for future action on each facility.  Often times schools are grouped together as an indicator of total capacity in an area and ultimately rolled up to determine the District’s capacity at each grade level.  Accurate capacity numbers will play a major role under the new concurrency legislation because where developments are proposed and how they will be paid for is partly based on school capacity.  
Framework

Concurrency
Legislation enacted by the 2005 Florida Legislature (Senate Bill 360, Laws of Florida 2005-290) mandates a comprehensive focus on school planning by requiring local governments and school boards to adopt a school concurrency system.  Public school concurrency is intended to ensure that the capacity of schools is sufficient to support development at the adopted standard level of service. These minimum criteria are intended to assure coordination between local governments and the school board in planning and permitting development and in building and adding capacity to schools so that school capacity at the adopted level of service standard is available at the time of the impacts of development. 
Concurrency Requirements

· Develop Interlocal Agreements [ILA]:

School Districts and all municipalities within the District are required to enter into an ILA that establishes the minimum standards to which concurrency will be met.  It is encouraged that all municipalities and District ILAs are consistent and equitable.
· Adopt a Public School Facilities Element (PSFE): 

The PSFE is the governing document for concurrency for each District and Municipalities to the State of Florida.  The PSFE outlines all local rules and standards as established through the collaborative effort of the District and municipalities.




· Adopt level-of-service (LOS) 

The LOS standards are to establish maximum permissible school utilization rates relative to capacity, and include LOS standards in an amended Capital Improvements.
· Establish a financially feasible Public School Capital Facilities Program
Financial feasibility standards are established to ensure that the District has the funding means to construct buildings in their 5-year plan.  Districts can not receive proportionate share dollars if they construct space in areas that show no need for capacity or where adjacent areas show excess capacity or under utilization of schools.
· Establish proportionate-share mitigation methodology and options
Proportionate-share mitigation is a formula driven process that uses the student-yield from housing development and that impact on school capacity and assigns a dollar value in which developers are responsible to help fund the capacity needed to house those students. 
· Establish public school Concurrency Service Areas(CSA):

Concurrency Service Areas are established to provide boundaries for planning areas to be used for Concurrency implementation.  Each CSA must follow the rules of Level of Service and Financial Feasibility.  Concurrency legislation allows for CSA’s to use adjacent areas to meet the rules.
Framework
No Child Left Behind and Annual Yearly Progress [AYP] 

The No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 (NCLB) reauthorized the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) – the main federal law affecting education from kindergarten through high school.  Proposed by President Bush in 2001, NCLB was signed into law on January 8th, 2002.  NCLB is built on four principles: accountability for results, more choices for parents, greater local control and flexibility, and an emphasis on doing what works based on scientific research.
Adequate Yearly Progress

Under No Child Left Behind, each state has developed and implemented measurements for determining whether its schools and local educational agencies (LEAs) are making adequate yearly progress (AYP).  AYP is an individual state's measure of progress toward the goal of 100 percent of students achieving to state academic standards in at least reading/language arts and math. It sets the minimum level of proficiency that the state, its school districts, and schools must achieve each year on annual tests and related academic indicators.  Parents whose children are attending Title I (low-income) schools that do not make AYP over a period of years are given options to transfer their child to another school or obtain free tutoring (supplemental educational services).
Under No Child Left Behind states and school districts must make report cards available to the public detailing the performance of states, school districts and schools.
School Grades can be found on the School Summary Sheet on page 14.




Finance and Funding

Funding is derived from three main sources:  Federal, State, and Local.  Federal funds are received from the United States Government.  Two federal entitlements (Title I and Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA)), account for 80% of the District’s Special Revenue-Federal funding. These funds supplement state and local funding for students with high education load factor and exceptionalities.
State funding for all school districts is provided primarily by Legislative appropriations under the Florida Educations Finance Program (FEFP).  In addition, categorical and lottery funds are also appropriated to local school districts.  Categorical funding is funding that is allocated for a specific purpose and these funds are to be used to accomplish the intended specific propose for which funds were received.  Examples would be class size, Supplemental Academic Instruction (SAI), transportation, and instructional materials.  The predominate tax source in the State of Florida is sales tax (6%) since the State does not have a personal income tax.  Secondary income sources for the State are documentary stamps tax and fuel-related taxes & fees.
Local funding largely comes from property taxes.  The three ad valorem taxes are the required millage levy known as Required Local Effort (FLE), Discretionary Local Effort millage (DLE), and Supplemental Discretionary Local Effort (SDLE).
Exceptional Student Education

The District has developed a Master Plan specific to Exceptional Student Education [ESE].  This is because ESE needs are unique and need to be planned for intentionally.  DCPS serves approximately 25,000 ESE students in a variety of settings: ESE centers, pull-out classrooms, inclusion in regular education classrooms, and through the Hospital/Homebound programs. The ESE Master Plan seeks to coordinate ESE space throughout the District in order to bring consistency and equity to all students. 



Magnet Program
Magnet schools in the Duval County Public School District are committed to providing quality educational opportunities for all students by providing an educational environment that enhances their educational success. Duval County Public Magnet Schools allow for decreasing of racial isolation, increasing inter-social exposure between ethnicities, stabilizing and/or maintaining enrollment, innovation in educational practice, and enrichment in specific areas of student interest. 

In accordance with School Board Policy, the District has implemented primarily total school magnet programs at the elementary school level based on interest, application requirements, and space availability. At the middle and high school grade levels there are dedicated magnet programs at four (4) middle schools and five (5) high schools. The District also maintains programs within a school at certain neighborhood middle and high schools in which the Principal ensures that for a certain portion of the week, there is interaction between those students participating in the magnet program and those who are not in the magnet program. 

In 2006-07 the District implemented the inspiration village magnets that provide students with curriculum and school choice to better enhance the magnet school experience.
III. District and Planning Area Data

The following section of this report is intended to illustrate and define data that is used by the District to determine future facility needs.  Planning is intended to be a data driven approach to creating options and ultimately solutions to long-term facility needs in the District.  This does not ignore the fact that there are needs and issues that can not be identified by just review data.  For these instances it is critical to create a communication channel between the community [citizenry, civic organizations, local businesses, etc…] and the District to create proactive solutions to these very issues.
The following section will include the following data:

1. Geographic Information Systems [GIS]

GIS is the mapping of data to create a visual of current and projected demographic data.  By using GIS technology, the process of planning is made more efficient by being able to review data instantaneously while viewing things such as school and student locations, census demographic projections, boundaries, etc….

Maps included:

· School locations

· General Population Projections

· Housing Projections

· School Age Population Projections

· Planning Area Concurrency Service Areas

2. School Summary Chart

This will provide the planning committee a brief data recap of each facility.


3. Historic and Projected Enrollment

One of the major factors in determining the future of facilities is accurately determining what the projected enrollment of the District and ultimately of each facility will be.  This data will illustrate a 10-year historic and projected view of enrollment in the District.

This section will also provide Magnet School and ESE enrollment data.

4. Capacity

Data will provide the permanent and portable for each facility in the planning area as provide by the Florida Inventory of School Houses [FISH]

5. Building Utilization

The combining of data from the enrollment and capacity will provide the overall utilization rate of each facility.

6. Building Conditions
The physical condition of a building is determined by analyzing each building system such as roofs, electrical, heating/air conditioning, windows, etc…  Each system is analyzed based on the life-expectancy of that system and its general physical condition.

7. Decision Matrix with Schools

Each school in the planning area will be placed in the matrix based on the Utilization and the Condition of each facility.  This will be done be each grade level [elementary, middle, and high schools].

1. Geographic Information Systems [GIS]
North Area Planning Area Schools
Elementary
Biltmore ES

Biscayne ES

Brentwood ES

Brown, Richard ES

Carver, G. W. ES

Culver, Lola ES

Daniels, R.V. K-2 ES

Dinsmore ES

Evans, St. Clair ES
Ford, John E K-8 

Garden City ES

Highlands ES

Hull, S.A. ES

Jefferson, Thomas ES

Jones, Mamie Agnes ES

King, Martin Luther ES

Kite, Henry ES

Lake Forest ES

Livingston, S.P. ES

Long Branch ES

Love, John ES

Mathis, Sallye B. ES

Morgan, Annie ES

New Berlin ES

North Shore ES

Norwood ES

Oceanway ES

Payne, Rufus ES

Pearson, Rutledge ES

Pickett ES

Pine Estates ES

Pinedale ES

Reynolds Lane ES

Robinson, Andrew ES

San Mateo ES

Sheffield, Louis ES

Tolbert, Susie ES

West Jacksonville ES

Whitehouse ES

Woodson, Carter G. ES

Middle Schools

Butler, Eugene MS
Darnell-Cookman MS
Gilbert, Matthew MS

Highlands MS

Johnson, James Weldon MS

Kirby-Smith MS

LaVilla School of the Arts

Northwestern MS

Oceanway MS

Paxon MS

Ribault, Jean MS

High Schools
Baldwin Jr-Sr High
First Coast HS

Jackson, Andrew HS

Paxon School SAS

Raines, William HS

Randolph, A. Phillip Academy

Ribault, Jean HS

Stanton College Prep School

Other

Grand Park

Palm Avenue

Mattie V. Rutherford
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Enrollment

District-Wide Historic Enrollment
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PERMANENT 

CAPACITY

Current- 2008-09 

Enrollment

(11 DAY COUNT)

Current Utilization

3-Year Projected 

Enrollment

Projected 

Utilization

# of ES 

Students  that 

LIVE IN

Boundary

Magnet School 

Enrollment

ANDREW A ROBINSON ELEMENTARY 19% 990 990

785 79%

874

88%

497

ANNIE R MORGAN ELEMENTARY 37% 479 443

397 83%

470 98%

574

BILTMORE ELEMENTARY 35% 523 425

346 66%

355 68%

337

BISCAYNE ELEMENTARY 10% 667 667

576 86%

640

96%

890

BRENTWOOD ELEMENTARY 11% 380 380

403 106%

370

97%

216

CARTER G WOODSON ELEMENTARY 110% 677 596

446 66%

558

82%

665

DINSMORE ELEMENTARY 56% 591 419

603 102%

705 119%

677

78

GARDEN CITY ELEMENTARY 12% 536 478

593 111%

650

121%

894

GEORGE WASHINGTON CARVER ELEMENTARY 47% 598 598

428 72%

449 75%

644

HENRY F KITE ELEMENTARY 49% 355 337

341 96%

352

99%

320

159

HIGHLANDS ELEMENTARY 39% 518 518

412 80%

486 94%

542

JOHN E FORD K-8 9% 654 654

870 133%

818

125%

454

792

JOHN LOVE ELEMENTARY 31% 294 294 231 79%

296

101% 353

LAKE FOREST ELEMENTARY 19% 529 529 411 78% 470 89% 363

LONG BRANCH ELEMENTARY 7% 407 407

233 57%

326 80%

385

LOUIS S SHEFFIELD ELEMENTARY 21% 898 594

800 89% 780

87%

929

MAMIE AGNES JONES ELEMENTARY 38% 455 455

373 82% 406

89%

347

MARTIN LUTHER KING ELEMENTARY 22% 703 667

431 61% 524

75%

509

199

NEW BERLIN ELEMENTARY 0% 795 675

959 121%

746 94%

1,019

NORTH SHORE K-8 0% 1,329 1,329

1,041 78% 910

68%

527

48

OCEANWAY ELEMENTARY 10% 680 680

646 95% 701

103%

478

PICKETT ELEMENTARY 53% 341 341

229 67% 304

89%

242

PINE ESTATES ELEMENTARY 31% 444 314

354 80%

389 88%

336

PINEDALE ELEMENTARY 24% 828 828

374 45%

451 54%

419

R V DANIELS ELEMENTARY 40% 422 422 339

80% 348

82% See Tolbert 166

REYNOLDS LANE ELEMENTARY 7% 518 518

363 70%

384 74%

305

RICHARD L BROWN ELEMENTARY 26% 786 722

607 77%

702 89%

419

RUFUS E PAYNE ELEMENTARY 31% 677 677

379 56%

389 57%

330

30

RUTLEDGE H PEARSON ELEMENTARY 65% 469 469

255 54% 272

58%

406

S A HULL ELEMENTARY 34% 433 433

344 79%

292 67%

395

ST CLAIR EVANS ACADEMY ELEMENTARY 13% 694 562

497 72% 552

80%

631

SALLYE B MATHIS ELEMENTARY 20% 606 606

327 54%

316 52%

426

27

SAN MATEO ELEMENTARY 44% 631 455

730 116% 668

106%

419

338

SMART POPE LIVINGSTON ELEMENTARY 36% 852 852

460 54%

532 62%

648

SUSIE E TOLBERT ELEMENTARY 43% 573 548

424 74%

417 73%

468

223

THOMAS JEFFERSON ELEMENTARY 54% 537 450

522 97%

639 119%

430

212

WEST JACKSONVILLE ELEMENTARY 82% 495 495

254 51%

281 57%

318

WHITEHOUSE ELEMENTARY 39% 508 418

579 114%

579 114%

658

Elementary Totals

22,872 21,245 18,362 80% 19,401 85%

District-Wide Historic and Projected Enrollment District-Wide Historic have remained steady over the past ten years with a slight increase of just under 2,000 students.
Projected Enrollment

District wide enrollment is projected to continue the historic trend of slight, but steady increase.  Over the next ten years enrollment is projected to increase by approximately 5,400 students.
[image: image5.emf]Grade 

1998-99

1999-00 2000-01 2001-02 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08

K

10,131

9,491 9,496 9,710 10,019 10,323 10,496 10,387 10,684 10,480

1

10,642

10,491 9,753 9,942 9,898 9,992 10,468 10,475 10,782 10,692

2

10,448

10,179 10,286 9,731 9,689 9,730 9,740 10,056 10,189 10,245

3

10,558

10,330 10,257 10,519 9,852 10,339 10,069 9,895 10,434 10,361

4

10,231

10,492 10,282 10,501 10,635 9,199 9,369 9,415 9,810 9,719

5

9,965

9,966 10,077 10,043 9,950 10,270 8,894 9,105 9,504 9,396

6 10,089 9,899 10,288 10,563 10,333 10,396 10,656 9,701 9,735 9,432

7 9,859 9,510 9,815 10,005 10,140 10,015 10,148 9,904 9,401 9,276

8 9,072 8,769 8,640 9,048 9,108 9,496 9,487 9,323 9,164 8,689

9 11,330 12,505 12,908 12,837 12,825 12,748 12,438 12,129 12,731 11,100

10 7,845 7,424 7,155 7,577 7,892 8,152 8,347 8,040 8,025 9,583

11 6,502 6,229 6,093 6,431 6,750 7,142 7,266 7,353 7,340 8,435

12 5,118 4,950 5,005 5,404 5,456 5,603 5,877 6,337 6,483 6,225

TOTAL

121,790 120,235 120,055 122,311 122,547 123,405 123,256 122,121 124,282 123,633

Source: Duval County Public Schools

Duval County Public Schools Historic Enrollment


North Area 10-Year Historic Enrollment

Non-Dedicated Magnet Schools

The following chart illustrates the 10-year historic enrollment for all non-dedicated magnets in the North Planning Area.  Although the area has experienced significant decline in the past ten years, current trends indicate a stabilization of enrollment.  Due to the decline of enrollment at the Elementary grades level from 2000 – 2005, middle schools and high schools will be impacted with lower enrollment starting as early as 2010.  However, this should stabilize due to the increase of enrollment at the early elementary grade levels.
[image: image6.emf]Grade 

2008-09

2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17 2017-18

K

10,303

10,619 10,859 11,091 10,700 10,737 10,775 10,812 10,850 10,888

1

10,733

10,552 10,875 11,121 11,359 10,958 10,996 11,035 11,073 11,112

2

10,418

10,458 10,282 10,596 10,836 11,068 10,677 10,715 10,752 10,790

3

10,461

10,638 10,679 10,499 10,820 11,065 11,302 10,903 10,941 10,979

4

9,982

10,079 10,249 10,289 10,115 10,425 10,661 10,889 10,504 10,541

5

9,404

9,659 9,753 9,918 9,956 9,788 10,087 10,316 10,537 10,164

6 9,756 9,765 10,030 10,127 10,298 10,338 10,163 10,474 10,711 10,941

7 9,117 9,431 9,439 9,695 9,789 9,954 9,993 9,824 10,125 10,354

8 8,517 8,371 8,659 8,667 8,902 8,988 9,140 9,175 9,020 9,296

9 11,940 11,704 11,503 11,899 11,910 12,232 12,351 12,560 12,608 12,395

10 7,157 7,698 7,546 7,417 7,672 7,679 7,887 7,963 8,098 8,129

11 8,592 6,417 6,903 6,766 6,650 6,879 6,885 7,072 7,140 7,261

12 7,064 7,196 5,374 5,781 5,667 5,570 5,761 5,766 5,923 5,980

TOTAL

123,447 122,588 122,151 123,866 124,673 125,680 126,678 127,503 128,282 128,830

Source: DeJong Richter

Duval County Schools Projected Enrollment


Facility Data
The following pages illustrate the relevant school facility data used when making planning decisions.  The description of each column is as follows:

1. Facility Condition Index [FCI]: An FCI is a condition indicator that calculates the cost of renovation vs. the cost of replacement of a like facility.  A general planning assumption that if the cost of repairing a facility exceeds two-thirds [2/3] the cost of replacing the facility, this facility should be considered for replacement.  However, there are factors that can influence a district to renovate rather than to replace a facility; such as historic significance or impact on a certain area just to name a couple.
2. School Capacity w/Portables:  This is the official capacity as used by the State of Florida FISH data.  This is the capacity that is used for planning.

3. Permanent Capacity:  This is the capacity of the school facility without portables.

4. Current Enrollment:  This number illustrates the 11th day count as of September 5th, 2008.
5. Current Utilization:  This is the percentage of utilization of the facility when dividing the current enrollment by the School Capacity.  Generally, the District would like to utilize schools at a percentage greater than 85% but less than 105%



6. 3-Year Projected Enrollment:  This number reflects the projected number of students anticipated to be at each school facility in the year 2010-11.  This number is also the current projection used for Concurrency
7. Projected Utilization:  This number reflects the anticipated utilization percentage of the school facility using the projected enrollment.
8. # of students that live within the boundary:  This is the total number of grade level students that live within the boundary of each school.  This number does not necessarily mean that the student attends their boundary school but just lives within that boundary.

9. Magnet School Enrollment:  Indicates the number of students within the enrollment of the school that are part of the program at schools that offer magnet opportunities.

[image: image7.emf]Grade Level 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007

K 2,756 2,668 2,581 2,582 2,692 2,839 2,853 2,900 2,952 2,838

1 3,029 2,909 2,814 2,813 2,657 2,725 2,862 2,858 3,019 3,011

2 2,979 2,892 2,843 2,794 2,652 2,611 2,610 2,808 2,798 2,775

3 3,116 3,052 2,945 2,996 2,809 2,961 2,843 2,900 3,079 2,976

4 3,005 3,150 3,085 3,137 3,053 2,545 2,645 2,754 2,816 2,816

5 3,049 2,937 3,063 2,944 2,823 2,962 2,569 2,694 2,738 2,647

ES Subtotal 17,934 17,608 17,331 17,266 16,686 16,643 16,382 16,914 17,402 17,063

6 2,361 2,296 2,244 2,451 2,219 2,016 2,286 2,260 2,162 2,058

7 2,387 2,152 2,178 2,150 2,252 2,072 2,038 2,141 2,135 2,050

8 2,086 1,943 1,763 1,887 1,736 1,819 1,979 1,878 1,882 1,847

MS Subtotal 6,834 6,391 6,185 6,488 6,207 5,907 6,303 6,279 6,179 5,955

9 2,734 2,948 3,251 3,219 2,994 2,707 2,575 2,944 3,083 2,283

10 1,705 1,432 1,335 1,377 1,491 1,516 1,469 1,501 1,505 1,969

11 1,376 1,145 1,111 1,176 1,314 1,406 1,401 1,302 1,396 1,593

12 1,093 1,050 1,011 956 1,005 1,103 1,046 1,140 1,059 1,061

HS Subtotal 6,908 6,575 6,708 6,728 6,804 6,732 6,491 6,887 7,043 6,906

Total Enrollment 31,676 30,574 30,224 30,482 29,697 29,282 29,176 30,080 30,624 29,924

North Area Non-Magnet Historic Enrollment



Middle/High Schools
[image: image8.emf]High

(above 66%)

Close

Consolidate

Rebuild

Rebuild

Consolidate

Rebuild

Renovate/Addition

Boundary Change

Medium

(33-65.9%)

Renovate

Add Program

Boundary Change

Renovate

Renovate/Addition

Renovate/Boundary 

Change

Low

(below 32.9%)

Gen. Maintenance

Consolidate

Add Program

Boundary Change

General Maintenance

Addition, 

Boundary Change

Below

(below 85%)

At

(90-105%)

Above

(above 105%)

Utilization

FCI



IV. Decision Matrix and Options Development

The following chart illustrates a macro decision matrix for determining final actions on facilities recommendations.  This matrix streamlines the options development process by focusing on two important facility factors: the Facility Condition Index [FCI] and Utilization of each facility.  For example, if a school is in good condition, i.e. has a low FCI, but is at 120% capacity, the option would be to either build an addition or change the boundary.

The parameters for condition and utilization for the levels as indicated on the matrix were arrived at by means of what are the acceptable and unacceptable standards for facilities in Duval County Public Schools.

[image: image9.emf]Middle Schools

Facility 
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Index
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Magnet School 
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DARNELL COOKMAN MIDDLE 39% 924 776 1,130 122% 1,076 116% 995

EUGENE J BUTLER MIDDLE 40% 1,214 1,214 349 29% 370 30% 959

HIGHLANDS MIDDLE 29% 1,228 1,089 940 77% 1,166 95% 1,467 304

JAMES WELDON JOHNSON MIDDLE 22% 955 837 1,110 116% 1,100 115% 1,110

JEAN RIBAULT MIDDLE 16% 1,200 1,081 615 51% 631 53% 843

KIRBY-SMITH MIDDLE 13% 815 815 976 120% 980 120% 976

LAVILLA SCHOOL OF THE ARTS 1% 745 745 1,117 150% 1,041 140% 1,117

MATTHEW W GILBERT MIDDLE 28% 775 775 569 73% 648 84% 882 142

NORTHWESTERN MIDDLE 8% 800 800 472 59% 555 69% 1,244

OCEANWAY MIDDLE 15% 1,009 1,009 1,248 124% 1,346 133% 1,451

PAXON MIDDLE 2% 951 951 710 75% 851 89% 1,171 206

Middle School Totals 10,616 10,092 9,236 87% 9,764 92%

High Schools

Facility 

Condition 

Index

SCHOOL 

CAPACITY

PERMANENT 

CAPACITY

Current- 2008-09 

Enrollment

(11 DAY COUNT)

Current Utilization

3-Year Projected 

Enrollment

Projected 

Utilization

# of HS 

Students  that 

LIVE IN

Boundary

Magnet School 

Enrollment

A PHILIP RANDOLPH ACADEMY  41% 1,212 1,212 959 79% 1,210 100% 959

ANDREW JACKSON SENIOR HIGH 76% 1,432 1,154 1,318 92% 1,550 108% 1,850 601

BALDWIN JUNIOR SENIOR HIGH 22% 1,002 872 1,179 118% 1,120 112% 558

FIRST COAST SENIOR HIGH 14% 2,163 2,044 2,238 103% 2,373 110% 3,234

JEAN RIBAULT SENIOR HIGH 25% 1,680 1,656 1,127 67% 927 55% 2,209 66

PAXON SCHOOL FOR ADVANCED STUDIES 30% 1,519 1,447 1,522 100% 1,503 99% 1,522

STANTON COLLEGE PREPARATORY SCHOOL 23% 1,553 1,293 1,530 99% 1,506 97% 1,530

WILLIAM M RAINES SENIOR HIGH 25% 1,840 1,816 1,175 64% 1,496 81% 2,770 105

High School Totals 12,401 11,494 11,048 89% 11,685 94%



The utilization ranges were determined first by establishing that school demographics and enrollment change frequently, thus the utilization of a school should have some flexibility due to constant enrollment fluctuations.  When a school is projected to be above 110% for a duration of time, action should be planned to remedy the over utilization of the facility.  Below 90% is determined to not be programmatically or economically feasible to operate a facility over a period of time.  The over or under utilization of a facility has substantial impacts on the life of the facility, by keeping utilization within an acceptable range, the District could extend the usefulness of that facility.

The condition of the building is determined by evaluating the systems within that facility and estimating costs based on the life cycle or even deficiencies of that system.  The Facility Condition Index [FCI] is a percentage indicator of the cost of renovation divided by the cost of school replacement.   The matrix indicates a range that will determine action to a facility.  The Council of Educational Planners International (CEFPI) recognizes the “2/3rd”’ rule in that if the deficiencies of the facility exceed 2/3rd the cost of replacing that facility, then the facility should be ‘considered’ for replacement, thus the top tiered is determined to be greater than 66%.  There are always exceptions that would cause a building that exceeds 66% to be renovated such as historical significance, architectural and/or community significance, etc…  The next two levels are indicators of the level of improvement needed on each facility. 

IV. Decision Matrix Applied
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