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Agenda

A Quick Recap of Meeting #1

A Capacity Calculations Methodology & Current Capacity Utilization

A Aligning Supply of Seats and Forecasted Demand

A Prioritization Methodology and Explanation

A New Capacity: Areas of Capacity Concerns and Preliminary Solutions
A Additional Capacity: Prioritization and Preliminary Solutions

A Wrap-up / Next meeting

A Appendix: Lower Priority: New and Additional Capacity Projects



Open Items from Sub-Committee Meeting #1



From 2012: Forecasted Enrollment Growth by Sub-Region for 2016
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Looking Back: Actual Enrollment Growth by Sub-Region 2012 1 2015/6
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Varlance of Forecasted Enrollment Growth vs. Actual: 20117 2015
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Additional Responses to Sub-Committee Meeting #1 Questions

How many students attend DPS, but live outside Denver? In the 2015 October Count, 5,417 E-12 students reside
outside of Denver.

How many students who live in Denver attend a public school outside Denver? According to CDE for 2015 October
Count, 7,812 students reside in Denver and attend a public school in another district. The largest such districts are
Jefferson County, Littleton, Douglas County, Cherry Creek, or Aurora.

For the schools that have opened since 2012, where are they located, and what is their SPF, if available? Since no
2015 SPF was issued, many schools are not yet rated, including High Tech Elementary, Northfield HS, Joe Shoemaker ES,
Highline FNE ES, KIPP FNE HS, DSST Conservatory Green MS, DSST Cole HS, Strive Prep Ruby Hill ES.

School 2014 SPF Rating
Isabella Bird Elementary Distinguished
DSST Byers MS Distinguished
DSST College View MS Distinguished
Slavens K-8 Distinguished
University Prep ES
Pascual LeDoux ECE
Downtown Denver Exped School
Escalante-Biggs Academy
Strive Prep 1 Federal MS
DSST Cole MS
Godsman Elementary (Addition)
Lowry Elementary (Addition)
Brown Elementary (Addition)
Denver Language School (Addition)

Strive Prep Montbello MS
@|DENVEHI

PUBLIC Summit Academy (Alternative SPF)
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Capacity Calculations & Current Utilization



How I s a School 6s Capacity Ca

A Counted all Teaching Stations (TS) within each school. A Teaching Station is any space 585 square feet
or larger in which instruction can occur (with some exceptions).

A Number of Teaching Stations X 25 students = Capacity
A Capacity calculation of a facility identifies the optimum number of students that the building should hold.

A Capacity figure does not take into account the exact program being offered in the facility, so it has to be
considered an estimate.

A DPS has schools that operate above capacity and others that struggle to operate at 80% of capacity due
to differences in program model, staffing, class size, etc. all impact the way a school fits in the building.
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DPS Elementary & K-8 Schools with Utilization Rates Above 90%
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DPS Secondary Schools with Utilization Rates Above 90%
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Forecasted Student Growth by Region: 2015 vs. 2020

Enrollment is estimated to increase ~4,000 students by 2020, causing capacity constraints in several regions

Student Growth: 2012 vs. 2015 Student Growth: 2015 vs. Forecasted 2020
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Projected 2020 District Capacity Utilization Rate by Region

2015 Utilization Rate by Region —— — 2020 Forecast Utilization Rate by Region
Elem MS ‘ HS
94% 83% 107% ‘ 112% 91%
NNE 92% 80% 68% NNE 99% 90% 7%
SE 91% 68% 57% SE 92% 73% 61%
SW 94% 96% 66% SW 94% 95% 66%
NW 69% 76% 78% NW 69% 75% 76%

A Looking forward, if capacity is not added, utilization rates will continue to be under pressure for several grade levels

across different regions
A Itis important to note, however, that the regions are large and can mask capacity issues in certain neighborhoods within
the region, that may be located several miles away from available capacity. For example:
A NNE Elementary utilization will be at 99%, but within sub-region NNE-D (Stapleton), there will be a shortage of
861 seats. The nearest available capacity of this size would be in the Cole / Whittier neighborhood, which is 6.2
miles away from the new home construction.

Rate 91-100%

Rate > 100%
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Aligning Supply of Seats vs. Forecasted
Enrollment Demand
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Comparison of Forecasted Enrollment Demand vs. Supply of Seats

E.

Enrollment Demand

2015
2015 Growth
Actuals Factors

2020
Forecast
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A For each sub-region, 2020 forecasted demand is
compared to 2020 planned capacity to determine any
excess or shortage of seats.

A Boundary and zone schools are included in capacity,
while city-wide options like DSA or GALS are excluded
because they serve a broad geographic area.

A Some non-boundary options that primarily serve certain
neighborhoods are listed in the sub-region slides when
their capacity is incorporated at the sub-region level.

Supply of Seats

Current Planned
Capacity Capacity
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Solution Options to Address Capacity Issues (Facility Planning)

: . Seats

Capacity Type Description Added
Utilizing excess capacity at existing schools to locate a new Varies by
program offering location
1-2 classroom exterior access temporary buildings without 50
plumbing. Can create academic disruptions
4-8 classroom interior access with plumbing. May be lower cost
than building addition, and often is more comfortable than a 1007 150

modular

Additional wing built on to an existing building. Much longer
expected life than a cottage or modular. Not always an option 10071 250
based on location

Existing” 4
~ Building

For facility and budget efficiencies, minimum K-12 school size

should be 450 students. Prices depend on variety of factors 4507
including site development, existing shared spaces, and grade 1,000
levels.
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Shared campuses have increased utilization of existing facilities at a lower
cost across the city
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Modulars are also located at many campuses across the city
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Cost Comparison of a new Shared Campus vs. Separate Campuses

Stand-alone Campuses

Campuses with only 1 school per site
Recent examples: Shoemaker Campus

Total Acreage: 12
Students per Acre: 42

Total Cost: $21,000,000
Cost per student: $42,000
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Shared Campus

Campuses with only 2+ schools per site
Recent examples: Conservatory Green

School 1
Shared Spaces

School 2

Total Acreage: 10
Students per Acre: 95

Total Cost: $24,000,000

Cost per student: $24,000

Common cafeteria

Common gymnasium / athletic fields
Common media center

Common lobbies / whole child supports
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