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The Final Report of the BUSATF

Biased, but with the best of intentions.

A critique in two parts
1) The evidence for bias

2) A discussion of the good intentions




Our K-12 enrollments

Actual Spring Projections

Best Uses of Schools
Advisory Task Force (BUSATF)

Preliminary recommendation to close
Valley Oak Elementary School
(June 2006)




The good news in December

Enroliment to stabilize

Newest study offers a bit
of relief for school district

By Jeff Hudson

ENTERPRISE STAFF WRITER

Stable.

That’s the word demographics expert Scott Tor-
lucci used, again and again, Wednesday to charac-
terize a new batch of enrollment projections for the
Davis school district, extending through 2016.

“Stability is the name of the game in all our pro-
jections (for the Davis school district),” Torlucci
told the Best Uses of Schools Advisory Task Force,
at an evening meeting that drew about two dozen
interested parents, mostly from the neighborhood
around Valley Oak Elementary School.

Chuck Foster, a task force
member, noted the new projec-
tions indicate the district will
have about 500 more students
than Weber's projections.

“That makes a big difference
in terms of money (in the dis-
trict budget)," Foster said. “It
doesn't change the fact that we
will have enough students to fill
eight elementary schools” —
and the district has nine ele-

mentary campuses.
Davis Enterpris§December 7, 2006)

A comparison of Vern Weber’'s K-6 projections fro809,
which justified nine elementary schools,
with the actual K-6 enrollments since then

Projection divided by Actual Difference
OHDVXUH |. . -
6FKRRO &RQVWUXFWLRQ _
%RQG
<HV
Average . . . -

Divided by . . -




December 2006

No need for school closure because

a) the enrollment projections look good as
far as the budget is concerned (said Mr.
Foster)

b) our K-6 enrollments are exactly there
where they were supposed to be when we
decided to have nine schools

TheDavis Enterprise
January 5, 2007

Projections
look worse
for Valley Oak

By Jeff Hudson
ENTERPRISE STAFF WRITER




What happened betwe
December 2006 and January 2007

Davis Demographics & Planning, InC  ppp calculated 3 sets of projections for
calculated 3 sets of projections for  he Davis Joint Unified School

the Davis Joint Unified School District.

District... o _ After reviewing the 3 projections DDP
After review the 3 projections DDP is s recommending that the District

recommending that the district uses  ge the Mobility # 2rojection for
the Mobility # 3projection for any any future boundary and population

future boundary and population analysis.

analysis. _ . The District student population is
The D.J.U.S.D. student population is expected to decline about four

expected to remain fairly stalfier percent during the next 10 years

the next 10 years with a shift from with a declindrom the 2006

the 2006 population of no more than population of approximately 400 K-
(+/-) 186 K-12 students. 12 students.

From the “Executive Summary” of the Draft ReporQid&P
(dated December 4, 2006) From the “Executive Summary” of the Final ReporDm&P
(dated February 20, 2007)

The DD&P projections as they looked in December6200
with Mobility # 3

@ Actual
m December Projections (Mob.# )




The DD&P projections as they looked in January 2007
with Mobility # 2

@ Actual
® January Projections (Mob. # )

A visual comparison

@ December Projections (Mob. # )
m January Projections (Mob. # )




Comparison of projections with different mobilitgdtors

December Projections (Mob. # ) January Projections (Mob. # ) Decline in Projections

Average decline per year between the two projections:

The structural financial crisis
reappeardn January

130 K-12 students less per year
x $ 6,000 state funding per student
= $ 780,000 less money in the budget

cannot operate a ninth elementary school




A tale of two schools with different mobility fact

Valley Oak

December Projections January Projections

Ch

ange in projected

enroliments

(Mobility ) (Mobility )

North Davis December Projections

ianuary Projections

CHange inpr ojected

(Mobility )

(Mobility )

enroliments

The impact of the revision of mobility factors

on Valley Oak and North Davis in the projectionstfte next ten years

@ Valley Oak
@ North Davis




What is this mobility that may close
a school?

(From the Final Report of DD&P, p. 5)

Mobility Method # 2 Mobility Method # 3
This method compares ~ This method compares
all students residing in asamplingof students
each attendance area residing in each
from year to year. attendance area from

year to year.

From theFinal Reportof the Best Uses of Schools
Advisory Task Force, p. 17, n. 14

While DDP often utilizes the sampling method in
Mobility # 3, in this case DDP observed anomalies
in the method that suggested it not be used...

Mobility # 3 showed higher overall projections than
Mobility # 2, which generally should not
occur. Under these circumstances, DDP
recommended Mobility # 2 as a more reliable
predictor of future enrollment.
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Who observed the anomalies
and who made the recommendation?

Davis Demographics is currently The Task Force members
serving over 130 districts and the district staff
in 20 states throughout the U.S.- who do not have
20 vears of GIS and Projection experience comparable experience
with GIS and
projection.
Kirk Trost,

the Chair of the BUSATF:

“... So that’s one of the things that the district staff
and we discussed with the consultants is why that
was occurring...”

Excerpt from the Board meeting on January 4, 2007
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Greg Davis,
the President of DD&P

“Group felt... further discussion felt that looking at
all study areas encompassed everything and was
perhaps a better way to go.”

Excerpt from the Board meeting on January 4, 2007

Greg Davis,
the President of DD&P

“Proje(;:tlionlj are ashmuch sl;cienced The bottom line is we did a number of
and looking at the numbers an different projections. The Mobility #

having an art_to |t._We did look 2 is the waywenormally do it; it is
at the projections in a number

of different ways. You can take,
if you wanted to, take all three
of these different projections
and average them if you will.

quote unquote.”

Excerpt from the Board meeting on January 4, 2007

not necessarily an industry standard
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From a PowerPoint presentation by Greg Davis aA8KCWorkshop
(California’s Coalition for Adequate School Housjng

Enrollment Projection
Methodologies

Planning for Future School Facility Needs

Presented by Gregory H. Davis

# Davis Demographics & Planning, Inc.
C.A.S.H. Workshop = October 19, 2004

Step #1:
Standard Grade Progression

Step #2:

Increase/Decrease K from Area
Birth Data

Step #3:

Students from New
Development

Greg Davis explains the standard mobility factam: Blobility # 3

Step #4: Mobility (modified cohort)

® Addresses mn-out migration, drop-outs and
private school movement

® Historical enrollment by sampling of study areas

m Avoid enrollment data 1 areas with past
development — “double counting”
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Making things more
complicated

The first set of projections
produced by DD&P

* no public report found yet as
to which mobility factor was
used

* the existence of these
projections were unknown to
the Associate Superintendent
for Business Services at the
District as of Monday, March
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* We will call them the
“October Projections
(Mob. X)”
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California Department of State

Public School (K-12) Enrollment Projections for ¥alounty

Yolo K-

K-12 Enrollment

Yolo County Median Home Prices and
Yolo County K-12 Enroliment
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Projections and state funding - |

October Projections December Projections Decline in projected
(Mobility X) (Mobility # ) enrollments

Average decline per year between the two projections:

(+/-) 197 x $ 6,000 =
(+/-) $ 1,182,000 a year in the next six years

Projections and state funding - I

October Projections January Projections Decline in pr ojected
(Mobility X) (Mobility # ) enrolliments

Average decline per year between the two projections:

(+/-) 269 x $ 6,000 =
(+/-) $ 1,614,000 a year in the next six years
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Actual Enrollment October 4, 2006

The free market of projections
(all prepared by DD&P within an interval of a mormthtwo;
revisions done in consultation with the BUSATF)

@ Actual

m "October Projections" (Mobility X)
0 December Projections (Mobility # )
0 January Projections (Mobility # )
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To serve a neighborhood or not to serve
that is the question.

Professor Stuart Sweeney (UC Santa Barbara):

Beyond three to five years, projections are “nalhat
certain and shouldn’t be portrayed as such.
Forecasting is never an exact science and
ultimately rests on the validity of the assumptions
used to initiate the model. ... Which assumptions
are the ‘correct’ ones can certainly be influenced
by politics.”

Davis OPEN projections

(the average of the three DDP projections, as sigdéy Greg Davis

@ January Projections (Mobility # )
m Average of Projections
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“Davis OPEN projections”
and state funding

January Projections (Mobility # ) |Average of  Projections Increase in projected enroliments

Average increase per year between the two projections:

114 x $ 6,000 = + $ 684,000 a year in the next six
years

you CAN operate a ninth schaahdsave a
neighborhood!

Other issues in BUSATF’s Final Report

1) Comparing apples & oranges:
- enrollment projections based on residence

- transportation and walk distance studies based
on attendance

19



1) Comparing apples & oranges

- counting Mace Ranch students in Korematsu
attendance area for the purposes of enroliment
projections

VO projections go down

- counting Mace Ranch students at Valley Oak
for the purposes of walk distance analysis

claims about many VO students having a
closer school to attend

2) Double standard - |

We are supposed to serve our English
Learning Program students all over the
city, so no need to concentrate funds in
one school.

But Spanish Immersion HAS TO remain at
one site for continuing high performance.

20



3) Double standard -

- affirmative action when considering the
concentration of Title | students at one schod sit

- equal treatment when considering the same
students’ walk distance to school

Notes:

1) At 2 feet per second, it takes 44 minutes to vaatkile for a six year old but only
22 minutes to walk half a mile.

2) Valley Oak has the second largest concentrafigtudents within its half mile

radius when one considers the total student pdpula¢sident in its attendance
area.

Why this biased report?

For a good reason!

21



The worries of the BUSATF

After Mace Ranch kids leave for Korematsu,
Valley Oak will be

1) too small a school

2) too many Title | students at one site

Do we have to have crowded schoo

“No agreement exists on optimal school size,
but research reviews suggest a maximum of
300-400 students for elementary schools
and 400-800 for secondary schools.”

From WestEd's Policy Brief entitled
Are small schools better?
School Size considerations for Safety & Learning
(October 2001)

|S?
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Small is especially good for Valley O

“Perhaps most notably, researchers focusing
on the interaction between poverty and
enroliment size offer a rule of thumb: The
poorer the school, the smaller its size should
be.”

From WestEd's Policy Brief entitled
Are small schools better?
School Size considerations for Safety & Learning
(October 2001)

The greatest worry
of the BUSATF

“The research suggests that while it is possible to
make high-poverty schools work — we all know of
such schools — it is extremely uncommon.”

From the Final Report of the BUSATF,

Appendix Q: Richard D. Kahlenberg,
“Integration by Income,”

American School Board Journal —
April 2006 Special Report

ak
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Our schools seem to confirm Kahlenberg’s claims

1) There is a correlation between income and

school performance

School Percentage of Low-income Students Percentage of ELs* who test Proficient or
at the School Advanced
School | % %
School Il % %
School 111 % %

* Continuously Enrolled in the School since Kindetgaror 3 Grade

Our schools confirm botbf Kahlenberg’s claims

2) There are exceptional schgas Kahlenberg
says, “we all know of such schools:” Valley Oak!

School | Percentage of Low-income Students Percentage of ELs* who test Proficient or
at the School Advanced
School | % %
School Il % %
School 111 % %

* Continuously Enrolled in the School since Kindanrtgn or $ Grade
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Issues related to city growth

City Council Direction to the General Plan
Update Steering Committee 1/16/07

- Guide development of a 2013 General Plan Update

- Accommodate Regional Housing Needs Plan 2006-2013

- By March 2008 submit Housing Element to State

25



City Guidance to General Plan Committee

- City Council direction is both Infill and Targeted
Peripheral

- The Committee "shall" consider SACOG Smart
Growth Principles

Relevant General Plan Principles

- Small Compact City surrounded by farmland &
habitat

- Neighborhoods with Schools, Parks, Greenbelts &
Shopping

26



Preliminary List of Housing Sites considered
in the Final Report of the Task Force

Three categories:

1) Approved Sites
2) Proposed Sites

3) Potential Sites

Growth in Valley Oak area

90-100+ of 588 Approved Units in V.O.Area
( About 15% of Total)

780-800 of Approved or Proposed Units in
V.O. Area (About 43% of Total)
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Growth in Valley Oak area
that is NOT subject to Measure J

Measure J is the major constraint to peripheralgro

List of Sites Shows Approximately 2568 units Nobfaat To
Measure J.

Approximately 45% of approved, pending, or
potential units not subject to Measure J are
inV. O. Area

Infill is Part of Growth Plans

Almost half of approved, proposed or potential
units not subject to Measure J in Valley Oak
area.
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“Fair Share”

Over the recent years (since 2000, and
especially since 2004), state law has
imposed increasingly severe consequences
for failure to accommodate the allocated
housing units.

From “Growth Requirements Under State Law IssuefBrDocument

#6, City of Davis General Plan / Housing Elementble, Draft:
February 16, 2007

How many units are we
required to accommodate?

During the previous Housing Element cycle,
the City of Davis had a total fair-share
allocation of 1,962 units.

260 units per year

But we had only 130 units per year in the last
two years

29



How many units do we need to
catch up?

To reach 260 units per year in 2008-2013 would
require 1560 units.

BUT:

“The regional housing needs allocation for the
current (2006-2013) cycle is approximately 50
percent higher than the regional allocation for ti
previous cycle.”

From “Growth Requirements Under State Law IssuefBrDocument #6, City of
Davis General Plan / Housing Element Update, DFabruary 16, 2007

English Learners
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English Learners Data

AMAO - Annual Growth AMAO - Attaining English
Proficiency
School Number ofPercent |[Number of[Number me{Percent met|NumberfNumber |Percent
with Prior |ELs in AMAO AMAO in met met
Annual Year DataCohort Cohort [AMAO |AMAO
Testers
Valley %) %) %)
Oak
School | %) %) %)
School Il %) %) %)
School lll % % %

(Continuously Enrolled in Schools since Kindergarta or 15t Grade)

2005-2006 Results of the California Standards T@SI()

Grades 3-6 English Learners (ELs) & Former Endlishrners (R-FEP)

English Learners

in the area of English Language Arts (ELA)

School |[Number ELs & | Percent ELs & Number Tested Number Percent Proficient
R-FEP R-FEP Enrolled Proficient or or Advanced
Enrolled Since K/ Advanced
Since K/
Valley % %
Oak ( ELs/ R- ELs/ R-FEP)|( ELs/ R-FEP)
FEP)
School | % %
( ELs/ R- ELs/ R-FEP)| ( ELs/ R-FEP)
FEP)
School I % %
( ELs/ R- ELs/ R-FEP)| ( ELs/ R-FEP)
FEP)
School % %
1] ( ELs/ R- ELs/ R-FEP)| ( ELs/ R-FEP)
FEP)
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Conclusions
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