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INTRODUCTION:

The study committee for the Decatur County Comityuichool Corporation
(DCCSC) was composed of community patrons selduydtie Board of School Trustees
to study the congruence between educational progedivery now and in the future and
the appropriateness of educational facilities efgbhool corporation. The committee,
facilitated by Dr. Robert L. Boyd, Professor, InthaState University, met seven times
over a period of five months in 2007 and 2008 foegaluative tour of each facility and
to consider salient student and community demogecapburrent educational program
delivery and the condition and needs of currentational facilities to deliver a modern,
effective and efficient educational program inte thture. The focus of the
conversations by the committee centered on edunatigecessities in the corporation
together with the economic feasibility of addregdimose educational necessities as they
relate to the four school facilities of the corgara. Much of the data analyzed is
included in the Appendix to this document. Attemcat the meetings was good,
exchange of ideas and points of information wasi@el honest, and a general attitude
of wanting to improve the schools prevailed atrtteetings.

The study committee was composed of thoughtful canity patrons who had
supported a previous remonstrance process regaadngposed facilities improvement
program and those who opposed the remonstrancegsand supported the facilities
improvement program. It is believed by committesmbers that a number of factors
produced the community dissonance on the previities improvement program.
Among those factors is the belief that total castsiderations together with a lack of
public knowledge regarding the scope and needsedfacilities, poor public relations in
marketing the proposal, indecision regarding tlaeg@ment of grade six and the limited
financial adjustments made in response to commuoitigerns served to produce the
projects failure to be accepted. In addition,cklaf clarity, or community consensus,
regarding moving from two to one high school camfouther compounded the issues.
However, it is believed that a reasonable soluitonpdate current facilities could be
developed with this follow-up study process.



The following report, therefore, represents rec@ndations for Board of School
Trustees consideration as formulated via a consdmsilding process among committee
participants. Consensus, by definition, suggéststhese recommendations reflect the
general beliefs of committee members that theyscguport in the investment in their
school community. It doesn’t mean that all comegttnembers are completely in
agreement with all aspects of the recommendati®asne may believe in the need to do
more, some to do less. Yet, it is the hope of@thmittee members that the Board will
take their recommendations seriously, continu@olve committee members in their
decision making process as they formulate a faslimprovement plan that will
accomplish the support of the Decatur County Comtyi8thool Corporation
community.

Clearly the age of the current facilities, 30 ygars of service, suggests that
significant wear has occurred and certainly sondatipg of instructional spaces within
the facilities is necessary. In addition to thfzslity updates recommended below, the
committee believes that improved maintenance cattgedacilities and accountability
for that care is of utmost importance to preserthrggfinancial investment the
community has made in its educational facilitied atrongly urges the corporation to
study and implement improved facility maintenantcategies.

As the corporation may move forward to update tfaailities, the committee
believes that improved performance accountabitityafrchitects, contractors, and legal
council should be a priority consideration. Thenoattee senses that quality work has
not always been specified by architects, delivénedontractors nor enforced by legal
council. Perhaps consideration of constructionagament or “clerk of the works”
monitoring of future projects deserves serious ictamation.

FACILITY IMPROVEMENT NEEDS OF THE DCCSC:

The following is a prioritized listing of the fdity improvement needs of the
DCCSC as determined via the consensus buildingepsolay the study committee
members. It is stressed by the study committetentbek groups should be formed made
up of building level faculty, administration andnemunity members to develop
Educational Specifications for each of the fouilities that respond to the needs
expressed in these recommendations. A significanmtber of study committee members
expressed interest in being involved in that precesthat study committee consensus
continues to be represented in the decision-maghkiagess. It believed that the priority
needs of each elementary facility and each secgrideitity will be different from the
other and that response to those needs shouldnsestant with their individual building
needs and not represent sameness between thestwergary building and the two
secondary buildings. Further, the study commitieleeves that adherence to a concept
of equity in spending between the two elementad/the two secondary schools be
followed as plans are developed

1. More classroom space, especially at North Decdemeé&ntary School, and
appropriate instructional space in each of the satiool facilities is needed to
ensure appropriate delivery of educational progreomsistent with state of
Indiana facility guidelines.



2. Secondary labs, especially in science, computenseij vocational and practical
arts need to be modernized and additional spacedaw where needed.

3. Security, health and safety needs should be attietodi@ each of the four
facilities including their respective office areas.

4. Locker room facilities need to be expanded and tgatat the secondary schools.

5. While some repair work has been accomplished ofsygatters and drainage
systems, more needs to be accomplished to se@netégrity of the envelope of
the facilities.

6. Provide modern computer technology to ensure thigyaor faculty to integrate
technology into the curriculum of the educationagrams.

7. Economies of scale, within the corporation and witfer local educational
institutions, need to be sought. The allocatiohuwrhan and fiscal resources and
the location of specific educational programs tbaste the scope of program
offerings and opportunities for “magnet” programsivariety of areas of the
curriculum to help the corporation overcome a “stag” program delivery model
needs serious consideration.

8. A general cosmetic remodeling at the two seconsdelngols to include floors,
walls, ceiling, lighting, interior doors, and hacapped accessibility needs to
occur.

9. HVAC systems in the secondary schools need to bated.

10. Water quality issues need to be resolved at Soattafdr Junior/Senior High
School and at South Decatur Elementary School.

11.Fine arts facilities for both instruction and pen@nce need to be developed at
the secondary schools.

Other needs that the study committee noted include:

12. Communication systems need to be modernized in @dtie four facilities.

13. Special purpose classrooms for special educatiogram delivery need to be
provided particularly at the elementary school leve

14.Expanded parking space may be needed at eachyfaodether with improved
lighting and handicapped accessibility in some tiocs.

15. Areas of the secondary facilities need to be regphesi to accommodate
community access of academic and vocational offerin

16. General storage for the corporation, possibly stead-alone environmentally
controlled metal building, needs to be considered.

17.Creation of general storage for the elementaryalshtbat incorporates the
current courtyard areas needs to be considered.

The committee believes that the major items ideatiin this set of recommendations
can be accomplished within a reasonable bondedbiaedeess and together with sound
planning of the Capital Projects Fund for technglagd less costly updates the
corporation can accomplish facilities for the detiw of modern, effective and efficient
educational programs into the future.



NEXT STEPS:

The study committee believes the following stepsutthbe followed to draw the study
process to closure and begin specific plannin@ftacilities improvement program:

1. The Board of School Trustees should study the res@madation and the
priority listing of needs to guide their future ptang.

2. The Board of School Trustees should establish Hotud Specification
work groups at each facility consisting of faculigministration and
community members to determine a specific agenaeeeds within the
priorities as provided in this report.

3. The Board of School Trustees should be sensititkedollowing
recommendations as contained in this report asriwse forward with
planning:

A. Work to develop a facility improvement plan thathaiccomplish the
support of the Decatur County Community School Gaapon
community.

B. Insure performance accountability for architectstcactors, and legal
council involved in the implementation of the fagiimprovement plan.

C. Continue to involve members of the study committed keep them
informed as to the progress of planning for a faed improvement
program.

D. Formulate improved facility maintenance stratedoeshe school
corporation.

E. Be mindful of the need for equity in spending betwéhe two elementary
schools and between the two secondary schools.

CONCLUSION:

The Broad Based Community Advisory Committee ondadional Facilities has
spent time and intellectual effort to determinetaaf general recommendations and
specific priorities for a doable facilities imprawent program for the school corporation.
They support, via the consensus building procesd,ubese recommendations and stand
ready to continue to be involved and supportiva tdcilities improvement investment
for the young people of the Decatur County ComnyuBithool Corporation. The
members of that committee were:

Kate Bedel CHiswer Margaret Davis
Lisa Deck Mike Gasper Kevin Gay

Matt Hoeing Norb ¢ing Jay Hatton
Rueben Kissel Gary Kmtec Kaywin Lindsay
Connie Martin DeannaGdillough Bart Metz
Dennis Meyer Ben Mill Deanna Pacilio
Jim Pulskamp Adriasrifsture Jeff Smiley
Amy Smith JoeiBte Dave Stultz

Mark Vice Cindlvilkerson Don Yager



APPENDIX A:

SUMMARY INFORMATION
DECATUR COUNTY COMMUNITY SCHOOLS

1. The total population of Decatur County increasequisy 1,820 people from 1970
to 2000. The townships of the DCCS increase lota bf 698 people during the
period. Fugit Township increased by 632 peoplarlgall of the net increase,
while Sand Creek increased by 292 and Adams Towrish253. All other
DCCS townships decreased in total population duthegoeriod.

2. The student population of the DCCS has increasegblstudents over the past
six years. That represents a total increase gb&.€ent or just six tenths of one
per cent per year. The majority of that incre&8eof the 66, has been at the
secondary level.

3. The larger secondary grade level populations aréeiog replaced by the
numbers in the elementary grade level populations.

4. Birth rates for Decatur County over the past tesrydave been relatively flat
with the average number of resident live birthseasing by just six births per
year.

5. Projected student populations based on residembiith rates and historical
continuation rates suggest an increase in totdestupopulation of 77 students by
2014. Twenty of that increase is projected aillbenentary level while 57
students in that increase is projected at the skogrevel.

6. Secondary student populations are generally mangrate because those students
are already in the system and are likely to pevsist the system.

7. U.S. Bureau of Census projects a 5.2 percent isergapre-school aged
population by 2025 and 4.4 percent increase inadduged population by 2025
for Decatur County which compares to a 3.1 peroemease statewide.

8. The impact of Honda on the student population ef@CCS is uncertain at this
time but should at least stem the tide of declihdenat best contributing to some
student population growth.

9. The Actual and Functional Capacity for each schothe DCCS is shown below
and documents that educational space in each bgilglicurrently at a premium
providing little opportunity for student populatignowth or program
modernization.

Actual and Functional Capacity of the General and Special Purpose Classrooms
and Current Enrollments of the DCCS Elementary Schools, 2007-08

School Actual | Functional Students % Utilized to % Utilized

Capacity | Capacity Enrolled Functional to Actual

North Decatur 750 635 639 100.6 85.2

South Decatur 700 592 555 93.8 79.3
Total 1,450 1,227 1,194 97.3 82.3




Student Capacity of the General and Special Pur pose Classrooms and Current
Enrollments of the DCCS Junior/Senior High Schools, 2007-08

School Actual Functional | Students | % Utilizedto | % Utilized

Capacity | Capacity Enrolled Functional to Actual

North Decatur 830 623 573 92.0 69.0

South Decatur 800 600 478 79.7 59.8
Total 1,630 1,223 1,051 85.9 64.5

10. A number of significant educational program needsteavithin the facilities of
the DCCS including, but not limited to; Secondasgience labs, fine arts
instructional space, practical arts, physical edanatechnology, infrastructure
and health and safety concerns, Elementary: geinsteuctional and special
education instructional space, technology, stosgee and exterior lighting.

11.The total assessed value (net taxable wealth)eoDIBCS has increased from
$103,234,564 in 2001 to $575,719,065 in 2007, whiéetax rate has declined to
a total of $1.27 per $100.00 of assessed valughdtotal tax rate,
approximately $0.15 or 11.8 percent is neededtiereurrent capital debt
outstanding.

12.Based on a capital debt leeway range of ten teefiftpercent of the total assessed
valued, an acceptable capital debt range in Indidn@eDCCS has between 55 and
82 million dollars of gross capital debt leeway.

13. Net capital debt leeway, gross leeway minus curapital debt outstanding,
suggests that the DCCS has a net capital debt Yyeeinz0 to 77 million dollars.
14.The current capital debt outstanding for the DC@8l$ $5,445,220 which is just
0.99 percent of its total assessed value or abme#enth of the acceptable

leeway.

15. With current capital debt to assessed value rdtth3® percent, the DCCS has a
great deal of capital debt leeway that can acconateoolanning for the future of
educational facilities.

16. The community expects quality education and equitgrms of educational
facilities throughout the corporation.

17.With a 2007 total assessed value of $550,000,0&p#al bond at six percent for
twenty years would require approximately $0.017s@er million on the local
Debt Service tax rate, or less than two cents piomdollars of new capital
investment.

18.The median home value in Decatur County is $86,40@thout any property tax
exemptions, each one cent on the property taxcrats the tax payer $8.64 per
year. Thus, for a facilities improvement prograsste$10 million of additional
debt would increase the property tax bill for a lmachome by $176.16 per year
(1.7 cents per million X $8.64 per year X 10milljar $14.68 per month or less
than fifty cents per day.

19.The degree to which the DCCS community is willingrivest in its community
institutions and, thus, the quality of life for t&izens, has yet to be determined.



APPENDI X B:

Historical Enrollments, Projected Enrollments and Space Utilization
For the Decatur County Community Schools, 2007-2008

Tablel

Decatur County Community Schools,
Cor poration-wide Enrollments, 2002-2007

Grade 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007
Kindergarten | 152 162 161 | 166 180 173
1 164 | 149 175 | 139 176 183
2 154 | 164 158 | 166 169 173
3 161 | 157 163 | 164 184 | 157
4 195 | 160 162 164 163 184
5 185 | 189 160 | 168 169 157
6 177 180 183 | 159 164 | 169
Elem. Total | 1,188 | 1,161 | 1,162 | 1,127 | 1,205 | 1,196
Elem Average | 170 | 166 166 | 161 172 171
7 176 | 195 195 | 196 173 178
8 187 166 197 193 187 167
9 184 | 207 182 | 200 194 | 198
10 151 | 154 192 189 180 180
11 146 | 151 143 | 189 167 171
12 149 | 136 146 | 154 168 157
JISHS 993 | 1,009 | 1,055 | 1,121 | 1,069 | 1,051
Total
HS 166 | 168 176 | 187 178 175
Average
Corp 2,181 | 2,170 | 2,217 | 2,248 | 2,274 | 2,247
Total
Corp 168 | 167 171 | 173 175 173
Average
Number -11 +47 | +31 | +26 -27
Change
% Change -05 | +22 | +14 | +12 | -1.2

Since2002 the elementary enrollment has increase bydeats
The secondary enrollment has increased by 58 diside.8 percent.
The corporation total enrollment has increased@gtGdents or 3.0 percent.



Table2
Number of Resident Live Birthsin Decatur County from 1990 T hrough 2005
And Number of Students Entering Kindergarten Five Years Later

Kindergarten DCCS Percent of Live
Birth Rate Decatur County Enrollment Kindergarten BirthsasKdg
Y ear Resident Live Births Y ear Enrollment EnrolIment
1990 367 1995
1991 368 1996
1992 396 1997
1993 343 1998
1994 318 1999
Totals 1,792(359/yr)
1995 360 2000 155 43.1%
1996 317 2001 165 52.1%
1997 380 2002 152 40.0%
1998 391 2003 162 41.4%
1999 400 2004 161 40.3%
Totals 1,848(370/yr) 795(159/year) 43.0%
2000 377 2005 166 44.0%
2001 379 2006 180 47.5%
2002 376 2007 173 46.0%
2003 387 2008 177* 45.8%**
2004 362 2009 166* 45.8%**
Totals 1,881(376/year)
2005 355 2010 163* 45.8%**
2006 372* 2011 170* 45.8%**
2007 372* 2012 170* 45.8%**
2008 372* 2013 170* 45.8%**
2009 372* 2014 170* 45.8%**

*Estimate based on 372 resident live births, thet pae-year average.
**Estimate based on 45.8% of resident live birthg, average of the past three years

Table3

Average Continuation Rate 2003-04 thr ough 2007-08, Five Year Averagesfor DCCS

Grade 2003-04 | 2004-05 | 2005-06 | 2006-07 | 2007-08 | 5 year
average
Kdg
1 98.0 108.0 86.3 106.0 1017 100.0
2 100.0 106.0 94.9 121.6 983 104.2
3 101.9 99.4 103.4 110.8 92|9 101.8
4 99.4 103.2 100.6 99.4 100{0 100.5
5 96.9 100.0 103.7 103.0 96|3 100.0
6 97.3 96.8 99.4 97.6 100)0 98.2
Elem Total 98.9 102.2 98.1 106.4 98.2 100.8
7 110.2 108.3 107.1 108.8 1085 108.9
8 94.3 101.0 99.0 95.4 96.,5 97.2
9 110.7 109.6 101.% 100.6 1059 105%.6
10 83.7 92.8 103.9 90.0 92,8 92.6
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11 100.0 92.9 98.4 88.4 950 94,9
12 93.2 96.7 107.7 88.9 940 96,1
J/ISHS Tota 98.7 98.6 102.9 95.3 98.8 98.9
Corporation Total 98.8 100.4 100.5 100.9 98.5 99.8
Table4

Decatur County Community Schools Enrollment Projected by Five Year Average

Resident Live Birth Rate and Five-Y ear Continuation Rates, 2007-2014

Grade 2007 2008 2009 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014
Kdg 173 177 166 163 170 170 170Q 17( 17p
1 183 173 177 166 163 170 170Q 17( 17D
2 173 191 180 184 173 170 177 177 17y
3 157 176 194 184 188 177 174 174 174
4 184 158 177 195 185 189 178 17¢ 17p
5 157 184 158 177 195 185 189 174 17p
6 169 154 181 155 174 191 182 18¢ 17p
Elementary Total 1,196 | 1213 | 1233 | 1224 | 1248 | 1252 | 1,240 | 1,230 | 1,216
Per Grade Average 171 173 176 175 178 179 177 176 174
7 178 184 168 196 168 189 207 197 20p
8 167 173 179 163 191 163 184 202 19p
9 198 176 183 189 172 202 172 194 218
10 180 183 163 169 175 159 187 159 18p
11 171 171 174 155 160 166 151 177 151
12 157 164 164 167 150 154 160 141 17p
High School Total 1,051 | 1,051 | 1,031 | 1,039 | 1,016 | 1,033 | 1,061 | 1,074 | 1,108
Per Grade Average 175 175 172 173 169 172 177 179 18b
Corporate Total 2,247 | 2,264 | 2,264 | 2,263 | 2,264 | 2,285 | 2,301 | 2,304 | 2,324
Per Grade Average 173 174 174 174 174 176 177 177 17p

The elementary is projected to increase by 20 stsd® 1.7 percent

The secondary is projected to increase by 57 staderb.4 percent

The corporation is projected to increase by 77.4mp@&rcent
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Table 5 presents the space utilization of genesdtuctional and support spaces
for the North Decatur Elementary School for the 2Q@008 school year.

Table5
Space Utilization North Decatur Elementary School, 2007-2008
ROOM GRADE NUMBER OF | FUNCTIONAL | ACTUAL
NUMBER STUDENTS CAPACITY CAPACITY
Acra K 23 18 25
Hadler K 21 18 25
Hill K 20 18 25
Bischoff K 38 18/18 25/25
1S 1 20 18 25
1BU 1 19 18 25
1C 1 17 18 25
1K 1 19 18 25
10 1 18 18 25
2B 2 20 20 25
2J 2 19 20 25
M 2 18 20 25
2S 2 21 20 25
3HA 3 14 20 25
3S 3 14 20 25
3HA 3 15 20 25
3T 3 20 20 25
3N 3 16 20 25
4H 4 24 25 25
4HE 4 24 25 25
4S 4 24 25 25
IM 4 25 25 25
5C 5 25 25 25
5F 5 25 25 25
5K 5 25 25 25
5H 5 24 25 25
6B 6 30 25 25
6G 6 31 25 25
6H/S 6 30 25 25
Sp Ed PK
Art
Music
Library
PE
Special Education
Special Education
Title |
TOTALS 639 635 750

North Decatur Elementary School has 29 generalqagrjglassrooms and eight special purpose
classrooms. The 29 general purpose classroomsamesetual Capacity of 750 students based on 25
students per classroom and a Functional Capactgdfstudents based on Prime Time guidelines. The
school is being utilized at 100.6 percent of itei€tional Capacity and 85.2 percent of its Actuap&aty
if the eight special purpose classrooms are beseg @as integral parts of the total educational jarog
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Table 6 presents the space utilization of genesttuctional and support spaces

for the South Decatur Elementary School for the72B008 school year.

Table6
Space Utilization South Decatur Elementary School, 2007-2008
ROOM GRADE NUMBER OF FUNCTIONAL ACTUAL
NUMBER STUDENTS CAPACITY CAPACITY
115 K 15/18 18/18 25/25
107 K 1821 18 25
141 K 1920 18 25
136 1 16 18 25
138 1 20 18 25
135 1 18 18 25
200 1 18 18 25
137 1 17 18 25
143 2 19 20 25
142 2 20 20 25
145 2 19 20 25
144 2 18 20 25
114 2 19 20 25
147 3 19 20 25
150 3 20 20 25
149 3 20 20 25
148 3 19 20 25
112 4 21 25 25
111 4 22 25 25
110 4 22 25 25
109 4 22 25 25
122 5 19 25 25
119 5 19 25 25
121 5 20 25 25
204 6 27 25 25
203 6 26 25 25
202 6 25 25 25
Speech
Art
Music
Library
PE
LRC
LRC
Title |
TOTALS 555 592 700

South Decatur Elementary School has 27 generabparplassrooms and eight special purpose
classrooms. The 27 general purpose classroomsamasetual Capacity of 700 students based on 25
students per classroom and a Functional CapacB@®fstudents based on Prime Time guidelines. The
school is being utilized at 93.8 percent of its ¢tional Capacity and 79.3 percent of its Actual &ay if
the eight special purpose classrooms are beingaséadegral parts of the total educational program
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Table 7 presents the space utilization of genesaifuctional and support spaces
for the North Decatur Junior/Senior High Schooltfoe 2006-2007 school year.
Table7

Space Utilization of the General and Special Purpose Classrooms
For the North Decatur Junior/Senior High School, 2007-2008

Room Subject | Capacity | Pd1 | Pd2 | Pd3 | Pd4 | Pd5 | Pd6 | Pd7 | Total Per cent
Number Students | Utilized
129 Lang Art 25 22 9 20 19| 29| 34 22 164 93.7
102 Lang Art 25 20| 22| 24 28] 33 31 158 90.3
104 Lang Art 25 26 | 22| 27 28] 30 27 160 91.4
134 Lang Art 25 24| 25| 15| 32[ 221 22 1 150 85.7
130 For Lang 25 26| 29 26| 25 33 36 175 100.
132 For Lang 25 14| 22 7 1 2] 332 12 109 62.3
110 Math 25 24 | 26| 27 24| 26| 18 8 153 87.4
128 Math 25 27 20| 16| 27| 26 18 24 156 89.1]
127 Math 25 26 6 21 30 20 21 124 70.9
112 Math 25 26 | 19| 18 19] 15| 24 121 69.1
136 Math 25 20| 15| 16] 26| 24 9 110 62.9
106 SS 25 25| 29| 23] 26 15 34 5 157 89.7
103 SS 25 28| 25| 29[ 14 29 26 151 86.3
108 SS 25 20| 22| 24 21] 23  1d 129 73.7
126 SS 25 22 8 17 26/ 28 101 57.7
113 Sci 25 16 | 19| 32| 12[ 29 6 26 140 80.0
107 Sci 25 20| 23] 21| 22 10] 26 122 69.7
109 Sci 25 28 | 26| 26[ 26] 23 11 20 160 91.4
115 Sci 25 27 | 23] 18] 23] 28 21 @ 2d 169 96.6
101 F&CS 25 11| 14| 27 58/ 21| 39 170 97.1
123 F&CS 25 40 26| 45| 23 134 76.6
114 Ind Tech 25 13 4 6 7 34 14 80 45.7
116 Agr 25 20 9 18 16 63 36.0
211 Music 50 37| 39| 34 31] 69 58 268 76.6
209 Art 25 16 | 21| 18| 43] 34| 30 162 92.6
GYM Gym 25 32| 27 19| 23 101 57.7
GYM Gym 25 17| 32 15] 20 84 48.0
Health Health 25 24| 35| 15 74 42.2
122 Sp Ed 10 8 5 5 11] 24 53 75.7
124 Sp Ed 10 4 4 3 5 44 10  4d 110 157.]
SpecEd | SpEd 10 1 7 2 10 14.3
207 Comp 25 7 13 8 20 10 41 99 56.6
119 Comp 25 12 28 40 22.9
121 Dr. Ed 25 10 9 10 13 42 24.0
Totals 830 612 | 603 | 490 | 333 | 753 | 702 | 706 4199 72.3

Table 7 presents the space utilization of genesattintional and support spaces for the North Decatu
Junior/Senior High School for the 2007-2008 schaalr. The total number of approved pupil statifmns

the 34 general and special purpose classroomgadionth Decatur Junior/Senior High School is 830
students per period. Functional Capacity of theegal and special purpose classrooms, based on 75
percent of Actual Capacity, is 623 students peiopdior all classrooms. Function Capacity at 7Ecpat

of Actual Capacity allows classrooms to be avaddblteachers during planning periods and allows fo
student population growth during the school yedercentages for Actual Capacity utilization of 8de
General and Special Purpose classrooms reportedsattre total school day for the North Decatur
Junior/Senior High School is 72.3 percent, whila¢tional Capacity utilization is 96.3 percent.
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Table 8 presents the space utilization of genesttuctional and support spaces
for the South Decatur Junior/Senior High Schooltfe 2007-2008 school year.
Table8

For the South Decatur Junior/Senior High School, 2007-2008

Space Utilization of the General and Special Purpose Classrooms

Room Subject | Capacity | Pd1 | Pd2 | Pd3 | Pd4 | Pd5 | Pd6 | Pd7 | Total Per cent
Number Students | Utilized
103 Lang Art 25 22 20 16 52 20 31 161 92.0
404 Lang Art 25 21 21 19 18 22 14 115 65.7
310 Lang Art 25 30 30 30 18 9 13 130 74.3
100 Lang Art 25 18 24 21 18 14 14 109 62.3
400 Lang Art 25 9 22 12 25 10 16 94 53.7
401 For Lang 25 3 12 25 40 22.9
302 For Lang 25 24 26 21 12 24 12 119 68.0
Library | Lang Art 20 20 0
107 Math 25 19 20 21 20 16 22 118 67.4
109 Math 25 25 23 20 21 21 14 7 131 74.9
308 Math 25 20 22 25 29 14 7 117 66.9
304 Math 25 20 13 14 15 4 40 106 60.6
105 SS 25 16 19 19 44 35 133 76.0
104 SS 25 18 20 23 39 23 43 18 184 105.1
306 SS 25 30 9 6 11 27 38 121 69.1
402 SS 25 13 29 25 20 18 11 116 66.3
403 SS 25 21 30 13 42 22 23 151 86.3
108 Sci 25 20 17 23 21 13 94 53.7
106 Sci 25 20 19 22 14 23 11 16 125 71.4
303 Sci 25 28 19 13 20 11 30 121 69.1
300 Sci 25 10 16 11 18 18 24 97 55.4
201 Des Proc 25 11 10 21 12.0
309 F&CS 25 23 24 19 11 31 12 120 68.6
401 Ind Tech 25
202 Agr 25 14 22 18 10 12 24 100 57.1
203 Agr 25 14 40 54 31.0
501 Art 25 14 22 23 6 9 24 98 56.0
502 Music 50 8 18 31 43 36 39 39 214 61.1
GYM Gym 50 21 18 12 83 31 77 21 263 75.1
102 Sp Ed 10 8 27 4 11 50 71.4
101 Sp Ed 10 4 10 4 18 25.7
Other Sp Ed 10 10 7 6 23 32.9
305 Sp Ed 10 6 4 6 9 6 1 12 44 62.9
500 Comp 25 20 17 18 21 9 37 122 69.7
307 Dr Ed 25 9 9 9 9 36 20.6
Totals 800 475 | 465 | 484 | 585 | 461 | 542 | 553 3565 63.7

Table 8 presents the space utilizatiogesferal instructional and support spaces for thets
Decatur Junior/Senior High School for the 2007-286800l year. The total number of approved pupil
stations for the 32 general and special purpossidams of the North Putnam High School is 800esitsd

per period including those classrooms that areeshaith the middle school. Functional Capacityhaf

general and special purpose classrooms, based per@ént of Actual Capacity, is 600 students peiode
for all classrooms. Function Capacity at 75 peroéictual Capacity allows classrooms to be avdddo
teachers during planning periods and allows fodestti population growth during the school year.
Percentages for Actual Capacity utilization of 8eGeneral and Special Purpose classrooms reported
across the total school day for the South Decatniod/Senior High School is 63.7 percent, while
Functional Capacity utilization is 84.9 percent.
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In Table 9 is presented data on the student cgpadierms of both Actual and
Functional Capacity of each elementary school baset8 students in kindergarten and
grade one, 20 students in grades two and thre@@astudents per classroom in grades
four, five and six, and the total students enrotladng the 2007-08 school year. Also,
Table 5 presents the Actual and Functional Capecdf the two junior/senior high
schools. The reader will note that the total auremroliment at North Decatur
Elementary School is four students greater thaRutsctional Capacity, while South
Decatur Elementary School is just 35 studentstless its Functional Capacity. The
facilities together are utilized at 97.3 percenthair Functional Capacity and 82.3
percent of their Actual Capacity.

Table9

Actual and Functional Capacity of the General and Special Purpose Classrooms and
Current Enrollments of the DCCS Elementary Schools, 2007-08

School Actual | Functional | Students % Utilized to % Utilized

Capacity | Capacity Enrolled Functional to Actual

North Decatur 750 635 639 100.6 85.2

South Decatur 700 592 555 93.8 79.3
Total 1,450 1,227 1,194 97.3 82.3

Table 9 Continued

Student Capacity of the General and Special Pur pose Classrooms and Current
Enrollments of the DCCS Junior/Senior High Schools, 2007-08

School Actual Functional | Students | % Utilizedto | % Utilized

Capacity | Capacity Enrolled Functional to Actual

North Decatur 830 623 573 92.0 69.0

South Decatur 800 600 478 79.7 59.8
Total 1,630 1,223 1,051 85.9 64.5

The Actual Capacity of the North Decatur Juniori8ehligh School is 830 students,
while the Functional Capacity is 623 students. e@ithe 2007-2008 enrollment of 573,
the school is being utilized at 92.0 percent ofitsctional Capacity and 69.0 percent of
its Actual Capacity. The Actual Capacity of SoDicatur Junior/Senior High School is
800 students, while the Functional Capacity is $tddents. Given the 2007-2008
enrollment of 478 students, the school is beinligat at 79.7 percent of itsunctional
Capacity and 59.8 percent of its Actual Capacigkeén together the two secondary
schools are being utilized at 85.9 percent of thamctional Capacity and 64.5 percent of
their Actual Capacity.
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e — BUDGET FUND----------=----- /
Characteristic | General Debt Capital Transportation | Bus Pre-School
Fund Service | Projects | Fund Replacement | Special
Fund Fund Fund Education
Fund
State Funds Yes No No No No No
Property Tax Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
CAPS Yes No Yes Yes Yes Yes
Type of CAP Levy No Tax Rate | Appropriation | 10% of Fleet | Tax Rate
Per Year

Funds State PT on PT on PT onJune30, | PT onJune | PT onJune
Received Monthly, |June30, | June30, Dec. 31 30, Dec. 31 | 30, Dec. 31

Property | Dec. 31 Dec. 31

Tax on

June 30,

Dec. 31
Salaries, X X
Benefits,
Fixed Costs,
Retire Capital X
Debt
Facility X
Updates and
Technology
Operations X
Fleet X
Replacement

All Funds must balance on December 31

All accounts within funds must balance December 31
Appropriations can not transfer from one fund to another
Interest on investment isreceipted to contributing fund
Caps are set by the Indiana General Assembly
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BUDGET | ASSESSED | GENERAL DEBT CPF | TRANS | SCHOOL PRE TOTAL
YEAR VALUE FUND SERVICE | FUND | OPER BUS SCHOOL TAX
FUND FUND | REPLACE | SPECED | RATE

2001 103,234,564
2002 320,225,191 0.8766 0.1795 0.2592 0.185h1 0.0224 .003a 1.5259
2003 542,643,630 1.1667 0.2415 0.4568 0.23P6 0.0332 36.00 2.1331
2004 543,478,390 0.5506 0.1332 0.1865 0.1210 0.0163 .0019 1.0095
2005 555,673,480 0.6860 0.1767% 0.2286 0.1519 0.0234 0Im0 | 1.2685
2006 526,510,490 0.6451 0.1811% 0.2803 0.1502 0.0090 01®0 | 1.2676
2007 575,719,065 0.6138 0.1561% 0.2772 0.1621 0.0602 01ro | 1.2711

* Includes Pension Bonds
The necessity for securing more funds for edunatitl continue as long as any

or all of the following occur:

CoNoOl~wWNE

Inflation continues.

Pupil population increases.
School building costs continue to increase.
Educational program demands increase.
Teachers become more experienced and additettucation.
Student drop-out rates decrease.
Increased length of school year.
Support services increase.
Fixed costs of utilities continue to rise.

10. Continued improvement in public school productivity

Financing School Construction

The cost of school building construction and reatmn continues to increase and
often out-gains the cost of private corporate qoietibn primarily as a result of Public
Works pay requirements. Assuming the past is ia wadlicator and predictor of the
future, school building construction and renovatigt continue to increase in cost, at
least at the rate of inflation. While no one likegpay more tax, capital project costs
need to be viewed by educational decision-makemsvastmentsin the future rather

than expenditures of current dollars. Such are investments made in students, in the
community, and the welfare of the state and nation. Such investments, however, must
be made only after careful consideration of edocati program requirements. The
needs of students regarding educational prograraremeging rapidly. School facilities
that can deliver modern programs are a necessity.
Long Term Debt v. Pay-as-you-go Capital Projects:
Bonds, lease-rental contracts, and state of liadi@@ns are methods of long-term
debt through which school districts may rapidlyasbtheeded funding for buildings
and/or building renovations. School buildings expected to last 50 or more years;
therefore, one point of view contends that longrteebt is a just and fair means of
sharing the cost of education with future generstioAnother point of view however,
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expresses concern that future generations maythaireown unique financial problems
and needs, and that they should not be burdenédhdgtresults of decisions in which
they had no voice. Pay-as-you-go advocates wdtlideucapital projects funds and
increased tax levies to meet building costs asewe®bviously, pay-as-you-go plans
eliminate interest costs and place the burden yiheat on the generation with whom the
problem originated. Not so obvious is the locaremmic impact of withdrawing funds
from the private sector, and subsequently holdmgé funds in the Capital Projects
Fund until needed for a building program and thenemic effect of a substantial tax rate
increase. Further complicating the pay-as-you-dong-term debt issue is that building
construction and renovation costs continue to emeetomorrow's dollars, in all
likelihood, will not generate the same purchasiogigr as today's dollars.

A final consideration in weighing finance methasishe impact on consistency of
the local debt service rate. Long-term debt pnograave built-in features that permit
debt service tax rates to be maintained at a velgtconstant or decreasing level. Pay-
as-you-go programs generally require certain higgkgeffort years.

Even though each school district must study itea owique problems and local
philosophy relative to debt management before adlgjat program, general guidelines
for adopting a program should be observed:

1. Long term debt programs may appropriately be camsiiby communities
characterized by stable population growth t@xdble wealth if little or no
additional capital improvement projectionssebeyond present need.

2. Pay-as-you-go programs may appropriately be coresidey communities
characterized by rapid expansion or contigwiapital improvement needs.

In reality, final consideration is generally a qun@mise position between the pay-
as-you-go and long-term debt approaches. Debtrg@nugof approximately twenty years
have generally commanded favorable market inteadss, and appear to be a reasonable
compromise with the intergenerational theory ofithpact of debt.

Financing School Buildings Through Building Cor porations

Funds for school building construction in Indiaara derived from a variety of
sources. Public school officials are charged withresponsibility of measuring impact
of alternate financing methods on the financialduire of their school district. In fact,
the optimum method of providing building funds afievolves a combination of several
sources.

Long-term indebtedness typically extends beyormlyears. Indiana law permits
long-term debt to be financed with the sale of Galn®bligation Bonds. Historically,
long-term debt has been used by school corporatayrmurchase of pupil transportation
equipment (general obligation bonds only) or failfey construction and improvement.

Lease/Rental Corporation§&chool corporations are authorized by law teent
into lease-rental agreements with school builduiparities that have constructed school
buildings in accordance with laws, rules, and ratiohs governing school construction.
Such agreements provide that when debt is retiaguifal equipment becomes the
property of the school corporation. As such, treg®eements are not considered as
indebtedness against the two percent constitutionahtion of indebtedness.

The school building corporation obtains its fubbggssuing bonds. There is no
legal limit on the size of the bond issue. Suchdsoare classed as first mortgage bonds,
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and are secured by annual payments from the sdmidtt as specified in the lease
agreement. Lease contracts must be for a mininfuifieen years, and may not exceed
thirty years. School building corporations teclatlicare not quite as secure as general
obligation bonds, and consequently may have siidfigher interest rates. The higher
rates on school building corporation bonds are disoto the usually longer terms of
issue.

Lease/rental payments are calculated on the baaisticipated interest rates at
the time of the bond sale. Ordinarily paymentsiamxcess of amounts needed to
amortize the debt, and to pay small annual expesfsde building corporation.
Consequently, trustee banks acquire surplus furatsatre maintained through investment
and ultimately are used to retire bonds prior teesiciled maturity.

Borrowing, repaid either directly by the schodtdct or through a lease/rental
arrangement, provides a means through which taligeabax rates. Lease/rental
contracts require a fixed payment each year wiblvipion for "calling” or retiring bonds
early when surplus funds are available, or wheer@dt rate conditions become more
favorable. General obligation bonds mature sgrialer the years, and may be grouped
to provide a constant or declining tax rate.

Private Corporationsin 1957, the Indiana General Assembly expanded t
concept of the lease/rental plan by enacting apemmnitting school districts to lease
school buildings from private corporations. Lepsavisions with private corporations
are similar to those with school building corpasas, with the notable exception that a
fifty-year lease instead of a thirty-year leasea] serms for less than fifteen years are
possible. The absence of cost of bond issuancdiffecent provisions for interest
during construction becomes the basis of privatparations ability to compete
financially with the local non-profit school builty corporation. School district officials
need to consider carefully the relative meritshaf private corporation for-profit method,
and of the school building corporation method whHeweloping their financial program.
Careful analysis of all the costs associated watthemethod should be made. If
provisions for "advanced refunding"” to take advgataf lower interest rates cannot be
guaranteed, lease arrangements with private cdrposaare not advisable.

Funding Sour ces

General Obligation BondsBonds are a legal written promise to repay hoeaw
funds at a specific time with a affixed interesaide. Bonds have been used to finance
school building in Indiana for over one hundredrgeal hese general obligation of "full
faith and credit" bonds generally receive favorabterest rates from buyers.

The use of general obligation bonds issued foomajilding programs is
restricted by a severe debt (two percent) limitdidna's constitution limits school
districts' and other civil corporations' bondingysw to two percent (2%) of taxable
property; however, courts have ruled that civil gommental units, which are
coterminous with the school corporation may alsaésbonds for school purposes, for a
maximum of two percent (2%) of assessed valuatidms ability, in effect, permits local
communities to raise a maximum of four percent (#&ged on community wealth.
Loans from the Veterans Memorial School Construckand and the Common School
Fund stipulate such loans shall not be considesqzhe of the constitutional limitation
on indebtedness.
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Construction Loan Funddndiana administers two loan programs for school
districts demonstrating dire need, and are otherguslifiers for aid. The Common
School Fund advances loans to school districtsingeaeed and local effort
requirements. The rate of interest is fixed at pexeent (1%) less than nationally
recognized index of municipal bond averages, seteloy the State Board of Education,
rounded down to the next lowest even percent. Idte school district must raise an
amount equal to two percent (2%) of adjusted asslegsuation in order to qualify for
an advance from the Common School Fund. A seamdfund, the Veterans Memorial
School Construction Fund, provides up to $250,0Giha percent (1%) interest to be
paid over a twenty-year period through deductisomfstate aid tuition distributions. A
Veterans Fund Advance requires that the districehess than $8,400 AAV/ADA, debt
service rate in excess of $3.00, and have leviméthanum of fifty cents ($.50) tax rate
for school building purposes during each of thevjmes three years.

Capital Projects FundThe 1987 General Assembly, through Public Law 85
established a Capital Projects Fund that replaee€umulative Building Fund. The
legislative intent of Public Law 85 was to provi@eneans for a phase-out of the
Cumulative Building Fund, and for the eventual iempkntation of a Capital Projects
Fund for all school corporations in the state.

A school corporation may establish a Capital Ritgj&und with respect to any
facility used or to be used by the corporationgothan a facility to be used primarily for
interscholastic, extracurricular activities, andabhis to be used for one or more of the
following purposes:

1. Planned construction, repair, replacemen¢modeling;

2. Site acquisition;

3. Site development;

4. Repair, replacement or site acquisition thaecessitated by an emergency;
purchase, lease, or repair ofgent to be used by the school corporation,
other than vehicles to be usedifty purpose and equipment used primarily
for interscholastic; or,

5. Purchase, lease, upgrading, maintenanceair réf computer hardware.

Public Law 85 requires the school corporationreppre a Capital Projects Fund
Plan. The school board is required to approvesaluéon to establish a Capital Projects
tax levy and adopt the plan. On approval by th®stboard the plan is advertised, a
public hearing is conducted and the plan with resyaents for tax levy and
appropriations are submitted to the Departmentoafal Government Finance for their
review and approval. The plan must apply for asteéhree (3) years immediately
following the year of adoption. Tax rates for tbapital Projects Fund may not exceed
$0.33 on each one hundred dollars ($100.00) ofkassevaluation of the school
corporation. Interest earned on Capital Projecidrevenues are to be deposited in the
Capital Project Fund.

The Ability of DCCSto Finance School Building Projects
Financial Resources and Debt Limit& ratio of debt-to-assessed-valuation is used as
one guide to limits of school indebtedness. Scfinahce authorities have advocated a
ratio of debt to assessed valuation not to exc@gaetcent to 15 percent. School
corporations in Indiana embarking on recent sckoaktruction programs have ratios
ranging from O to 43 percent. The ratio itselbidittle consequence; rather, the bond
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rating a school is able to obtain is of greatenisicance, because interest rates and bond
ratings vary inversely.

Table 11 demonstrates the varying deltdiosing the 2006 payable 2007 assessed
valuation of the DCCS, $550,000,000. A reasondbl# limit by this measure, for
DCCS would fall within the range of 55 to &#lllion dollars for school construction or
renovation given the current assessed valuatidris damount would be reduced by
outstanding capital debt obligations that are ofegrevious school facility
construction. Currently the DCCS has approximadebymillion dollars in capital debt
outstanding. Thus, the DCCS has between 50 amailli@n dollars of capital debt
leeway. In addition, the corporation has some &2 dollars in Pension Bonds that
mature in 2025.

Table11

Capital Outlay Funds Available To the DCCS Based On
Varying Debt Limits Using the 2007 Assessed Valuation

Assessed Available Funds With Debt L imit of:
Valuation 10 Per cent 15 Per cent
$550,000,000 $55,000,000 $82,500,000

Source: RCSD Central Office
Table 12 presents the outstanding principal déetiteoeDCCS as of January 2008.
The current existing capital debt does not retivél between 2014 and 2016.

Table12

Outstanding Principal on Capital Debt Outstanding Of the DCCS

As Of January 2008
Debt Obligation Principal Outstanding Y ear
January, 2008 Retired
Common School Fund, 1995 720,220 2014
School Building Corp, 2002 4,725,000 2016
TOTALS $ 5,445,220

With current capital debt to assessed value odtth99 percent, the DCCS has a
great deal of capital debt leeway that can acconategolanning for the future of
educational facilities. To be sure the school ocapion will need to proceed with careful
planning to meet the educational facility needthefcorporation.The community
expects quality education and equity in terms of educational facilities throughout the
corporation.

With a 2007 total assessed value of $550,000,0(p&al bond at six percent for
twenty years would require approximat&3:017 cents per million on the local Debt
Servicetax rate, or lessthan two cents per million dollars of new capital investment.



