TOWN OF MANSFIELD
SPECIAL TOWN COUNCIL MEETING

Tuesday, February 14, 2012
5:30 pm
Council Chambers
Audrey P. Beck Municipal Building

AGENDA
Call to Order

Old Business

1. School Building Project (item #1, 01/23/12 Agenda)
School tours

Project detail and cost projections
Minimum budget requirement (MBR)
Decision timeline options

Facility re-use options

Council deliberations

g. Next steps and wrap-up

P a0 T

Opportunity for Public to Comment

Adjournment



Revised 2/08/2012

Baseline (Option A excl. solar

Project Detail

Fali 2012 Ref,

panels) Spring 2012 Ref.
Total Estimated Project Cost $25,452,048 $26,216,119
State Reimbursement (20.1%) 55,110,153 55,262,504
Cost to Mansfield $20,341,895 $20,953,615
Operational Savings $30,000 $30,000

Plan Description

Elementary Schools (Al; Vinton, Goodwin, Southeast):

Maintain and repair (20 years}

Replace roof, windows, exterior doors, walls at transite walls, and plumbing fixtures

Renovate classroom doors: replace gym floors and partitions

ADA & technology upgrades, fire alarm system, kitchen, and electrical services

install new heating/ventilation systems, and replace boilers

Adjust grade for handicap accessibility & Toilet room ADA modifications

3000sq ft paved piay area
Asbestos abatement allowance
Additional {Schooi specific):

Vinton: septic system, VCT replacement, playscape; Goodwin: septic system, playscape;

Southeast: VCT replacement, bulkhead at tunnels

Mansfield Middle School:
Adiust grade for handicap accessibility

Replace roof, windows, plumbing fixtures, exterior doors, fire alarm system, and soffit panels

Asbestos removal

Toilet room ADA modifications and new ADA compliant elevator

Technology upgrades
Middle School Costs Included Spring 2012 Ref. Fall 2012 Ref.
Above
Total Estimated Project Cost $4,950,690 $5,095,782
State Reimbursement (21.5%) $2,187,291 $2,251,395
Cost to Mansfield - $2,763,399 $2,844,387
Operational Savings n/a nfa

Pro’s and Con’s

Maintains smaller school size

Maintains current “neighborhood” schools for 20 years
Basic Improvements to all four facilities :
Lower energy costs, but not as much as new schools

No need to repurpose existing buildings
Disruption to the learning environment during construction
Does not achieve desired facility improvements — library media centers, separate gyms and

cafeterias, larger classrooms or security systems

Cannot predict emergency repairs

* & o &

No anticipated reduction to administrative personnel

Lower cost during the 20 year bond period
Does not include the replacement of the re-locatable classrooms
What is the life expectancy of the buildings at the end of the 20 year period?



Revised 2/08/2012 Project Detail

Option A
Spring 2012 Ref, Fali 2012 Ref.
Total Estimated Project Cost $30,913,495 $31,840,181
State Reimbursement (21.5%) : $6,660,096 $6,858,237
Cost to Mansfield $24,253,399 524,981,944
Operational Savings $30,000 $30,000

Plan Description

Elementary Schools (All; Vinton, Goodwin, Southeast):
Maintain and repair (20 years)
Repiace roof, windows, exterior doors, walls at transite walls, and plumbing fixtures
Renovate classroom doors: replace gym floors and partitions
ADA & technology upgrades, fire alarm system, kitchen, and electrical services
install new heating/ventilation systems, solar panels, and replace boilers
Adjust grade for handicap accessibility & Toilet room ADA modifications
3000sq ft paved play area
Asbestos abatement allowance
Additional (School specific):
Vinton: septic system, VCT replacement, playscape; Goodwin: septic system, playscape;
Southeast: VCT replacement, bulkhead at tunnels

Mansfield Middie School:
Adjust grade for handicap accessibility

Replace roof, windows, plumbing fixtures, exterior doors, fire alarm system, and soffit panels

Asbestos removal
Toilet room ADA modifications and new ADA compliant elevator
Technology upgrades and seclar panel installation

Middle School Costs Included Spring 2012 Ref. Fall 2012 Ref.
Above

Total Estimated Project Cost $7,524,742 67,745,272

State Reimbursement (21.5%) $3,324,547 $3,421,980

Cost to Mansfield 54,200,195 54,323,291

Operational Savings n/a n/a

Pro’s and Con’s

» Maintains current “neighborhood” schools for 20 years

¢ Basic Improvements to all four facilities

¢ Lower energy costs, but not as much as new schools

s Maintains smaller school size

s No need to repurpose existing buildings

s Some disruption to the learning environment during construction

¢ Does not achieve desired facility improvements — library media centers, separate gyms and
cafeterias, larger classrooms or security systems

» No anticipated reduction to administrative personnei

» Cannot predict emergency repairs

* lower cost during the 20 year bond period

* Does not include the replacement of the re-locatable classrooms

[ ]

What is the life expectancy of the buildings at the end of the 20 year period?



Revised 2/08/2012 Project Detail

Option A Enhanced
Spring 2012 Ref. Fall 2012 Ref.
Total Estimated Project Cost $35,517,211 $36,582,893
State Reimbursement {19.8%) $7,042,110 $7,251,785
Cost to Mansfield 528,475,101 $29,331,108
Operational Savings $30,000 $30,000

Plan Description
Library/media centers at the elementasy schools

Other facility improvements the same as Option A, seen below:

Elementary Schools (All; Vinton, Goodwin, Southeast):
Maintain and repair (20 years)
Replace roof, windows, exterior doors, walls at transite wails, and plumbing fixtures; Renovate
classroom doors; Upgrade technologies, fire alarm system, kitchen, and electrical services; Install new
heating/ventilation systems, solar panels, and replace boilers; Adjust grade for handicap accessibility;
3000sq ft paved play area; Gym floors and partitions; Asbestos abatement allowance; Toilet room ADA
modifications

Additional {School specific):
Vinton: septic system, VCT replacement, playscape; Goodwin: septic system, playscape;
Southeast: VCT replacement, bulkhead at tunnels

Mansfield Middie School:
Adjust grade for handicap accessibility; Replace roof, windows, plumbing fixtures, exterior doors, fire
alarm system, and soffit panels; Asbestos removal; Toilet room ADA maodifications; New ADA
compliant elevator; Technology upgrades and solar panel installation

Middle School Costs Included Spring 2012 Ref, Fall 2012 Ref.
Above

Total Estimated Project Cost $7,524,742 $7,745,272

State Reimbursement (21.5%) $3,324,547 $3,421,980

Cost to Mansfield $4,200,195 $4,323,291

Operational Savings n/a n/a

Pro’s and Con’s

& Provides for the addition of library/media centers at the elementary schools

Other facility improvements the same as Option A, seen below:

Maintains current “neighborhood” schools for 20 years

Basic Improvements to all four facilities

Lower energy costs, but not as much as new schools

Maintains smaller school size

No need to repurpose existing buildings

Some disruption to the learning environment during construction

* Does not achieve desired facility improvements — separate gyms and cafeterias, larger classrooms
or security systems

* No anticipated reduction 1o administrative personnel

* Cannot predict emergency repairs

* Lower cost during the 20 year bond period

s Does not include the replacement of the re-locatable classrooms

* What is the life expectancy of the buildings at the end of the 20 year period?

* & & & »



Revised 2/08/2012 Project Detail
Option C
Spring 2012 Ref. Falt 2012 Ref,
Total Estimated Project Cost 564,537,624 $66,476,259
State Reimbursement (32%) $20,340,330 $21,339,777
Cost to Mansfield $44,197,294 $45,136,482
Operational Savings $650,000 $650,000

Plan Description

Elernentary Schools:
Close one school, heavy alterations to the other two
Roof replacement, window replacement, installation of solar panels
Site Improvements (such as parking, roadways, sidewalks, septic systems, fire protection storage tank)
Vinton: 17,746sq ft new construction, 6,000sq ft phasing construction for library/media centers
Southeast: 24,433sq ft new construction, 6,000sq ft phasing construction for library/media centers

Mansfield Middle School:

Roof replacement, window replacement, installation of solar panels
Selective heavy renovation on 4,821sq ft
Addition of 7,163sq ft to replace the modular classrooms

Middle School Costs Included : Spring 2012 Ref. Fall 2012 Ref.
Above

Total Estimated Project Cost 511,180,299 $11,507,963

State Reimbursement (21.5%) $5,322,393 $5,497,498

Cost to Mansfield $5,857,906 $6,010,465

Operational Savings ‘ ‘ n/a . n/a

Pro’s and Con’s

Heavy alterations and improvements to two elementary schoolis
Similar to Option A, but eliminates the use of one elementary school
Operating savings by closing one school

Educational benefits of new library/media centers

* & o @



Revised 2/08/2012

Option E (700 Students)

Project Detail

Spring 2012 Ref, Fall 2012 Ref.
Total Estimated Project Cost $61,362,289 $63,205,054
State Reimbursement (48%) 529,545,025 $30,484,768
Cost to Mansfield $31,817,264 $32,720,286
Operational Savings $865,000 $865,000

Plan Pescription

Elementary Schools: -
Close one school; demolish the other two. Build two new elementary schools, sites to be determined.
Cost estimates reflect new schools at the Goodwin and Southeast sites. Each new schoo! will be
53,592sq ft.
Site improvements (such as excavation & earthwork for additions, parking, roadways, sidewalks, septic
systems, fire protection storage tank)

Mansfield Middle School:
Roof replacement, window replacement, installation of solar panels
Selective heavy renovation on 4,821sq ft
Addition of 7,1635q ft to replace the modular classrooms

Middle School Costs Included Spring 2012 Ref. Fall 2012 Ref.
Above

Total Estimated Project Cost $11,180,299 511,507,963

State Reimbursement {21.5%) $5,384,282 55,561,423

Cost to Mansfield 55,796,018 $5,946,541

Operational Savings nfa n/a

Pro’s and Con's

¢ & 8 © & 5 &

a8 ©® e & & 0o © & ° »

New construction promotes sustainability and efficient use of resources
Most modern and efficient energy management systems — lowest energy costs
State of the art library/media centers

Re-locatable classrooms replaced with permanent construction
Separate gymnasiums from cafeterias

Vehicle access & pedestrian safety improvements

increase net reimbursement due to reduced square footage

Improved social-emotional opportunities for students

Improved ability for teachers to collaborate

Easier to maintain classroom size in compliance with district guidelines
More effective sharing of staff specialists (Counseling, OT, PT)

Better coordination for special education teachers

Allow for uniform classroom size

Improved building security (offices located at front of building)

More flexible to accommodate increased enroiiment

Newer facilities enhance the attractiveness of the community for existing/new residents/businesses

Best return on investment in the long term?
Land Acquisition estimated at $450,000



Revised 2/08/2012

Option E (750 Students)

Project Detail

Spring 2012 Ref. Fall 2012 Ref,
Total Estimated Project Cost 563,798,987 $65,715,321
State Reimbursement {45%) $28,925,810 529,841,315
Cost to Mansfield $34,873,177 $35,874,006
Operational Savings $865,000 $865,000

Plan Description

Elementary Schools:

Close Vinton, demolish Goodwin and Southeast. Build two new elementary schools, one at the

Goodwin site and one at the Southeast site. Each new school will be 57,961sq ft.

Mansfield Middle School;
Roof replacement, window replacement, installation of solar panels
Selective heavy renovation on 4,821sq ft
Addition of 7,163sq ft to replace the modular classrooms

Middle Schoot Costs Included Spring 2012 Ref. Fall 2012 Ref.
Above '

Total Estimated Project Cost $11,180,299 $11,507,963

State Reimbursement (21.5%) $5,322,393 55,497,498

Cost to Mansfield $5,857,906 56,010,465

Operational Savings nfa n/fa

Pro’s and Con'’s

L]

*  Most modern and efficient energy management systems — lowest energy costs
* State of the art library/media centers

¢ Re-locatable classrooms replaced with permanent construction

¢ Separate gymnasiums from cafeterias

¢ Vehicle access & pedestrian safety improvements

* Increase net reimbursement due to reduced square footage

s improved social-emotional oppertunities for students

e Improved ability for teachers to collaborate

¢ Easier to maintain classroom size in compliance with district guidelines
» More effective sharing of staff specialists (Counseling, OT, PT)

¢ Better coordination for special education teachers

s Allow for uniform classroom size

* Improved building security (offices located at front of building)

* More flexibie to accommodate increased enroliment

2

Best return on investment in the iong term?
¢ Land Acquisition estimated at $450,000

New construction promotes sustainahility and efficient use of resources

Newer facilities enhance the attractiveness of the community for existing/new residents/businesses






































































































CONRNECTICUT
CONFERENCE OF
MIEINICIPALITIES

Governor's Mandates Relief Proposals
2/8/12

i Local Assessment of Partially Completed Structures:
Identical to CCM ‘s proposal ~ would clarify the municipal authority to assess, for the purposes of local
property taxes, partially constructed structures by amending CGS 12-64 to include “improvements that
are partially completed or under construction”.

Background: Kasica v. Town of Columbia, a Superior Court decision dated October 6, 2011, decreed that
municipalities are not‘permitted to assess partially constructed structures until completion and the
issuance of a certificate of occupancy. During the 2011 Legislative Session, CCM lobbied to defeat
Senate Bill 505, “An Act Concerning the Assessment of New Construction”. The bill would have
prohibited towns and cities from collecting property taxes on partially-completed construction sites.
CCM opposed it as an unfunded state mandate, and successfully killed the bill in the Planning and
Development Committee. According to results of a survey conducted by the Connecticut Association of
Assessing Officers {CAAO), not enacting this proposal could cost municipalities approximately $30 million
statewide in lost property tax revenue.

&2 Minimum Budget Requirements (MBR);

A. Non-conditional funding districts:
1. 2012-13 MBR equals 2011-12 budgeted appropriation, except for (a) up to one-half percent
reduction for an increase in resident students when comparing October 2011 and October 2009,
(b) up to a one percent reduction for demonstrating new savings through increased inter-district
efficiencies or through regional collaboration, or (c) a reduction determined by the Commissioner
for documentable savings for closing of one or more schools.
2. ARy iAcreases InECS aid may be added to the board of education at the discretion of the
municipality.

B. Conditional funding districts: :
1. 2012-13 MBR equals 2011-12 budgeted appropriation plus any additional local funds
necessary to ensure that the local share of public school expenditures is at least 20%.
2. Any increases in the ECS aid will be conditional, subject to the Department of Education
approval for the purpose of improving district-wide academic improvement and reduction of any
achievement gaps. ‘

@ Phase-out of Health Insurance Premium Tax:
Identical to a CCM proposed amendment {2010 S.B. 16) — would phase out the health-insurance
premium tax on municipalities by (a) cutting the tax rate by 50% beginning 2014, (b) by another 25% for
2015, and {c) eliminating the premium tax on municipalities altogether for 2016.
- over-

900 Chape! St., 9" Floor, New Haven, CT 06510 P. 203-498-3000 F. 203-562-6314 www.cem-ct.org



CCM has long advocated for protecting municipalities from the premium tax as a tangible step that the
State can take to help cut costs for property taxpayers. The premium tax costs municipalities up to $9
million each year. The tax is 1.75% on fully insured municipal premiums. Municipalities that are self-
insured do not pay the premium tax. But some municipalities, particularly small towns, cannot
reasonably consider self-insurance as an option, because just one catastrophic illness could have a
severe negative impact on a local budget.

¥ Unemployment Exemption:
Similar to CCM'’s proposal —would establish a miniroum threshold of at least 600 work-hours of service
for part-time, temporary, or seasonal municipal employees’ eligibility for unemployment benefits.

This threshold would protect existing, limited funds and protect against abuse of benefits — while also
offering towns and cities some financial and administrative relief.

#“k FOI Redaction:

Similar to CCM’s proposal — would limit the scope of the requirement in a way that would protect both
the public’s right-to-know and the privacy of public employees,

A key CCM legislative proposal this year — local leaders made clear their request to seek relief from the
requirement to redact certain personal information for certain individuals from public documents
requested via the Freedom of Information Act.

4 Storage of Evicted Tenants’ Possessions:
A variation of previous CCM proposals — would allow municipalities to assess landiords for the cost of

storing evicted tenants’ possessions, and would then, stipulate towns and cities store such items for an
additional 15 days. :

Although some relief was provided to towns and cities by eliminating the portion of this mandate that
required municipalities transport such items — the existing mandate to store items continues to drain
local finances and resources. While municipalities are allowed to try to recoup some of the costs by
auctioning off the items, municipalities must incur costs associated with conducting an auction
{including publicizing the auction, etc.). And, usually the possessions are not sellable — ultimately, the
revenue generation does not meet full reimbursement. Therefore, requiring municipalities to collect

receipts from landlords and calculate the amount of reimbursement might be an added administrative
burden.

HHH#

For more information contact Bob Labanara at CCM at (203) 498-3000 or via e-mail at rlabanara@ccm-
ctore. A SR




Town of Mansfield
School Building Project
Decision Timeline Options

02/14/12 draft
May 2012 Referendum Nov 2012 Referendum
Council workshop 02/14/12 Council workshop 02/14/12
Council workshop (if needed) 02/22/12 Council workshop (if needed) 02/28/12
Direct mail piece for PH Late Feb Direct mai] piece for PH Early Mar
Public hearing 03/07/12 Public hearing 03/15/12
Council preliminary decision on | 03/12/12 Council workshop 03/20/12
option & site; referral to PZC
PZC review 03/19/12 Council preliminary decision on | 03/26/12
option & site; referral to PZC
Council bond authorization; 03/21/12 PZC review 04/02/12
schedule referendum
Explanatory text _ April 2012 Direct mail piece April 2012
Public info sessions May 2012 Council bond authorization; 05/14/12
schedule referendum
Referendum 05/22/12 Explanatory text Sep 2012
Submit application 06/29/12 Public info sessions Oct 2012
Begin construction, prek-4 Feb 2014 Referendum 11/06/12
Begin construction, MMS Mar 2015 Submit application 06/28/13
Complete construction, preK-4 Sep 2015 Begin construction, preK-4 Feb 2015
Complete construction, MMS Aug 2016 Begin construction, MMS Mar 2016
| Complete construction, preK-4 | Sep 2016
Complete construction, MMS Aug 2017




Mansftield Town of Mansfield
Communw Parks and Recreation
Center Department

W

Curt A. Vincente, Director 10 South Eagleville Road
Storrs/Mansfield, Connecticut 06268
Tel: (860) 429-3015 Fax: (860) 429-9773
Email: Parks&Rec@MansfieldCT.org
Website: www.MansfieldCT.org

TO: Matthew Hart, Town Manager
FROM: Curt Vincente, Director of Parks & Recreation
DATE: February 8, 2012

SUBJECT:  Elementary School Field Reuse Summary

Per your request, 1 have summarized existing and potential future uses of the Elementary School sites. It
is important to note that in the past, all three Elementary School sites have been used for recreation
activities outside of normal school operation, but in recent years, poor field conditions and school use
conflicts have prevented regular use of those fields. This summary does not consider whether or not there
will be a new school or schools built on any of these sites. Generally there is high demand for field space
throughout town and all three sites contain important recreational assets. In the past, multi-use fields were
important because they could provide many different special interest sport activities with space
seasonally. Today, most specialized sport activities have extended their seasonal use to more year-round
use, thus causing field scheduling conflicts and higher demand at all existing multi-use field locations.

GOODWIN ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
Outdoor Fields/Playscape

Inventory/Conditions

o Playscape - installed in 1993, includes additional amenities such as swings; remaining life
expectancy of approximately S years; regular maintenance and surface replenishment is required
annually.

o Ballfield - backstop is in poor condition and should be removed or replaced in the near future;
field does not met any standard size and is not usable for any formal team use; overlaps with
multi-use field

o Multi-use field - turf is in poor condition; does not meet regulation size for soccer use, however is
used for “small sided” soccer games and practices; overlaps with ballfield.

Current uses
o Playscape — used mostly by school children during the school day; limited use by neighborhood
children after school hours, on weekends and during the summer.
o Ballfield — not currently used for scheduled team practices or games due to poor field/backstop
conditions and irregular size.



o Multi-use field — limited use by local soccer organization; occasional rental use by UConn Club
Sport teams after school or on weekends

Future uses/needs

o Playscape — Should be on a replacement schedule within 5 years. If there is no school on site, a
new playscape would supplement field uses and serve residents in both the general neighborhood
and in the northern section of town.

o Ballfield - If there is no school on site, the ballfield should be abandoned since there is no
practical space to fit a regulation sized field. The backstop could be removed, thus providing for
better spacing for the multi-use field.

o Multi-use field — Could be re-aligned to accommodate numerous sports such as “small-sided”
soccer, lacrosse, ultimate frisbee, or other team sports that require an open field. This field has
been highly requested by UConn Club Sports to rent due to a lack of field space that they have for
some of their club sports. Close proximity to campus has made this field desirable for Club Sport
practices. Scheduling should be controlled by the Town so that over-use does not damage the turf
and so that priority usage groups can be accommodated before renting to outside groups.

Building

Classrooms — Currently the classrooms at the elementary schools are rarely used for community-wide
programs since there are ample classrooms with adult-size desks both at the Middle School and the High
School. If the building was to remain, but no longer function as a school, the classrooms could be
converted and utilized for programs and/or meeting space in the future. There is a high demand for
community groups to find meeting space all throughout the year. There has also been informal discussion
among some town committees and staff about the desire to have a nature center somewhere in town and
one of the three school buildings could potentially serve in that role.

Gymnasium/Cafeteria — Currently the gymnasium/cafeteria is used heavily on a seasonal basis during the
winter months, but rarely used in other seasons. There is a high demand for gym space in the winter due
to the many basketball teams that require practice and game space. The gym is generally too small for
most teams but none-the-less is used because of high demand.

SOUTHEAST ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
Outdoor Fields/Playscape

Inventory/Conditions

o Playscape - installed in 2003, includes additional amenities such as swings; remaining life
expectancy of approximately 15 years; regular maintenance and surface replenishment is required
annually.

o Balifield - backstop is in poor condition and should be removed or replaced in the near future;
field does not met any standard size and is not usable for any formal team use; overlaps with
multi-use field, which is smaller in size than the other two elementary school fields.

o Multi-use field — turf is in poor condition; does not meet regulation size for soccer use, however is
used for “small sided” soccer use; overlaps with balifield. Because of the available fields adjacent
to the school at Southeast Park, the school will occasionally use the park fields for school
activities.

Current uses



o Playscape — used mostly by school children during the school day; because of its visibility from a
main road this playscape is frequently used by neighborhood children and town-wide residents
after school hours, on weekends and during the summer.

o Ballfield ~ not currently used for scheduled team practices or games due to poor field/backstop-
conditions and irregular size.

o Multi-use field — Because of its limited size, there is rare use by local youth sport organizations.

Future uses/needs

o Playscape ~ This playscape is the newest one in town and should be on a replacement schedule in
about 15 years. If there is no school on site, this playscape should be preserved as it serves a
wider community need for free and active playspace. It also supplements nearby park uses and
serves residents in both the general neighborhood and in the southeastern section of town.

o Ballfield - If there is no school on site, the ballfield space could be combined with the space
vacated by the building to create additional park fields. The adjacent park is heavily used and
frequency of use has created a high need for additional field space on site.

o Multi-use field — Should be combined with the ballfield space to provide additional field space for
baseball and softball.

Building

Classrooms — Currently the classrooms at the elementary schools are rarely used for community-wide
programs since there are ample classrooms with adult-size desks both at the Middle School and the High
School. If the building was to remain, but no longer function as a school, the classrooms could be
converted and utilized for programs and/or meeting space in the future. There is a high demand for
community groups to find meeting space all throughout the year. There has also been informal discussion
among some town commiftees and staff about the desire to have a nature center somewhere in town and
one of the three school building could potentially serve in that role.

Gympasium/Cafeteria — Currently the gymnasium/cafeteria is used heavily on a seasonal basis during the
winter months, but rarely used in other seasons. There is a high demand for gym space in the winter due
to the many basketball teams that require practice and game space. The gym is generally too small for
most teams but none-the-less is used because of high demand.

VINTON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
Outdoor Fields/Playscape

Inventory/Conditions

o Playscape - installed in 1989, includes additional amenities such as swings; has exceeded its useful
life expectancy; regular maintenance and surface replenishment is required annually.

o Ballfield - backstop is in useable condition; field does meet standard requirements for a Little
League sized field and with some modest turf improvements could be appropriate for formal team
use; overlaps with multi-use field

o Multi-use field — turf is in poor condition; does not meet regulation size for soccer use, however is
used for “small sided” soccer use; overlaps with ballfield.

Current uses
o Playscape — used mostly by school children during the school day; limited use by neighborhood
children after school hours, on weekends and during the summer.
o Ballfield —currently used on a limited basis for scheduled team practices, but is not in game ready
condition. ‘
o Multi-use field — limited use by local soccer organization



Future uses/needs

o Playscape — Should be replaced as it has exceeded its normal life expectancy. If there is no school
on site, a new playscape would supplement field uses and serve residents in both the general
neighborhood and in the southwestern section of town.

o Ballfield — If there is no school on site, the ballfield turf and infield should be improved so that
formal use for games is an option. There is demnand for additional baseball field space. The
backstop could be maintained for safe playing conditions.

o Multi-use field — Could be an important asset if the turf conditions were improved. There are few
open field areas in that section of town and there is high demand for field space for many different
youth sport teams.

Building

Classrooms — Currently the classrooms at the elementary schools are rarely used for community-wide
programs since there are ample classrooms with adult-size desks both at the Middle School and the High
School. If the building was to remain, but no longer function as a school, the classrooms could be
converted and utilized for programs and/or meeting space in the future. There is a high demand for
community groups to find meeting space all throughout the year. There has also been informal discussion
among some town committees and staff about the desire to have a nature center somewhere in town and
one of the three school building could potentially serve in that role. The site contains an outbuilding,
currently used for pre-school classes. This building would be a vital asset because of its proximity to the
recreation fields and could be used for restroom access and storage for youth sport programs.

Gymnasium/Cafeteria — Currently the gymnasium/cafeteria is used heavily on a seasonal basis during the
winter months, but rarely used in other seasons. There is a high demand for gym space in the winter due
to the many basketball teams that require practice and game space. The gym is generally too small for
most teams but none-the-less is used becaunse of high demand.



TOWN OF MANSFIELD
OFFICE OF THE TOWN MANAGER

Maithew W. Hart, Town Manager AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
» FOUR SOUTH BAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSTIELD, CT 06268-2599
(860) 429-3336
Fax: (860) 429-6863

Memo fo: Mansfield Town Council

From: Matthew W. Hart, Town Manager /%‘vﬁ/
Gregory Padick, Director of Planning gg

Date: February 24, 2011

Re: School Siting Considerations

At the Town Council’s 2/22/11 meeting, questions were raised regarding potential school sites and possible
neighborhood impacts that could arise if existing school sites were no longer used for a school. To help assess
school siting issues, we have provided a general listing of locational considerations for siting a new school and
more specific information about the three existing elementary school sites. We will be present at the 3/1/11
Town Council meeting to address any questions.

Locational Considerations for siting a new school(s)

» Consistency with Plan of Conservation and Development/Mansfield 2020 (Strategic Plan) and 8/10
considerations provided by Mansfield’s Sustainability Committee.
Proximity to areas with existing and/or planned higher population density/elementary students
Proximity to Planned Development Areas
Proximity to existing or planned public infrastructure (sewer, water, walkway/bikeways, pubic
transit, etc)
—~  Proximity to other Town facilities
Parcel size and physical character (useable acreage)
Potential traffic impacts.
Potential neighborhood impacts
Availability of adjacent land if Goodwin site is selected for a new school

[

l

It is important to emphasize that Planning and Zoning Commission (PZC) Special Permit approval will be
required for any new schools or significant alteration of existing school or for any alternative use of existing
school sites. The PZC approval process, will include public hearings and appropriate assessment of all of the
siting considerations noted above. PZC approval would not be granted if detrimental environmental, traffic or
neighborhood impacts are anticipated.



Existing School Site Considerations

Goodwin

Southeast

Vinton

Approx. 150 single family homes are
located within 1 mile radius

Approx. 175 single family homes are
focated within 1 mile radius

Approx. 275 single family homes
are Jocated within 1 mile radius

Proximate to UConn/Storrs Planned
Development Areas

Not Proximate to Planned
Development Areas

Proximate to Perkins Corner
Planned Development Area

Proximate to existing/planned sewer
and water service areas

Not proximate to existing/planned
sewer and water service areas

Not proximate to existing/planned
sewer and water service areas

Proximate to existing/planned
walkways/bikeways & bus service

Not proximate to existing/planned
walkways/bikeways or bus service
(walkway to library is on Town
priority list)

Not proximate to existing/planned
walkways/bikeways or bus service

Proximate to park area

Proximate to park areas,
library/Buchannan Center

Not proximate to other Town
facilities

Additional land needed for new
school/use of existing school during
construction (estimated net acquisition
cost $450,000)

No new land needed

No new land needed

Soil testing is needed to confirm septic
system viability

Engineering study conducted. Septic
system viability confirmed

Soil testing done in recent years
indicates septic system viability

No significant environmental or traffic
impact anticipated

No significant environmental or
traffic impact anticipated

No significant environmental or
traffic impact anticipated

Expanded school use not expected to
significantly alter neighborhood
impacts

Expanded school use not expected to
significantly alter neighborhood
impacts

Expanded school use not expected
to significantly alter neighborhood
impacts .

Alternative Governmental Uses (such
as office, storage, maintenance,
recreation, senior services, etc) not
expected to have significant
neighborhood impact-will be subject to
PZC approval,

Alternative Governmental Uses (such
as office, storage, maintenance,
recreation, senior services, etc) not
expected to have significant
neighborhood impact-will be subject
to PZC approval.

Alternative Governmental Uses
(such as office, storage,
maintenance, recreation, senior
services, etc) not expected to have
significant neighborhood impact-
will be subject to PZC approval.

Alternative residential uses (such as
single-family or multi-family
development) are possible and would
be subject to PZC approval. Occupancy
could be limited by income/age etc.
Multi-family dev. could have impact
but PZC approval would not be granted
if impacts are considered significant.

Due to lack of infrastructure, any
future residential use likely would be
restricted to single family.

Due to lack of infrastructure, any
future residential use likely would
be restricted to single family.

Alternative commercial uses are not
considered consistent with Mansfield’s
Plan of Conservation and Development
and therefore, not likely to be
approved.

Alternative commercial uses are not
considered consistent with
Mansfield’s Plan of Conservation and
Development and therefore, not likely
to be approved.

Proximate to a Planned Business
area and existing commercial uses
along Route 32. There is potential
to extend commercial zoning to
this site but neighborhood
opposition would be expected.




MEMO

TO: Fred Baruzzi, Mansfield Superintendent of Schools
Matt Hart, Mansfield Town Manager
Greg Padick, Mansfield Director of Planning and Zoning

Lo D v
FROM: Leigh Duffy, Chair of Mansfield Sustainability Commutee‘{ - %r ﬁt\ %\2{

RE: Sustainability Considerations for School Siting
DATE: August 25, 2010

The sustainability committee has assembled a matrix to be used as a guide for siting any future school
building projects. This matrix addresses only the siting issues of the school with regard to sustainability.
There will be many additional sustainable design considerations once the site has been established. Most

of the design considerations will be addressed by designing according to the LEED Green Building
Rating System.

Site Features for Sustainability
(Note: these features should be considered for
renovatinhg, replacing, and relocating)

Potential Specific Applications in
Mansfield

Withm walking dlstance of ex:stmg or planned
amenities, such as retail development, other schools,
community center, library, recreational fields,
university, parks, open space, “heart” of the
community.

Close to future Storrs Center Farrell Fields,
Mansfield Communily Center, UConn, Or
close to Four Corners. Or close to
Mansfield Library and Mansfield Center.

Close to existing or proposed higher density
neighbarhoods and/or areas planned for additional
residential development.

higher density residential areas. .

See Mansfield zoning regs/map and Plan
of Conservation and Development for

Potential to share infrastructure with adjacent sites
{e.g., recreation fields, library, parking, parks,
swimming pool).

EQ Smith and Farrell fields, future
infrastructure for Storrs Center,

Potential for “co-location” - a facility on this site could

meet multiple needs and be shared for
complementary uses. during nonwscbooi hours (e. 8o
senior citizens).

School use of site achieves or complements multiple
goals for the community.

School integrates into vision and/or design
for Storrs Center, additional senior
housing, Mansfield Plan of Conservation




and Development. Helps fulfill Mansfield
2020 vision and goals,

e  School use of site would add value to surrounding land
uses. {Also consider impact on property values of
moving existing school out of neighborhood.)

e Potential for future renovations of site for education = | Close to areas planned for commercial and
and non-educational uses (building will continue to community uses {e.g., Storrs Center, Four
serve the community if no longer used as a school in Corners).
the future).

¢ Accessible by walkers and bikers and has existing or
potential for bike/pedestrian infrastructure.

= Close to areas with greatest existing or planned See Mansfield zoning regs/map and Plan
concentration of neighborhoods with families, of Conservation and Development for
minimizing busing distance and costs. higher density residential areas.

o Close 1o existing or planned public transit for school
and non-school users,

A Avoid reenﬂelds’_‘(peviousiy undeeioped !ands).
If a greenfield is chosen, mitigate the loss through

protection of other land with comparable qualities.

¢ Can be developed without impacting wetlands and
waterbodies, floodplains, or habitat for threatened
and endangered species,

¢ Served or sefviceable by existing water and waste
water infrastructure.

¢ Minimal impact on traffic patterns, congestion, and air
quality and public safety issues related to traffic.

e Potential to minimize lot size and development-
footprint (LEED Neighhorhood Development calls for 5
acre maximum for elementary schools).

e Redevelop existing buildings or site within an already




developed area that is community-centered.

e Potential to optimize building orientation to take
advantage of passive heating and cooling, natural
ventilation, daylighting (i.e., elongate the buiiding
along east-west axis).

» Natural site attributes provide opportunities for
outdoor learning (e.g., forested areas, streams, etc).

¢ Requires minimal site regrading. No steep slopes.

o Excellent environmental quality {no water or soll
contamination).

»  Has potential for school garden to support loca food
production,

*  Budget for ongoing repalr and maintenance to
maintain usefulness and efficiency of facilities and
avoid cost analysis in the future that results in “new is
cheaper.”

tseful Sources

NationalTrust for Historic Preservation = Community-Centered Schools |nitiative, Helpirig Johnny Walk 7

to School: Policy Recormmendations for Removing Barriers to Community-Centered Schools

issues/historic-schools/helping-johnn
|0hnnvﬁwa%k—to—schooi pdf. See MN, NM, NH, CO, MD case studies on legislative and policy changes to

eliminate minimum acreage requirements and bias again renovating existing schools in school
construction funding decisions.

htip://www.preservatiocnnation.org/issues/historic-schools/

EPA school siting information hity://cfpub.epa.gov/schools/top sub.cfm?t id=45&s id=64

EPA Schools for Successful Communities: An Element of Smart Growth
http://www.epa.cov/smarterowth/pdf/SmartGrowth schools Pub.pdf
See case studies at end.

Cost comparisons checklist to analyze renovating or building new school
http://www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/pdf/SmartGrowth schools Pub.pdf {see page 19)




EPA Travel and Environmental Implications of Schools Siting,

http://www.epa.gov/smartgrowth/school travel.htm -

This 2003 EPA study was the first to empirically examine the relationship between school location, the
infrastructure and environment around schools, transportation choices for trips to school, and impact of
those choices on air pollution. It found that: school proximity matters {students with shorter distances .
are more tikely to walk or bike}, the built environment influences travel choices {students are more likely
1o bike in bike-friendly neighborhoods with sidewalks and bike lanes), school location impacts air
emissions (centrally located schools that are watkable/bikable reduce air pollution).

US Green Building Council LEFD for Neighborhood Development Rating System
http://www.usgbc.org/DisplayPape aspx?CMSPagelD=148

National Best Practices Manual for Building High Performance Schools
http://www.o2pays.org/ref/20/19494.pdf

California Division of the State Architect’s Sustainable Schools Resource,
http://www.sustainableschools.dgs.ca.gov/SustainableSchaoois/sustainabledesien/siting/siting html
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Introduction

This report is a ten-year projection of enrollment for the Mansfield Public Schools. It is based on students
attending the Mansfield Public Schools in October of the school year. The projection is divided into the
two grade levels that represent how the Mansfield schools are organized: PK-4 and 5-8. The report
includes 41 years of enrollment to place the projection into a wider historical perspective. One of the
primary drivers of future enrollment is births to residents. The report examines births and their
relationship to kindergarten enrollment. Several factors that influence school enrollment - town
population, women of child-bearing age, the labor force, housing, non-public enrollment and migration -
are presented. Finally, the accuracy of earlier projections is examined.

Enrollment projections are a valuable planning tool. For budgeting the numbers can place requested
expenditures info a per pupil context. This can inform the public about which expenditures represent
continuing expenditures to support on-going programs and expenditures for school improvement and
program expansion. They are an essential step in deterinining the staffing that will be needed in the
future. This may facilitate the transfer of teachers from one grade to another or allow the hiring process to
start earlier, which can increase the likelihood of attracting the best teachers in the marketplace.
Projections are a critical and required step in planning for school facilities. The State of Connecticut
requires eight-year projections by school as a critical component of determining the size of the project for
which reimbursement is eligible. In some communities the projection can determine the number of places
they can make available to urban students as part of a regional desegregation effort.

Perspective
Enrollment projections typically use the most recent five years of data. While the most recent past is

viewed as the best predictor of the near future, if is informative to look at a broader perspective. Figure 1
shows the enroilment in Mansfield from 1970 to date.

Figure 1. Enrollment from 1970 to Date
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Enrollment in the Mansfield Public Schools peaked at 1,751 students in 1971, Between then and 1985,
enrollment fell to 963 students. In those 14 years, enrollment declined by 788 students or 45.0 percent.
Between 1985 and 1999 enrollment grew by 492 students, or 51.1 percent, and reached a secondary peak
of 1,455 students. The 2011 enrollment was 1,325 students, 130 students (8.9 percent) below the 1999
level.

Mansfield's enrollment pattern is fairly similar to that of the state's public schools in grades K-8. T have
tracked public school K-8 enrollment since 1980. Public school K-8 enrollment bottomed in 1985, the
same year as Mansfield. It reached a secondary peak in 2002. In those 17 vears, state K-8 enrollment
grew by 27.2 percent. Mansfield's period of growth was slightly shorter than the state's, but much more
intense. The state's public school K-8 enroliment has been declining for eight years and it is expected to
decline in 2011. Between 2002 and 2010 (the latest data available), it fell by 6.9 percent. Mansfield's
downturn started three years before the state's. The second decline in Mansfield has been very slightly
shallower than the state's. Had Mansfield followed the state pattern of enrollment since 1980, it would
have had 1,206 students in October of 2010 instead of the 1,325 that were enrolled on that date.

Current Enroliment

Table 1 and Figure 2 provide a picture of where Mansfield residents in grades PK-8 attended school in
Qctober of 2010, the latest data available. They show that 97.1 percent of Mansfield's elementary school-
age residents attended the Mansfield Public Schools in 2010. An estimated 2.1 percent of the school-age
residents attended non-public schools in state. The number attending private schools out-of-state is not
known. Other school-age residents attended magnet schools (0.1 percent) or public schools in other
districts (0.2 percent). Six children (0.4 percent) were reported as being home schooled. There was one
non-residents enrolled in the Mansfield Public Schools in 2010. The projections in this report are based
off of the 1,325 residents and non-residents who attended the Mansfield Public Schools in October, 2011.

Table 1. 2010 Enroliment Figure 2. Schools Attended by Town
Residents, 2016
Number Percent
Residents
Non-
A, Mansfield Public 1326  97.1% Public
B. Other Public 3 0.2% 2.1% Other
C. Magnets i 0.1% Pubic
. 0.2%
D. Non-Public 29 21% <
Home
E. Home Schooled 6 (.4% Schooled
Total (A+B+C+D+E) 1365 Magnet ¢
F. Non-Residents 1 0.1%
Total Enroliment (A+F) 1327




Figure 3 shows the October 2011 grade-by-grade enrollment of students in the Mansfield Public Schools,
The children in pre-kindergarten programs are not shown. This year's kindergarten class is the largest
since I began tracking enrollment in 1980. The introduction of full-day kindergarten in 2005 changed the
enrollment pattern between kindergarten and Grade 1. Grades 7 and 8 had the largest enrollment with
147 and 146 students, respectively. Grades Sand 6 each had more than 140 students enrolled. Grade 2
was the smallest class with 123 students followed by Grade 3 with 128 students. If current conditions
continue, this year's Kindergarten class of 139 students will have 163 students when it enters Grade 5 in
2016. That is well above the current enrollment for that grade. The current year enrollment by grade is
the starting point for this projection. How it moves forward is discussed below.

Figure 3. Enrollment By Grade, 2011

Enrollment

Projection Method

The projections in this report were generated using the cohort survival method. This is the standard
method used by people running enrollment projections. For the grades above kindergarten, | compute
grade-to-grade growth rates for ten years (see Appendix B). For example, if the number of fifth graders
this year is 152 and the number of fourth graders last year was 150, then the growth rate is 1.013. A
growth rate above 1.000 indicates that students moved in, transferred from a non-public school or they
were retained. A growth rate below 1.000 means that students moved out, transferred or were not
promoted from the prior grade. For each grade I calculate four different averages of the annual growth
rates: a ten-year median, a 3-year average, a five-year average and a weighted five year average. Ichoose
the average that seems to best fit the data. The average growth rate for a grade is applied to the current
enroliment from the prior grade. The projection builds grade by grade and year by year.

In the standard model, kindergarten enrollment is compared to births five years prior and some average of
the observed growth or decline is used to project future kinderparten enrollment. My method breaks
kindergarten enrollment into three parts: five-year olds, six-vear olds entering kindergarten for the first
time, and six-year old repeaters. Each component is analyzed separately and then combined to get total
projected kindergarten. "Kindergarten enroliment is notoriously difficuit to predict. I feel that this
component model can improve the predictability slightly. For the past two years, the birth- to-
kindergarten growth components were high. I used the rates observed in 2011 for 2012 and then phased
into the five-year weighted averages by 2015,



To extend the projection beyond four years, [ need to estimate births. The State Department of Public
Health recorded 94 births in 2009. To estimate births in 2010, 1 used the 92 recorded births in state.
Mansfield had no out-of-state births between 2007 and 2009. In 2011, there were 67 in-state births
recorded through September compared to 71 for the same period in 2010. From this I estimated there
would be 88 births in 2011. T utilized the Connecticut State Data Center's projection of children ages 0-4
in 2010, 2015 and 2020 to estimate births in 2012 to 2016. I calculated the projected growth in the
interval, annualized it and applied it to the two year running average of births in Mansfield in the
appropriate years.

Figure 4 gives a perspective of the grade-to-grade growth rates for students attending the Mansfield
schools. An "x" indicates the average growth rate used in this projection. The diamond is the growth
observed between last year and this year. The upper line indicates the largest growth rate observed over
the past ten years and the lower line, the lowest. In Grade 1 I used the iast six years of histery for the high
and low to reflect the change in enrollment pattern caused by the introduction of full-day kindergarten. In
general, the narrower the gap between the two lines is, the greater the accuracy of the projection. The
growth rates used in the projection were based on a five-year weighted average of the observed grade-to-
grade growth,

The model growth rates are all over the map compared to the ten-year range. Grades 1,2,3,6 and 8 are in
the middle of the range. Grades 5 and 7 are toward the upper end and Grade 4 is toward the lower end.
Six of the growth rates are above 1.00 indicating that children are moving into the Mansfield schools.
Five of the model growth rates are close to the corresponding rate in 2011, In grades 2, 6 and 8 the model
growth rates were well above the low rates observed in 2011,

Figure 4. Grade to Grade Growth Rates
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Enroliment data from 2001 to 2010 were taken from the files of the Connecticut State Department of
Education. The public school data are available on the Department's website at www.sde.ct.gov under the
Grants Management section. Data for 2011 were provided by the Mansfield central office. All enrollment

data after 2008 are subject to minor changes as they are reviewed and audited, Births from 1980 to 2011 were
provided by the Healthcare Quality, Statistics, Analysis and Reporting Unit of the State Department of Public

Health.



Total Enrolbment

Table 2 and Figure 5 present the observed total enrollment in Mansfield
from 2001 to 2011 and projected enroliment through 2021. Detailed
grade-by-grade data may be found in Appendix A. Between 2001 and
2009 enrollment declined from 1,417 to 1,271 students. By 2011 it had
rebounded to 1,325 students. Between 2001 and 2011 there was a foss of
92 students or 6.5 percent. Statewide in that period, grade K-8 public
school enrollment decreased by 7.5 percent. Mansfield’s decline of 6.8
percent between 2000 and 2010 (the [atest comparable data available) was
steeper than most similar districts in the region. Enrollment grew by 18.1

percent in grades PK-8 in Ellingfon, 15.3 percent in Hebron (grades PK-6),

4.4 percent in Andover (grades PK-6) and 4.1 percent in grades PK-8 in
Tolland. Enrollment declined by 2.7 percent in Pomfret, 17.2 percent in
grades PK-8 in Bolton and 25.6 percent in Colmmbia. ‘

I anticipate that enrollment will stay fairly level for the next four years.
Next year, | anticipate that total enrollment will grow by 20-25 students. |
believe that enrollment will resume its decline in 2016 and end up near
1,190 students by 2021, The last time the district enrollment was 134
students is 10.1 percent below the cwrrent enrollment. 1 have projected that
K-8 enrollment statewide will be down 10.3 percent in that period. Your
total enrollment should average about 1,305 students over the ten-year
projection period. This compares to an average total enroliment of 1,335
students over the past ten years.

Table 1. Total Enrellment

Percent
Year  Students Change
2001 1417
2002 1410 -0.5%
2603 1412 0.1%
2604 1376 -2.5%
2005 1314 -4.5%
2006 1332 1.4%
2007 1302 -2.3%
2008 1278 -1.8%
2009 1271 -0.5%
2010 1327 4.4%
2011 1328 -(.2%
2012 1353 2.1%
2013 1352 -0.1%
2014 1351 -0.1%
2015 1342 -0.7%
2016 1323 -1.4%
2017 1316 -0.5%
2018 1306 -(.8%
2019 1276 -2.3%
2020 1235 -3.2%
2021 1191 -3.6%

Figure 5. Total Enrollment
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Elementary Schoel Enroliment

Table 3 and Figure 6 present actual enroliment from 2001 to 2011 and
projected enrollment through 2021 at the Mansfield's three elementary
schools. In the past ten years, grade PIK-4 enrollment ranged from a low
of 690 students to a high of 761 students. It started and ended the period
with 749 students. State public school enrollment in grades K-4 felf 8.3
percent in that interval.

1 project that next year's enroliment at the schools will be 15 students
more than this year's. |anticipate enrollment will peak at 770 students
in 2014. By 2021, I expect the schools' enroiliment be about 650
students. This will be about 100 students or 13.0 percent below the
October 2011 count. Statewide, | have projected an 8.4 percent decrease
in grade K-4 public school enrollment in that period. Over the ten-year
projection period, 1 believe enrollment at your elementary schools will
average 705 students. This is a little below the average of 724 students
observed over the past len years.

These figures include pre-kindergarten children. In the past ten years,
pre-kindergarten enrollment ranged from 59 to 91 children. There were
87 children enrolled in these programs in 2011, Each of your three
elementary schools has two pre-kindergarten classes with a target
enroliment of 16 children each. My projection model sets pre-

Table 3. Elementary School
Enroilment

Percent
Year Students Change
2001 749
2002 761 1.6%
2003 735 -3.4%
2004 718 -2.3%
2005 690 -3.9%
2006 726 3.2%
2007 709 -2.3%
2008 698 -1.6%
2009 709 1.6%
2010 742 4.7%
2011 749 (.9%
2012 773 3.2%
2013 777 0.5%
2014 779 0.3%
2015 757 2.8%
2016 722 -4.6%
2017 686 -5.0%
2018 673 -1.9%
2019 662 -1.6%
2020 635 -1.1%
2021 652 -0.5%

kindergarten enroliment constant at 96 children. Given the recent decline in births, this will allow a
greater proportion of three- and four-year olds in the community to be served..

Figure 6. Elementary Enrollment
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Mansfield Middle School Enrollment

Table 4 and Figure 7 present past enrollment from 2001 to 2011 and
projected future enrollment to 2021 at the Mansfield Middle School.
Over the past ten years enrollment ranged from a high of 677 students in
2003 to a low of 562 students in 2009. In 2011, the school’s enrollment
wasg 576 students. Between 2001 and 2011, enollment declined by 92
students or 13.8 percent. Public school enrollment in grades 5-8
statewide decreased 6.5 percent between 2001 and 2011.

I believe that next year's enrollment at Mansfield Middle School
enrollment will be about five students more than this year's. 1 project
that enrollment will grow to almost 635 students in 2018, but then
decline to about 540 students in 2021. The projected 2021 enrollment is
37 students below the current level, a decline of 6.4 percent. I project
that public school enroliment in grades 5-8 statewide will decline by
12.5 percent in that period. Over the ten-year projection period,
enrollment at the Mansfield Middle School is expected to average about
590 students. This is below the average of 611 students observed over
the past ten years.

Table 4. Mansfield Middle
School Enroflment

Percent
Year Students  Change
2001 668
2002 649 -2.8%
2003 677 4.3%
2004 658 ~2.8%
2003 624 -5.2%
2006 606 -2.9%
2007 593 -2.1%
2008 380 -2.2%
2009 562 -3.1%
2010 585 4.1%
2011 376 -1.5%
2012 580 0.7%
2013 575 -0.9%
2014 572 -0.5%
2015 585 2.3%
2016 661 2.7%
2017 630 4.8%
2018 633 0.5%
2019 614 -3.0%
2020 580 -5.5%
2021 539 -7.1%
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Figure 7. Mansfield Middle School Enrollment
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Factors Affecting the Projection

The primary reasons for elementary enrollment change lie in the births and yield from the birth cobort.
Figure 8 presents the births from 1980 to 2009 and preliminary, estimated and projected births through
2016. Births ranged from a low of 92 in 2008 to a high of 150 in 1988. There were 94 births in 2009.
The preliminary count of births in 2010 is 92. Based on births through September of 2011, | estimate

there will be only 88 births in 2011, In the 1990s there was an average of 116 births annually. In the five

years from 2002 to 2006 (this fall’s kindergarten through 4™ graders) births averaged 108. Births in the
2007 through 2011 period will likely average 95. The projection in vears 2017 to 2021 assumes an

average of 87 births annually between 2012 and 2016. This is based in part upon the Connecticut State
Data Center projection of Mansfield children ages 0-4.

Numbcr_of Births

Figure 8. Births Since 1980
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Figure @ depicts the kindergarten yield five
and six years later from the birth cohorts of
1996 to 2006 for Mansfield residents
attending kindergarten in Mansfield. For
example, there were 102 births in 2005 and
121 children enrolled in Mansfield
kindergartens at age five in 2010 and an
additional nine who first enrolled in
kindergarten at age six in 2011. Thatisa
yield of 127 percent. The yield from the
birth cohort ranged from a low 77 percent
in 1996 to a high of 127 percent in 1998.
The estimated yield for births in 2006 is
128 percent. Note that 2006 yield is an
estimate because we will not know the
actual number of children who will enter
kindergarten for the first time as six-year
olds until October 2012, Yields above 100
percent generally mean that parents move
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into town after giving birth elsewhere. Yields below 100 percent mean that families who gave birth as
town residents left town or chose another school system for kindergarten. Full-day kindergarten was first
available to some of the birth cohort of 2000 and becanie universal for the 2002 birth cohort. The average
yield over the past five years was 118.5 percent along with a 2.0 percent retention rate.

Table 5 gives a history of enrollment in kindergarten since 2001 and relates the components of kindergarten
enrollment back to the appropriate birth cohort. Retention is tied to the prior year's kindergarten enrollment.
To estimate kindergarten enrollment, I started with the 201 Irates of retentions, and yields from births five and
six years ago. Ithen moved incrementally to the weighted five year average of each of the three components -
by 2015, In 2012, I estimated kindergarten from 118.7 percent of births five years ago, 8.8 percent of births
six years ago, and 2.3 percent of current Kindergarten students retained. In 2015 and beyond, I estimated
kindergarten from 109.4 percent of births five vears ago, 9.2 percent of births six years ago, and 2.0 percent of
current Kindergarten students retained.

Table 5. Analysis of Kindergarten Enrollment

Yield Yield Total

Retained - ~-- Non-Retained - - - - ' From From Yield

From Born 5-Years Prior Born Births Births From

Birih Prior Non- 6 Years | Percent 5-Years 6-Years Birth

Year  Year ! Births K Year Resident Resident Prior | Refained Prior Prior Cohort
2001 1996 115 87 2 79 0 6 2.0% 68.7% 5.7% 76.5%
2002 1997 112 122 0 113 0 9 0.0% 100.9% 7.8% 105.4%
2003 1998 98 102 2 93 0 3 1.6% 96.9% 4.5% 110.2%
2004 1999 98 97 0 84 0 13 0.0% 85.7% 13.3% 98.0%
2005 2000 116 117 2 103 0 12 2.1% 88.8% 12.2% 96.6%
2006 2001 113 133 1 123 0 9 0.9% 108.8% 7.8% 120.4%
2007 2002 111 127 2 112 0 13 1.5% 100.9% 11.53%  10699%
2008 2003 113 P17 3 104 0 10 2.4% 92.0% 2.0% 160.9%
2009 2004 1607 115 2 103 0 10 1.7% 96.3% 8.8% 105.6%
2016 2805 102 133 2 121 0 10 1.7% 118.6% 9.3% 127.5%
2011 2606 107 139 3 127 0 9 2.3% 118.7% 8.8% 127.9%
3-Year Average 1.9% 111.1% 9.0% 120.3%
Weighted 3-Year Average 2.0%  114.9% 9.0% 124.0%
5-Year Average 1.9%  105.0% 9.5% 114.3%
Weighted 5-Year Average 2.0% 109.4% 9.2% 118.5%

The correlation between births and kindergarten enrollment five-year later from the past six years {(when
full-day kindergarten was available) was a very low 0.28. If this relationship were used to predict
kindergarten enrollment, the estimate would have been off by an average of 7 children annually over the
past ten years. The cohort survival method, even with my breakout into five-year olds, six-year old
delayed entrants and children retained, cannot overcome the underlying unprediciability of kindergarten
enrollment from earlier births.



Context of the Projection

The cohort-survival method needs only births and a few years of recent enrollment data to generate a
projection. Mathematically, nothing else matters. But enrollment changes do not occur in a vacuum.
Events and policies in the district, community and region all have some bearing on enroliment.
Remember that a basic assumption of the cohort-survival method is that the recent past can be a good
predictor of the near future. It is incumbent for every receiver of a projection to determine what events
happened in the past five years and whether they are likely to change. Arnalyzing how the factors
underlying the projection changed in the prior year can be an important step in this process.

To assist in this endeavor, this report examines seven factors that could affect enrollment: town
population; women of child-bearing age; people in the labor market; new home construction; sales of
existing homes; non-public enrollment and student migration.

Figure 10 presents the US Census Bureau
estimate of Mansfield population since July
0f 2000. Between 2000 and 2009, the town
population is estimated to have grown from
20,854 to 25,268 people. The estimated
population growth of 21.2 percent ranked it
3rd in the state. The 2010 census
population data show that from April 2000
to April 2010 Mansfield's population grew.
from 20,720 to 26,543 people. The 28.1
percent increase between 2000 and 2010
was the Znd ranked in the state behind
Oxford. All these figures include students
in university facilities. Excluding people in
group quarters such as dormitories,
Mansfield's population grew 7.2 percent
from 12,723 to 13,636 people. That growth
was 61st in the state.

Figure 11 presents the number of women of
child-bearing age from the 2000 and 2010
censuses. There were 116 births to
Mansfield residents in 2000 and a
preliminary count of 92 in 2010. In
communities such as yours, women in the
30-34 age group have the highest rate of
births. The number of women in this group
fell from 407 in 2000 to 312 in 2010. The
second highest birth rate in communities
like yours is women ages 25-29. The
number in that age range dipped from 378
in 2000 to 362 in 2010. The only age range
that increased at all was 20-24. This age
range typically has a relatively low birth
rate in corntunities like yours. These
figures exclude women in university
housing.

Figure 10, Estimated Town Population 2000 to 2009
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Figure 12 examines the number of people
in the labor force from the US Department
of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. These
are people 16 years of age or older working
or actively seeking employment. Since it
excludes most students and the elderly, |
find it a very rough proxy of the number of
schooi-age families. The Mansfield labor
force increased 5.2 percent between 2006
and 2010. This was higher than the state
(3.9 percent) and Toelland County (4.8
percent). The 2010 unemployment level of
7.6 percent was up 1.6 percentage points
over 2009, The town rate is better than the
state rate of 9.1 percent but worse than the
Tolland County rate of 7.0 percent.

Figure 13 presents the net new housing
units constructed from 2000 to 2010 from
the State Department of Economic and
Community Development. In the past ten
years the number of net {of demolitions)
new housing units constructed in Mansfield
ranged from a high 71 in 2001 downtoa
fow of 16 in 2008 and again in 2010, In the
five-year look-back period for this
projection, there was an average of 24 net
new housing units constructed. The 2010
census indicated that Mansfield had 6,017
housing units of which 7.2 percent were
unoccupied in April 2010.

Figure 14 presents my estimate of the
number of sales of existing homes. 1
derived it by taking the number of real
estate transactions from The Warren
Group/Comimercial Record and subtracting
the number of new single-family housing
units authorized. This is an estimate
because of the lag between the time a new
house is authorized and it is sold. The
estimated number of sales of existing
homes ranged from a low of 144 in 2009 to
ahigh of 236 in 2004, There were 147
existing houses sold in 2010. In the five-
year look back peried for the projection,
there were 163 sales annually, Based on
sales through July, I anticipate there will be
about 130 sales of existing houses in 201 1.

Figure 12. Recent Changes in the Labor
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Figure 15 presents the non-public
enrollment in grades PK-8 over the past ten
years for students from the town of
Mansfieid. The data are from the records
of the Connecticut State Department of
Education. Non-public enrollment ranged
from a high of 53 students in 2001 to a low
of 28 students in 2009. There were 29
students enrolled in 2010. In the past ten
years, enrollment in the non-public schools
decreased by 20 students or 4.8 percent.
The 2010 enroliment represented 2.1
percent of all PK-8 students from
Mansfield. That is down from the 2001
peak of 3.6 percent. I expect the non-public
enrollment from Mansfield will be the same
or up very slightly in 2011.

Figure 16 presents the estimated migration
of students from Mansfield. Estimated
migration ranged from a low of -2.8 percent
in 2005 to a high of +4.6 percent in 2006.
The rate between October, 2010 and
October, 2011 was 1.1 percent. The data
behind these figures may be found in
Appendix B. The projection assumes an
average in-migration of a robust 2.1
percent.

Enrcllment
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Prior Projections of Enrollment

The cohort-survival projection method works by moving forward the pattern of recent events that are
subsumed within the grade-by-grade enrollment. This works very well when communities are stable. That
includes places that are growing or declining at a steady rate. One way to know if that assumption is valid is
to examine how past projections have fared. Figure 17 presents the enrollment projections that I have run for
Mansfield since 2001. Last year’s projection was 5 students (0.4 percent) above this year’s enrollment of
391. The eight other enrollment projections that I did between 2001 and 2009 had one-year error rates that
averaged 2.2 percent. The five projections done between 2001 and 2006 had an average five-year error rate
of 4.9 percent, which is 0.95 percent annualized.

Last year's projection for Mansfield is runming 0.4 percent high. In that analysis, I projected that K-4
enrollment would be 654 students in 201 1. The actual enrollment of 662 was 8 students more than
projected. The projection was low by 1.2 percent. I projected that enrollment in grades 5-8 would be 586
students in 2011. The actual enrollment of 576 was 10 students less than projected. The projection was
high by 1.7 percent. The 2010 projection kept pre-kindergarten enrollment constant at 90 children. The
actual enrollment was 87 children.

Figure 17. Prior Projections of Enroliment
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In my work I have found the cohort-survival method provides estimates that are sufficiently accurate for
intermediate-range policy planning. The eight-year planning horizon for school construction grants is at
the limit of the useful accuracy of the method. [ analyzed the eight-year accuracy of the district
projections I ranin 1999. 1 found for the 66 district-level projections, the 1999 projections had an average
error rate of 7.5 percent in predicting 2008 enrollment. The error was less than five percent in 38 percent
of the projections and more than 15 percent in I1 percent of the projections. The projections run in 1999
under-estimated the 2008 enrollments by an average of 1.7 percent.
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Summary

Tota] enrollment is projected to remain near the current level for four years, but ultimately decline 10.1
percent from 1,325 in 2011 to about 1,190 students in 2021. Enrcliment at your three elementary schools
is projected to grow from its current level of 749 to 770 students in 2014 and then decline to about 650
students in 2021, The enrollment at the projection's end will be about 105 students or 14.2 percent below
the October 2011 count. Enrollment at the Mansfield Middle School was 576 students in October 2011. 1
project it will rise to about 635 students in 2018 and then fall to 540 students in 2021. The projected 2021
enroliment is 37 students below the current level, a decline of 6.4 percent.

You do not have to look much further than the pattern of births to understand the decline. In 2002-2006
there were 108 births annually. These children are now in grades K-4. In the 2007-2011 peried, there
will be 95 births annually; in 2012 to 2016 period, I estimate there will be 87 births annually. This may
be somewhat offset in the near-term by the recent high kindergarten yield from births five- and six-years
prior.

This 2011 report is projecting higher enroliments compared to the 2010 projection. In last year's report, |
estimated there would be 93 births in 2010; there were 92. Births in 2011 are also coming in a little lower
than expected. These two combined lowered the estimated births in 2012 and beyond. This was offset by
the continued high estimated kindergarten yield from the birth cohort and continued high net in-
migration. The construction of new houses as well as the sale of existing houses remained low. It is
critical to remember at this point that a projection is just a moving forward of recent current trends. These
current economic conditions will end. We just don't know when. Despite this uncertainty, I find
projections useful because they do answer the question, "What will happen if things remain the same?"

These projections are based upon several key assumptions revolving around the notion that the recent past
is a good predictor of the near future. The projection assumes that the following school policies will
continue: kindergarten will remain full-day; retention policies will not change and limited enrollment of
Mansfield residents in magnet schools. The projection assumes the following population growth factors
will not change appreciable: births will average 87 over the 2012 to 2016 period, an 18.5 percent increase
between the number of births and subsequent kindergarten enrollment and a student migration of +2.1
percent. Additionally, eight percent of parents will start their children in kindergarten at age six (or have
had a special education child held in pre-school for an extra year); there will be 24 new housing umts
constructed annually and 163 sales of existing homes.

This is an incredibly difticult time to predict future enrollment. A high unemployment rate, economic
doldrums and mortgage foreclosures all make conditions today different than a couple of years ago.
Mansfield's 7.6 percent unemployment rate in 2010 was up 2.9 percentage points over the past two years
and was the highest since these data were reported by the US Department of Labor starting in 1990.

These conditions are only a part of the five~year enroflment history that is used to look forward to the next
ten years. We have seen the impact on enrollment. We cannot know today how long these conditions
will remain, whether they will increase in severity and when they might end. The cohort survival method
relies on observed data from the recent past. The method is unresponsive to cyclical change. However, |
know of no alternative data-based model that is responsive and produces grade-level data.

This projection should be used as a starting point for local planning. Examine the factors and
assumptions underlying the method. You know your community best. Apply your knowledge of the
specific conditions in Mansfield and then make adjustments as necessary.
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Appendix A. Enrollment Projected By Grade to 2021

School Birth
Year Year Births' K2 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8§ PreK  PK4 58  Total

2001-02 1996 115 87 132 136 168 159 177 153 163 175 67 749 668 1417
2002-03 1997 112 122 126 145 138 171 159 172 156 162 39 761 649 1410
2003-04 1998 98 102 143 124 156 143 172 168 176 161 67 735 677 1412
200405 1999 98 97 123 143 128 I6F 141 173 171 173 66 718 658 1376
2005-06 2000 116 117 121 119 139 128 1St 139 171 163 66 690 624 1314
2006-07 2001 113 133 127 124 136 145 133 156 144 173 61 726 606 1332
2007-08 2002 1 127 125 129 125 136 144 135 166 148 67 709 593 1302
2008-09 2003 113 117 129 133 136 120 140 143 137 160 63 698 580 1278
2009-10 2004 167 115 112 129 131 132 134 145 143 140 Q0 709 562 1271
2010-11 2005 162 133 127 123 137 131 147 141 151 146 91 742 585 1327
201112 2006 107 139 137 123 128 135 142 141 147 146 87 749 576 1325

Projected

2012-13 2007 108 141 143 140 127 126 146 143 145 146 96 773 580 1353
2013-14 2008 92 119 145 147 145 125 137 147 147 144 96 777 575 1352
2014-15 2009 94 117 122 149 152 143 136 138 152 146 96 779 572 1351
2015-16 2010 92 112 120 125 154 150 135 137 142 151 96 757 585 1342
2016-17 2011 88 107 115 123 129 152 163 156 141 141 96 722 601 1323
2017-18 2012 89 108 110 118 127 127 165 164 161 140 96 686 630 1316
2018-19 2613 88 106 111 113 122 125 138 166 169 160 96 673 633 1306
201920 2014 88 106 109 114 117 120 136 139 171 168 96 662 614 1276
2020-21 2015 87 105 109 112 118 1153 130 137 143 170 96 635 580 1235
2021-22 2016 86 104 108 112 116 116 125 131 141 142 96 652 539 1191

11996 to 2009 births from the State Department of Public Health, Births in 2010 were estimated from recorded in-state births.
Births in 2011 were estimated from in-state births through September in 2010 and 201 1. Births in 2012 to 2016 births were estimated from the
Connecticut State Data Center projections of children ages 0-4 in Mansfield.

? Rased on 2611 counts of births 5- and 6- vears ago and retention and phasing into five-year averages in 2015,
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Appendix B. Growth from Grade to Grade across Years

Grade Moved Into from Prior Year

Estimated
October of Year K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 PreK Average Migration'
2002 . LOB9 1448 1.098 1.015 1.018 1.000 0972 1.020 0994 1.073 0.21%
2003 F041 L1172 0984 1.076 1.036 1.006 1.057 1.023 1.032 1.047 3.72%
2004 0.990 1.206 1.000 1.032 1.032 098¢ 1006 1.018 0.983 1.028 0.85%
2005 LGOS 1247 0967 0972 1.000 0938 0986 0988 0953 1.607 -2.84%
2006 1177 1.085 1.625 1.143 1.043 1.039 1.0833 1.036 1.012 1.066 4.60%
2007 1144 0.940 1616 1.008 1.000 0993 1.015 1.064 1.028 1.023 2.03%
2008 1.035 1016 1.064 1.054 0.960 1.029 0993 1.015 0964 1.015 -0.12%
2009 LO75 0957 1.000 0985 0.971 1117 1.036 1.000 1.022 1.018 2.11%
2010 £304 1104 1098 1062 1.000 1.114 1.052 1.041 1.021 1.689 4.55%
2011 1299 1.030 0969 1.041 0985 1.084 0959 1.043 0.967 1.042 1.09%
5 Year Ave. EE71L LO09  1.029  L030 0983 1.067 1.011 1.033 1.000 1.037
3 Year Ave. 1.226 - 1031 1022 1.029 0985 1105 1.016 1.028 1.003 1.049
Weighted S year E210 L027 1.025 LG35 0984 1.085 LO0OR 1.031 0.996 1.045
Median, past 19 .
years 1082 L1095 1.008 1.036 1.000 1.018 1.010 1.021 1.003 1.030
Enrollment Muitiplier E027 1025 1.035 0984 1.085 1.008 1.031 0.996 1.000 1.024

! Adjusted for non-residents enrotled in Mansfield.
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TOWN OF MANSFIELD
MANSFIELD PUBLIC SCHOOLS
DEPARTMENT OF FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

William D. Hammon, Facilities Management Director AUDREY P. BECK BUILDING
: FOUR SOUTH EAGLEVILLE ROAD
MANSFIELD, CONNECTICUT (6268-2599
(860) 429-3326 TELEPHONE
(860) 487-4443 FACSIMILE
EMAIL: BAMMONWD{@MANSFIELDCT.ORG

February 9, 2012

Mansfield Middle School - Fiscal Year 2008/2009

Electrical usage, including heat — 1,720,801 kw of electricity COST -$319,345
No natural gas usage.

Mansfield Middle School - Fiscal Year 2010/2011

Electrical usage — 614,489 kw of electricity COST - § 147,290
Natural gas usage COST-$ 356,648

TOTAL - $ 203,938
Please note this is not an “apples to apples” comparisons. We have not taken into account the degree days
or the improved control in each room, or cooling of the air. We still show energy savings of $115,000.

This also does not count the emergency repairs we have not had to make with the new equipment, which
we did have to make on the old equipment.

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS — Fiscal Year 2010/2011

~ Total Energy Costs:
Vinton School - $105,564 includes electric heat in back building ($2.85 per sq. ft.)
Southeast School - $ 99,564 includes electric heat and air conditioning
in portables ($2.54 per sq. ft.)
Goodwin School - § 96,678 includes a full 10,000 gallon oil tank ($2.55 per sq. fi.)

NOTE: The cost af Vinton School is higher because of the poor heating system, Goodwin School uses
natural gas or oil; we have been using gas because of lower cost, so the oil tank is full. Last year was a
colder than average year and we continue to add more electrical devices in all schools. It is hard todo a
year-to-year comparison.

There are several energy saving measures to be done, if we renovate the schools: new boilers; new
controls for heating systems; more insulation in ceilings and walls; better outside lighting; adding foyer
doors where appropriate, just to name a few. If funds become available, we should be able to cut costs by
thirty percent (30%).

A new energy efficient school with LEED certification should have energy costs under $1.00 per sq. fi.



