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Neshaminy School District: District-Wide Facility Study Update

Overview

The district most recently updated its district-wide facility study December 10, 2012 and the
document was titled “District-Wide Facility Study Update — Option Refinement.”

This document serves as an amendment to that District-Wide Facility Study and addresses:
(1) updated enrollments and capacity information to reflect current and recently assessed data, and
(2) the documenting of an additional building construction and consolidation option being
considered for advancement by the district. This additional option will be identified as Option 9A
and is a variant of Option 9 as previously documented in the December 10, 2012 study. This

district-wide facility study amendment updates the prior study in terms of the following:

— Enrollment: Updated current and prior year enrollments are documented for all
schools. Since the prior study, the district has implemented a full-day kindergarten

program and developed an updated demographic study.

— School Capacity: Current school capacity was recently assessed based on an updated
assessment of building use and is summarized and compared to projected enrollments

(see Appendixc ).

— Projected Enrollment: 5-year projections based on the recent District demographic
study are documented including consideration of actual full-day kindergarten
enrollments (demographic study provided in Appendix 2). Full day kindergarten was initiated
after the demographic study for the 2014-15 school year. Current and projected
enrollments are also compared to building capacity for elementary and middle school
tacilities (only elementary and middle schools are impacted by the additional construction and

consolidation Option 9A in this amendment).

— Additional Construction and Consolidation Facility Option 9A: An additional
construction and consolidation option is documented that impacts the district at the

elementary and middle school levels. The high school is not impacted by this option.

An overview of the Neshaminy School District and pertinent characteristics can be found in

the December 10, 2012 District-Wide Facility Study document in Section 1, starting on page 7.
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Neshaminy School District: District-Wide Facility Study Update

District Educational Program

Information on the Neshaminy School District’s educational programs can be found in the

December 10, 2012 District-Wide Facility Study document in Section 1, starting on page 31.

Current Enrollment

The current and 5-year historic enrollments at each of the district’s schools is documented in

the below table. 2014-15 figures correspond to October 1, 2014 district counts.

Table 1A: Current & Historic Enrollment for all schools

Enroliment Elementary Schools (K-5)

Year Buck Everitt | Ferderbar| Heckman| Hoover |Lower South| Miller |Schweitzer Total

2010-11 449 391 527 534 607 434 383 340 3,665
% of Total (ES/MS) 12.3% 10.7% 14.4% 14.6% 16.6% 11.8% 10.5% 9.3%

2011-12 459 397 539 518 617 464 384 360 3,738
% of Total (ES/MS) 12.3% 10.6% 14.4% 13.9% 16.5% 12.4% 10.3% 9.6%

2012-13 422 394 533 522 645 498 405 344 3,763
% of Total (ES/MS) 11.2% 10.5% 14.2% 13.9% 17.1% 13.2% 10.8% 9.1%

2013-14 394 397 586 467 656 475 413 348 3,736
% of Total (ES/MS) 10.5% 10.6% 15.7% 12.5% 17.6% 12.7% 11.1% 9.3%

2014-15 433 395 585 457 695 513 415 374 3,867
% of Total (ES/MS) 11.2% 10.2% 15.1% 11.8% 18.0% 13.3% 10.7% 9.7%

Enrollment Middle Schools (6-8) High School District

Year Maple Point| Poquessing| Sandburg Total (9-12) Total

2010-11 996 554 603 2153 2865 8683
% of Total (ES/MS) 46.3% 25.7% 28.0%

2011-12 1005 580 575 2160 2850 8748
% of Total (ES/MS) 46.5% 26.9% 26.6%

2012-13 969 538 561 2068 2629 8460
% of Total (ES/MS) 46.9% 26.0% 27.1%

2013-14 973 566 527 2066 2638 8440
% of Total (ES/MS) 47.1% 27.4% 25.5%

2014-15 935 585 486 2006 2540 8,413
% of Total (ES/MS) 46.6% 29.2% 24.2%
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Neshaminy School District: District-Wide Facility Study Update

Table 1B: Current Enrollment by Grade & School

Enrollment (October 1, 2014 figures) Current
Elementary Schools KFD 1 2 3 4 5 Enroll
Pearl S. Buck 57 65 76 77 78 80 433
Samuel Everitt 64 65 72 67 65 62 395
Joseph E. Ferderbar 88 96 108 101 110 82 585
Oliver Heckman 70 73 75 86 73 80 457
Herbert Hoover 109 113 121 119 111 122 695
Lower Southhampton 87 94 72 94 98 68 513
Walter Miller 43 70 73 75 67 87 415
Albert Schweitzer 67 54 69 65 52 67 374
Totals 585 630 666 684 654 648 3867
Middle Schools 6 7 8

Maple Point 282 316 337 935
Poquessing 208 197 180 585
Sandburg 147 161 178 486
Totals 637 674 695 2006
High School 9 10 11 12

High School 654 584 640 662 2540

Projected Enrollment

Projected enrollments have been documented in December 10, 2012 District-Wide Facility
Study document in Section 5, starting on page 56. Updates to these projections occurred with the
preparation of a demographic study by Sundance on March 31, 2014 and provided in Appendix 2
for reference. Projections were further updated in this District-wide Study Amendment document to
reflect the modification of the district’s educational program to include full-day kindergarten. These

latest update figures can be found below.

Table 2: March 2014 Demographic Study Projection (Appendix 2)

Year K 1 2 3 4 5 |Total] 6 7 8 |Total] 9 10 11 12 | Total | District
2014 454 729 618 675 651 645 |3772| 644 691 676 | 2011| 700 598 630 641 | 2569 | 8352
2015 499 573 683 626 690 655 | 3726 672 652 692 ]| 2016| 668 678 600 619 | 2565| 8307
2016 540 630 538 691 640 694 |3733]| 683 681 653 | 2017 | 684 647 679 589 | 2599 | 8349
2017 471 679 588 542 704 641 |3625] 721 689 680 | 2090| 643 659 645 664 | 2611 ]| 8326
2018 505 592 634 593 552 705 ]|3581] 666 727 688 | 2081| 669 620 657 631 | 2577 | 8239

Projection Modification:

Since these figures were generated, the district has initiated a full-day kindergarten program.

Enrollments in this program significantly exceeded the enrollments projected in the demographic

study. As a result, the projected enrollments have been amended for use in this document to: (1)

reflect the actual enrollment for kindergarten for the 2014-15 school year (585 students vs 454
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previously projected), and (2) modify the projection to consider this increased cohort size moving

forward. Impacted cohorts are adjusted proportionally based on the original projection

Neshaminy School District: District-Wide Facility Study Update

(grey/highlighted cells below). This amended projection is shown below — these figures ate used for

projected enrollments in this report:

Table 2B: AMENDED Enrollment Projections

Year K 1 2 3 4 5 Total 6 7 8 Total 9 10 11 12 | Total | District
2014 | 585 | 729 618 675 651 645 |3903| 644 691 676 | 2011]| 700 598 630 641 | 2569 ] 8483
2015 | 643 | 627 | 683 626 690 655 |3924| 672 652 692 |2016| 668 678 600 619 | 2565| 8505
2016 | 696 689 | 625 | 691 640 694 | 4035| 683 681 653 | 2017 | 684 647 679 589 | 2599 | 8651
2017 | 607 746 687 | 625 ]| 704 641 |4010] 721 689 680 | 2090| 643 659 645 664 | 2611] 8711
2018 | 651 650 743 687 | 625 | 705 | 4062 | 666 727 688 | 2081| 669 620 657 631 | 2577 ] 8720

School Building Capacity

Building capacities are not absolute figures but instead represent the ability of each school

building to support enrollment based on a series of factors and policies. These factors and the calculation

methodology used to determine capacity are summarized below and covered in detail in Appendix 1

which includes the “Facility Capacity Assessment” report previously prepared for the district.

School Building Capacity — Calculation Factors

Calculation of the capacity of each school building considers the following factors:

Table 3

Capacity Factor Value Basis or Source

Elementary Class Sizes (students/room)
K (2 or full day) 22/44 FTEX District maximum class size
Grade 1 24 District maximum class size
Grade 2 25 District maximum class size
Grade 3 26 District maximum class size
Grade 4 29 District maximum class size
Grade 5 29 District maximum class size

An average of maximum class sizes for

Average Grade 1-5 27 grades 1 tghrough 5 (see note 1)
Grade 1-5 Special Ed 12 District maximum class size

Middle School Class Sizes (students/room)
General Ed Gt. 6-8 35 District maximum class size
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Neshaminy School District: District-Wide Facility Study Update

Capacity Factor Value Basis or Source
Science/Lab Gr. 6-8 30 District maximum class size
Bus/Art/Tech Gr. 6-8 20 District maximum class size
Grade 6-8 Special Ed 12 District maximum class size
. 7 vetiod/6 da Rooms nominally cqnsidered available for
Middle School Schedule P eycle ¥ between 5and 6 petiods/day out of a

possible 7 (71-85%).

Utilization Rates

Actual utilization is calculated, however; the
higher of a generally accepted elementary
school utilization (90%) or the actual
calculated utilization is used

Maximum of 90%
Elementary School or 4 year average
by school

) o, 80% figure based on rooms available to
) Maximum of 80% )
Middle School support capacity between 5-6 hours out of
ot school actual . i
7 available daily.

*FT'E = Full Time Equivalent for /2 day programs

School Building Capacities

The current capacity of each elementary and middle school building (#he option excplored within
this amendment impacts only elementary and middle school facilities) are reflected in the below table along with
projected enrollments. Note: The school by school projected enrollments shown in this table do not

consider the grade realignment explored in Option 9A.

Table 4: Projected Enrollment & Capacity (Elem; Middle)

Projected Enrollment 10/1/2014 % of Projected Est. School Projected
Elementary Schools Enroll Enroll Enroliment Allocation Capacity v Capac
Pearl S. Buck 433 11.2% 455 419 (36)
Samuel Everitt 395 10.2% 415 419 4
Joseph E. Ferderbar 585 15.1% 614 626 11
Oliver Heckman 457 11.8% 4062 480 506 26
Herbert Hoover 695 18.0% 730 739 9
Lower Southhampton 513 13.3% 539 490 (48)
Walter Miller 415 10.7% 436 419 (17)
Albert Schweitzer 374 9.7% 393 425 32
Totals 3867 100.0% 4062 4041 (212)
Middle Schools

Maple Point 935 46.6% 970 1576 606
Poquessing 585 29.2% 2081 607 880 273
Sandburg 486 24.2% 504 894 389
Totals 2006 100.0% 2081 3350 1269
High School

High School 2540 100.0% 2577 2577
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Neshaminy School District: District-Wide Facility Study Update

Physical Plant Facility Needs

The various upgrades and improvements recommended for consideration at each school
were previously identified in the December 10, 2012 District-Wide Facility Study document in
section 5 and starting on page 12. This information has not changed and the December 2012
document continues to serve as the representation of the various physical plant needs appropriate

for district consideration in upgrading or improving each school building.
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Neshaminy School District: District-Wide Facility Study Update

Amended Facility Improvement Option

Various improvement and consolidation options were explored in the December 10, 2012
District-Wide Facility Study document and can be found in section 5 starting on page 70 of this
document. Of these options, an additional option is explored herein which represents a variation

on Option 9 (and related option 6¢) in the December 2012 study.

Option — 9A

This amended option considers the consolidation of the district in terms of several school
closures, the construction of a new elementary school on the site of the prior Tawanka Elementary
School, and a grade realignment impacting the elementary and middle schools. The Tawanka facility
was previously closed by the district and is now operated by the Co unty Intermediate Unit. A new

location will be proposed for IU use from the school closures considered under this option.

Option 9A Summary Description

— Closure of 3 elementary schools (Samuel Everitt, Oliver Heckman and Lower Southampton
elementary Schools);

— Realignment of grades between elementary and middle schools from K-5 elementary
schools to K-4 elementary schools and middle schools from grades 6-8 to grades 5-8.

— Construction of a New Elementary School with a maximum capacity of 929 students.

— Demolition of the Prior Tawanka Elementary School Building and transfer of the IU to one

of the three schools proposed for closure.

Option 9A Enrollment and Capacity Impacts:

The goal of this option is consolidation of operations for efficiency. The realignment of 5"
grade from the elementary schools to the middle schools reduces enrollment at the
elementary level where capacity is tight, enabling the 5 grade student enrollment to be
served in the middle schools where capacity in excess of grade 6-8 enrollment needs exists.
Additionally, the closure of three schools and construction of a new school reduces excess
elementary school capacity and captures operational efficiencies which will reduce district

operating costs on an annual basis. Impacts to enrollment and capacity are summarized in
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the following table. (Note: some student realignment will need to be developed in detail with

transportation changes which are pending).

Table 6: Existing District Alignment (Enrollment and Capacity)

Projected Enrollment 10/1/2014 Projected Existing Projected
Elementary Schools Enroll Enroliment  Capacity v Capac
K-5 Existing Configuration 3867 4062 4041 -21
Middle Schools
6-8 Existing Configuration 2006 2081 3350 1269
Table 7: Proposed District Reconfiguration with Option 9A
Projected Enrollment 10/1/2014 Projected Projected
Elementary Schools Enroll Enrollment  Capacity v Capac
K-4 Proposed Configuration 3219 3357 4041 684
Close Samuel everitt (419)
Close Oliver Heckman (506)
Close Lower Southampton (490)
Construct New Elementary 929
K-4 Proposed Adjusted Figures 3357 3555 199
Middle Schools
5-8 Proposed Configuration 2654 2786 3350 564

Option 9A PROS and CONS:

Considering the impacts of implementing this option, the following pros and cons are

appropriate to be considered by the district:

PROS:

Realignment of grades from K-5|6-8 to K-4|5-8 makes more efficient use of available

capacity in district buildings.

The construction of a new school and closure of 3 older schools will reduce current

upgrade needs and reduce annual operational costs in the district.
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The new school is larger than other district elementary schools and will be more
efficient to operate.

An available site under ownership by the district enables construction of a new school
without the need to acquire additional property.

The change to a grade K-4|5-8 alignment may produce educational program delivery
opportunities for the 5" grade curriculum as new facilities in the middle schools may

be available to support delivery of this curriculum (e.g.: science labs, technology, etc.).

CONS:

Realignment of grades and building attendance produces impacts most severely felt by
residents within the sending areas of elementary buildings being closed.

The new school is larger than other district elementary schools which may require
variations in school management from current buildings.

The change to a grade K-4|5-8 alignment may produce educational program delivery
challenges for the district around the 5" grade curriculum.

Construction of a new school represents a current cost to the district despite long term

operational cost benefits.
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Option 9A Budget Considerations:

A summary of anticipated costs associated with this option are listed below:

Summary of Option Costs Existing Impacted New Total Estimated Est.
Elementary Schools Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. Costs* $/GSF
Pearl S. Buck 63,548 0 63,548 $ - $ -
Samuel Everitt 43,146 (43,146) 0 $ - $ -
Joseph E. Ferderbar 52,296 0 52,296 $ - $ -
Oliver Heckman 54,200 (54,200) 0 $ - $ -
Herbert Hoover 76,924 0 76,924 $ - $ -
Lower Southhampton 55,596 (55,596) 0 $ - $ -
Walter Miller 56,344 0 56,344 $ - $ -
Albert Schweitzer 66,310 0 66,310 $ - $ -
New Elementary 0 111,800 111,800 $ 29,600,000 $ 265
468,364 (41,142) 427,222 $ 29,600,000
Middle Schools
Maple Point 249,115 0 249,115 $ - $ -
Poquessing 146,146 0 146,146 $ - $ -
Sandburg 124,189 0 124,189 $ - $ -
519,450 0 519,450 $ -
High School
High School 423,064 0 423,064 $ - $ -
423,064 0 423,064 $ -

*Building and site related costs only. Soft costs are not included in the represented figures.
NOTE: Costs shown and anticipated square footage impacts are preliminary and subject to

refinement as the PlanCon approval and design process moves forward for the new school.

Author’s Credentials

This update was prepared by Scott Downie, AIA, LEEDap — Principal of the Spiezle Architectural
Group, Inc. (Spiezle), the current architect under contract with the Neshaminy School District. Mr.
Downie holds architectural licensure in Pennsylvania, New Jersey and Delaware and has practiced as
a licensed architect since 1993 during which time he has performed as the architect for dozens of
new school building projects and hundreds of school renovation, additional, new construction and
upgrade projects throughout the mid-atlantic region. He is a former NJ Office of School
Construction Regional Director and has lectured and instructed on NJ/PA approval processes

including PlanCon as well as sound educational design and planning for over 20 years.
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Option 9A Budget Considerations:

A summary of anticipated costs associated with this option are listed below:

Summary of Option Costs Existing Impacted New Total Estimated Est.
Elementary Schools Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. Sq. Ft. Costs* $/GSF
Pearl S. Buck 63,548 0 63,548 $ - $ -
Samuel Everitt 43,146 (43,146) 0 $ - $ -
Joseph E. Ferderbar 52,296 0 52,296 $ - $ -
Oliver Heckman 54,200 (54,200) 0 $ - $ -
Herbert Hoover 76,924 0 76,924 $ - $ -
Lower Southhampton 55,596 (55,596) 0 $ - $ -
Walter Miller 56,344 0 56,344 $ - $ -
Albert Schweitzer 66,310 0 66,310 $ - $ -
New Elementary 0 111,800 111,800 $ 29,600,000 $ 265
468,364 (41,142) 427,222 $ 29,600,000
Middle Schools
Maple Point 249,115 0 249,115 $ - $ -
Poquessing 146,146 0 146,146 $ - $ -
Sandburg 124,189 0 124,189 $ - $ -
519,450 0 519,450 $ -
High School
High School 423,064 0 423,064 $ - $ -
423,064 0 423,064 $ -

*Building and site related costs only. Soft costs are not included in the represented figures.

NOTE: Costs shown and anticipated square footage impacts are preliminary and subject to

refinement as the PlanCon approval and design process moves forward for the new school.
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Appendix 1

Main body of previously completed Facility Capacity Assessment Report establishing capacity at

each existing school in the Neshaminy School District.
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Building Capacity Assessment — Executive Summary

Executive Summary

Assessments were undertaken of the current and past space use and capacity at each of
Neshaminy School District’s elementary and middle schools. The goal of this assessment was to
understand how each building is utilized, the programming and policy practices under which each
building is currently scheduled and district enrollment trends for understanding comparative growth
between various schools. With consideration of these factors, as well as information from meetings
with each school principal and walk-through tours of each facility, an assessment of both: (a) current

capacity and (b) potential capacity for each building was developed.

Projected enrollment

Projections of future enrollments utilized in this study were provided by the Neshaminy
School District. Individual school projections were outside the scope of this assessment; however,
enrollment trends for each of the district’s elementary and middle schools based on the past ten
years of district provided information were reviewed to understand relative growth from school to

school. This breakdown and the historic data can be found on page 6 and in Appendix 1.

Current 5-year Projection  Variance +/(-)
Elementary Schools 3,736 3,447 (289)
“Middie Schools 2,066 2,192 126
5,802 5,639 (163)

School Building Capacity

Building capacities are not absolute figures but instead represent the ability of each school
building to support enrollment based on a series of factors and policies. Factors influencing the

calculation of capacity (e.g.: class sizes, utilization rates, etc.) are identified on page 7 of this report.
Current School Building Capacities

Current and historic capacities for the elementary schools and current capacities for the
middle schools are outlined on page 10 of this report. These capacities are calculated based on the

factors outlined on page 7 as well as information provided by the district, meetings with the school
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principals, and direct observation of current usage at each school. Current capacities of each school

Building Capacity Assessment — Executive Summary

and comparative 5-year projected enrollment figures are shown below.

Elementary Schools Current Est. Proj. Enroll Est. % of
Capacity Distribution* Variance Capacity
Pearl S. Buck 419 381 38 91%
Samuel Everitt 419 387 32 92%
Joseph E. Ferderbar 626 543 83 87%
Oliver Heckman 506 465 41 92%
Herbert Hoover 739 578 161 78%
Lower Southhampton 490 438 52 89%
Walter Miller 438 330 108 75%
Albert Schweitzer 425 325 99 77%
4061 3447 614 85%
Middle Schools Potential Est. Enroll Est % of
Capacity Distribution Variance Capacity
Maple Point 1576 1180 396 75%
Poquessing 880 459 421 52%
Sandburg 894 553 341 62%

Potential School Building Capacities

While current capacity represents a baseline capacity figure, changes could be considered in

the way facilities are used to increase capacity, enhance program delivery, or both. Adjustments to

building use that would result in increased capacity and which may be appropriate for the District to

consider were identified (where applicable). These are shown in tables 5.1 through 5.11 starting on

page 18) and summarized in table 6.1 (page 18) also included below.

Elementary Schools Potential Est. Proj. Enroll Est. % of
Capacity Distribution* Variance Capacity
Pearl S. Buck 442 381 62 86%
Samuel Everitt 419 387 32 92%
Joseph E. Ferderbar 626 543 83 87%
Oliver Heckman 554 465 88 84%
Herbert Hoover 763 578 185 76%
Lower Southhampton 490 438 52 89%
Walter Miller 486 330 156 68%
Albert Schweitzer 473 325 147 69%
4252 3447 805 81%
Middle Schools Potential Est. Enroll Est. % of
Capacity Distribution Variance Capacity
Maple Point 1632 1180 452 72%
Poquessing 880 459 421 52%
Sandburg 950 553 397 58%
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Building Capacity Assessment

Overview

Assessments were undertaken of the current and past space use and capacity at each of
Neshaminy School District’s elementary and middle schools. The goal of this assessment was to
understand how each building is utilized, the programming and policy practices under which each
building is currently scheduled and district enrollment trends for understanding comparative growth
between various schools. With consideration of these factors, as well as information from meetings
with each school principal and walk-through tours of each facility, an assessment of both: (a) current
capacity and (b) potential capacity for each building was developed. This assessment and the

findings are described in terms of the following:

— Enrollment: The current and prior years enrollments were considered and trends of

either growth or reduction in enrollment at each elementary school were reviewed.

— Projected Enrollment: 5-year projections of enrollment were provided by the District
(overall elementary and overall middle school projected enrollment). These District
enrollments were allocated to individual schools on a proportional basis to provide

comparison to capacity figures.

— Current School Usage: Current room assignments, scheduling and program needs were

considered for each of the elementary and middle schools.

— Utilization Rates: School programming utilization rates (possible students supportable in
spaces vs. actually assigned students) were developed based on current and past usage to assess
how efficiently each school operates given its programmatic mix and enrollment
characteristics. Standard educational planning practice typically applies a 90% utilization
rate for elementary schools and is utilized in this assessment. Middle schools vary
depending on schedule and in-school practices and vary as a result. The rates used in this

assessment and the methodology for those rates are as described in Table 2 on page 8

— Current and Potential School Capacity: A capacity figure representing current
(baseline) programs and practices at each school was established and compared to
projected enrollments. Additionally, a “potential” capacity figure was also developed.

Achieving this potential capacity may require changes to current programming and in
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Building Capacity Assessment

these cases; changes are outlined for the District’s consideration. If such changes are

considered reasonable by the District, then this figure can be used as a planning figure.

Current School Classroom Usage

The current classrooms in use at each of the schools at the time of assessment are illustrated

in table A below. This table reflects the total number of classrooms available and in use at each

school regardless of whether they appropriately or by program support capacity. Capacity supporting

classrooms are designated by school in detail in the tables shown for each facility in Appendix 2.

Table A
Elementary Schools Clrms Music Art Cmptr SE SCSE Other** U Total
Pearl S. Buck 17 1 1 1 4 0 1 5 30
Samuel Everitt 17 1 1 0 3 0 0 2 24
Joseph E. Ferderbar 25 0 1 0 2 0 0 0 28
Oliver Heckman 20 2 1 1 4 0 0 0 28
Herbert Hoover 29 2 1 0 3 2 0 3 40
Lower Southhampton 20 1 1 1 3 0 0 1 27
Walter Miller 17 2 1 1 5 0 0 3 29
Albert Schweitzer 15 2 1 1 3 5 1 2 30
160 11 8 5 27 7 2 16 236
Middle Schools General classrooms as well as computer SE SCSE Other U Total
art, music, tech, science, consumer science and gym stations
Maple Point 61 0 0 11 8 80
Poquessing 35 0 0 1 3 39
Sandburg 35 0 1 10 0 46
131 0 1 22 11 165

Prepared by Spiezle Architectural Group, Inc.
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Building Capacity Assessment

Projected Enrollments

Projections of future enrollments utilized in this study were provided by the Neshaminy
School District. Individual school projections were outside the scope of this assessment; however,
enrollment trends for each of the district’s elementary and middle schools based on the past ten
years of district provided information were reviewed to understand relative growth from school to
school. These trends were applied as a means of breaking down the District’s overall elementary and
middle school level projections into approximate school by school allocations for the limited
purpose of providing a comparison to calculated capacity figures for each school. Enrollment trends

and the school by school allocation used for comparison are outlined below.

Table 1
Elementary School Oct 1, 2013 | Est. Proj Est. % of . .
y S Enroll Enr 0”*1 Proj E:“, oll *Elementary and Middle school total projected
Pearl S. Buck 394 381 11% enrollments were provided by the District.
Samuel Everitt 397 387 11% School by school figures were estimated to
Joseph E. Ferderbar 586 543 16% . . .
Oliver Heckman 267 465 14% prowde comparative capactty ﬁgwes across
Herbert Hoover 656 578 17% varions schools.
Lower Southhampton 475 438 13%
Walter Miller 413 330 10%
Albert Schweitzer 348 325 9%
3736 3447 100%
Middle Schools Oct 1, 2013 Est. Proj Est. % of
Enroll Enroll* Proj Enroll
Maple Point 973 1,180 54%
Poquessing 566 459 21%
Sandburg 527 553 25%
2066 2192 100%

It is important to note that the illustrated trends shown in Appendix 1 of this report
represent straight-line averaged trends based on the past 10 years of enrollment data which are
extended forward. As such, they should not be construed as individual school projections but merely
as a means of comparatively gauging relative growth patterns at one school verses another and to
provide some context for capacity figures. As such, these 10-year trends were used to establish a
proportion of the District’s overall projected enrollment that might appropriately be allocated to

each school.
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School Building Capacity

Building capacities are not absolute figures but instead represent the ability of each school

building to support enrollment based on a series of factors and policies. These include:

a. How the use of space in each building is assigned (e.g.: is a full size classroom dedicated to
general or specialized use such as art or music or are more specialized programs assigned to one
particnlar building vs. another);

b. How effectively each space in the building is utilized (e.g.: number of available periods a
space is actually schednled vs. the possible periods for which it conld be scheduled and the needs of the
specialized programs assigned to individual spaces.);

c. District maximum class sizes in terms of students/room; and

d. Sizes of spaces and their ability to support full or partial class sizes (e.g.: partial sized

classrooms are not considered capacity supporting, but are used for small group instruction).

Buildings can be utilized at rates that are over or under capacity for many reasons relating to
these criteria as well as other factors such as variations in enrollments from grade to grade and year
to year, student in/out migration at individual schools throughout the year, or variations in assigned

class sizes from grade to grade.

School Building Capacity — Calculation Factors

To assess the capacity of each school building, individual meetings were held with the
principal’s at each school and room assignments (from fall, 2013) were reviewed along with current
class sizes and operational practices. Each building was toured to observe use and consider the
various sizes and configurations of rooms in the buildings and evaluate the suitability of spaces
to support full size classes, partial classes, or specialized programs. To provide as objective an
assessment of capacity as possible the various factors utilized in the calculation of capacity are

based on the following standards and/or district practices shown in table 2 which follows:
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Table 2
Capacity Factor Value Basis or Source
Elementary Class Sizes (students/room)

K ("2 ot full day) 22/44 FTE* District maximum class size

Grade 1 24 District maximum class size

Grade 2 25 District maximum class size

Grade 3 26 District maximum class size

Grade 4 29 District maximum class size

Grade 5 29 District maximum class size

An average of maximum class sizes for

Average Grade 1-5 27 grades 1 tghrough 5 (see note 1)

Grade 1-5 Special Ed 12 District maximum class size
Middle School Class Sizes (students/room)

General Ed Gr. 6-8 35 District maximum class size

Science/Lab Gr. 6-8 30 District maximum class size

Bus/Art/Tech Gr. 6-8 20 District maximum class size

Grade 6-8 Special Ed 12 District maximum class size

. 7 vetiod/6 da Rooms nominally cqnsidered available for
Middle School Schedule p Y between 5 and 6 petiods/day out of a
cycle possible 7 (71-85%).
Utilization Rates
Maximum of 90% Actual utilization is calculated, however; the
Elementary School or 4 year average higher of'a' gegeraﬂy accepted clementary
y by 8¢ school utilization (90%) or the actual
y school e
calculated utilization is used
Maximum of 80% 80% figure based on rooms available to

Middle School

or school actual

support capacity between 5-6 hours out of
7 available daily.

*FT'E = Full Time Equivalent for /2 day programs

Rooms assigned to either general instructional use (capacity supporting at all school levels) or

specialized instruction were determined based on a combination of the information provided by the

individual school principals and/or the scheduling assignments for fall 2013. Rooms assigned to

programming where students are “pulled-out” of other classes to attend are not considered capacity

supporting. At the elementary level, capacity is accounted for under a student’s homeroom. Art,

music, gym, or similar specialized spaces are not considered capacity supporting at the elementary

level as students are pulled-out of their primary class to attend. When this occurs, a “seat” remains

empty and to avoid double counting of potential capacity, specialized pull-out programs are not

considered capacity supporting.
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Building Capacity Assessment

At the middle school level, general classrooms/homerooms as well as art, music, computer,
gym, and similar spaces are considered capacity supporting if students are scheduled into them

during the day rather than pulled-out of other spaces for specialized instruction.

NOTE 1: As general classrooms in an elementary school can be assigned to any grade in any
particular year based on that yeat’s specific enrollment needs, an average grade 1-5 class size figure
is therefore used to calculate capacity as shown on the table on page 7. This accommodates

enrollment dynamics which can change from year to year.

NOTE 2: The modification of any of the above factors or policies wz// impact educational
capacities. Changing a middle school schedule, applying a larger class size to an elementary school
space, or adding/dropping specific program requirements ate all examples that would alter the
capacity for a building as capacity figures represent the ability of each school building to support

enrollment based on these factors and policies.
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Current School Capacities

The current — or baseline — capacity was calculated for each elementary and middle school
building and the historic capacity for each elementary school was calculated based on the programs
supported at each school over the last four years. These are shown in the tables below (see Appendix
1: Current and Historic Capacities). *NOTE: Enrollment figures are as reported by individual schools at
our meetings and are from varying time frames. They may not match District record enrollments or

figures used by the district to generate enrollment projections.

Table 3a: Elementary Schools — Current and Historic Capacity and Enrollments

Elementary 2010 2011 2012 2013
+/() +() +/() +/()
Pearl| S. Buck Enroll 461 425 407 394
Capacity 530 13.0% 530 19.8% 482 15.6% 419 5.9%
over/(under) 69 105 75 25
Samuel Everitt Enroll 420 398 367 397
Capacity 438 4.2% 438 9.2% 419 12.3% 419 5.1%
over/(under) 18
Joseph E. Ferderbar Enroll 578
Capacity 578 6.3%
over/(under) 0
Oliver Heckman Enroll 461
Capacity| 534 13.7% 534 4.3% 510 4.5% 506 7.7%
over/(under) 73 23 23 39
Herbert Hoover Enroll 625 645 620 656
Capacity 626 0.1% 650 0.7% 685 9.5% 739 11.2%
over/(under) 1 5 65 83
Lower Southhampton Enroll 462 487 511 475
Capacity 482 4.2% 506 3.8% 554 7.7% 490 3.1%
over/(under) 20 19 43 15
Walter Miller Enroll 389 373 419 413
Capacity 438 11.2% 438 14.9% 458 8.5% 438 5.8%
over/(under) 49 65 39 25
Albert Schweitzer Enroll 382 342 375 348
Capacity 420 9.1% 460 25.6% 492 23.8% 425 18.0%
over/(under) 38 118 117 77
Enroliment 3778 3751 3777 3736
Capacity 4046 6.6% 4114 8.8% 4182 9.7% 4061 8.0%
Difference 268 363 405 325
Enrollment™ |~
Uﬂdem‘l&mdiﬂg tables 3a & 3b: @ 389 Capacity % over/(—under)
Capacity 438 11.2% @] vs. reported enrollment.
@ 49

Capacity over/(-under) vs.
reported enrollment.
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Table 3b: Middle Schools — Current Capacity and Enrollments

Middle Schools 2013
+()
Poquessing Enroll 566
Capacity 880 35.7%
over/(under) 314
Sandburg Enroll 527
Capacity 894 41.0%
over/(under) 367
Maple Point Enroll 973
Capacity 1576 38.3%
over/(under) 603
Enrollment 2066
Capacity 3350 38.3%
Difference 1284

Table 4: Current Capacities vs. Est. 5-year Enrollment Projections

*Based upon District provided

enrollment projections.

The below figures represent the capacity of each school given current programs and

operating policies and can be considered a “baseline” capacity figure.

Elementary Schools Current Est. Proj. Enroll Est. % of
Capacity Distribution* Variance Capacity
Pearl S. Buck 419 381 38 91%
Samuel Everitt 419 387 32 92%
Joseph E. Ferderbar 626 543 83 87%
Oliver Heckman 506 465 41 92%
Herbert Hoover 739 578 161 78%
Lower Southhampton 490 438 52 89%
Walter Miller 438 330 108 75%
Albert Schweitzer 425 325 99 7%
4061 3447 614 85%
Middle Schools Potential Est. Enroll Est. % of
Capacity Distribution Variance Capacity
Maple Point 1576 1180 396 75%
Poquessing 880 459 421 52%
Sandburg 894 553 341 62%
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Building Capacity Assessment

Potential School Capacity

While current capacity represents a baseline capacity figure, changes could be considered in
the way facilities are used to increase capacity, enhance program delivery, or both. Adjustments to
building use that would result in increased capacity and which may be appropriate for the District to
consider were identified (where applicable). Changes considered are shown below for each school in
tables 5.1 through 5.11 (and summarized on page 18) along with the potential adjustment to capacity
that could result if adopted. It should be noted that these are merely suggestions from a facility
usage perspective and there may be very good educational reasons for current assignments that this
perspective may not fully consider.

Additionally, further considerations could be made that were not included in the potential

capacity figures but which may be appropriate for consideration. These include:

— Elementary Computer Labs: Dedicated computer labs have are scheduled on a limited
basis, typically utilized through teacher sign-up. Additionally, these labs are used for
MAP testing 3 times during the year when demand is high. Currently five elementary
schools have dedicated computer labs and three do not. Options which may be
appropriate to consider outside of the status quo and which would impact capacity may
be: (1) adding dedicated computer rooms in schools without them by taking up an
existing space which would reduce capacity at three schools; or (2) eliminating the
existing computer labs in favor of computers carts (COW’s) which would add capacity

at five schools.

— Resource Rooms: The majority of special education instruction is based on inclusion or
structured pull-out instruction. Rooms dedicated to pull-out instruction are not counted
as capacity supporting however; in some cases, these rooms are full size classrooms.
Three such rooms at the elementary level and two at the middle school level could be
considered for conversion to capacity supporting use if current pull-out programs can be
accommodated otherwise or a room be divided into two spaces as noted. By contrast,
some schools have self-contained special education (SCSE) programs. SCSE rooms are

counted as capacity supporting as students reside in these rooms as homerooms.
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Intermediate Unit (IU) dedicated rooms: Most schools host the IU in various rooms
serving a mix of Neshaminy and other district students. These rooms could, if returned
to district use, serve to support capacity. A total of 21 elementary and 8 middle school

rooms are dedicated to IU use (see Appendix 2).

Full-day Kindergarten: Currently, the District’s kindergarten program consists of both
half-day and full-day classes. Should the district consider implementation of full-day
kindergarten at all schools additional space would be required to facilitate the program.
Currently 11 classrooms are allocated to half-day kindergarten and 9 to full-day at the
various elementary schools. If a full-day program was implemented with class sizes close
to the target class size of 22 students/room, an estimated 9-10 additional rooms may be
required depending on enrollment distribution between schools. If these rooms were
reallocated from existing rooms, this would reduce overall elementary capacity by
approximately 220 seats. Additionally, a full-day program would likely result in additional
enrollment which has not been assessed as part of this effort but which could impact this
estimate substantially depending on the increased draw from a full-day kindergarten

program in the district.

Outside of consideration of the above, each school with identified potential changes is

shown in the tables which follow. Figures in shaded boxes represent capacity supporting spaces:

Pearl S. Buck Elementary School (Table 5.1)

Potential Capacity Current Capacity >> 419
Clrms | Music | Art |Cmptr| SE* | SCSE |Other**| U

1/2 day K 1 1 44 44

Full-day K 1 1 22 22

Grades 1-5 15 1 16/0 27 426

SCSE (1-5) 0/0 12 0

Non-Capacity 1 1 1 3 1 5 12 0

*SE: pull-out use in full size rooms Subtotal >> 492

**QOther: full size spaces which could support capacity Utilization Rate (Greater of school average or 90%) >> 90.0%

Description of Changes: Total >> 442

1. Subdivide Music room into (2) SE instruction; move music to reg classroom; maintain seperate lesson room
2. Current Art room, book room and 1U rooms could also be considered

Capacity supporting spaces are shaded >>
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Samuel Everitt Elementary School (Table 5.2)

Potential Capacity Current Capacity >> 419
Clrms | Music | Art |Cmptr| SE* | SCSE |Other**| U
1/2 day K 1 1 44 44
Full-day K 1 1 22 22
Grades 1-5 15 15/0 27 399
SCSE (1-5) 0/0 12 0
Non-Capacity 1 1 3 2 7 0
*SE: pull-out use in full size rooms Subtotal >> 465
**Other: full size spaces which could support capacity Utilization Rate (Greater of school average or 90%) >> 90.0%
Description of Changes: Total >> 419
1. None

Joseph Ferderbar Elementary School (Table 5.3)

Potential Capacity Current Capacity >> 626
Clrms | Music | Art | Cmptr| SE* | SCSE |Other*| U
1/2 day K 2 2 44 88
Full-day K 1 1 22 22
Grades 1-5 22 221/0 27 585
SCSE (1-5) 0/0 12 0
Non-Capacity 1 2 3 0
*SE: pull-out use in full size rooms Subtotal >> 695
**Qther: full size spaces which could support capacity Utilization Rate (Greater of school average or 90%) >> 90.0%
Description of Changes: Total >> 626
1. None

Oliver Heckman Elementary School (Table 5.4)

Potential Capacity Current Capacity >> 506
Clrms | Music | Art |Cmptr| SE* | SCSE |Other**| U

1/2 day K 2 2 44 88

Full-day K 1 1 22 22

Grades 1-5 17 1 1 19/0 27 505

SCSE (1-5) 0/0 12 0

Non-Capacity 1 1 1 3 6 0

*SE: pull-out use in full size rooms Subtotal >> 615

**Qther: full size spaces which could support capacity Utilization Rate (Greater of school average or 90%) >> 90.0%

Description of Changes: Total >> 554

1. Allocate one of the current Music rooms to general instruction; compensate with lesson room elsewhere
2. Re-assign one full-size SE pull-out room to capacity use; sibdivide a full size room to compensate
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Building Capacity Assessment

Herbert Hoover Elementary School (Table 5.5)

Potential Capacity Current Capacity >> 739
Clrms | Music | Art |Cmptr| SE* | SCSE |Other**| U

1/2 day K 2 2 44 88
Full-day K 2 2 22 44
Grades 1-5 25 1 26/0 27 692
SCSE (1-5) 3 2 2/3 12 24
Non-Capacity 1 1 3 5 0

*SE: pull-out use in full size rooms Subtotal >> 848
**QOther: full size spaces which could support capacity Utilization Rate (Greater of school average or 90%) >> 90.0%
Description of Changes: Total >> 763

1. Allocate one of the current Music rooms to general instruction; compensate with lesson room elsewhere

Lower Southampton Elementary School (Table 5.6)

Potential Capacity Current Capacity >> 490
Clrms | Music | Art | Cmptr| SE* | SCSE |Other*| U
1/2 day K 1 1 44 44
Full-day K 1 1 22 22
Grades 1-5 18 18/0 27 479
SCSE (1-5) 0/0 12 0
Non-Capacity 1 1 1 3 1 7 0
*SE: pull-out use in full size rooms Subtotal >> 545
**QOther: full size spaces which could support capacity Utilization Rate (Greater of school average or 90%) >> 90.0%
Description of Changes: Total >> 490
1. None

Walter Miller Elementary School (Table 5.7)

Clrms | Music | Art | Cmptr| SE* | SCSE |Other*| U
1/2 day K 1 1 44 44
Full-day K 1 1 22 22
Grades 1-5 15 1 1 1770 27 452
SCSE (1-5) 0/0 12 0
Non-Capacity 1 1 1 4 3 10 0
*SE: pull-out use in full size rooms Subtotal >> 518
**Other: full size spaces which could support capacity Utilization Rate (Greater of school average or 90%) >> 90.0%
Description of Changes: Total >> 466

1. Allocate one of the current Music rooms to general instruction; compensate with lesson room elsewhere
2. Re-assign one full-size SE pull-out room to capacity use; sibdivide one full size room to compensate
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Albert Schweitzer Elementary School (Table 5.8)

Potential Capacity Current Capacity >> 425
Clrms | Music | Art |Cmptr| SE* | SCSE |Other**| U

1/2 day K 1 1 44 44
Full-day K 1 1 22 22
Grades 1-5 13 1 1 15/0 27 399
SCSE (1-5) 5 5/0 12 60
Non-Capacity 1 1 1 3 2 8 0

*SE: pull-out use in full size rooms Subtotal >> 525
**Other: full size spaces which could support capacity Utilization Rate (Greater of school average or 90%) >> 90.0%
Description of Changes: Total >> 473

1. Use current professional development room as capacity supporting
2. Use (1) Lounge area as Music classroom; reallocate Music room

Maple Point Middle School (Table 5.9)

Current Capacity

Clrms | Music | Art | Cmptr| Tech Sci PE |ConSci| SE* | SCSE |Other* [V)
Grades 6-8 (gen stations) 37 4 3 2 46 35 1610
Grades 6-8 (Sci/Lab) 6 6 30 180
Grades 6-8 (Bus/Art/TecH 3 3 3 9 20 180
SCSE (6-8) 0 12 0
Non-Capacity 11 8 19 0
*SE: pull-out use in full size rooms Subtotal >> 1970
*“Qther: full size or LGI rooms or spaces which could provide full size rooms Utilization Rate (Greater of school average or 90%) >> 80.0%

Capacity supporting spaces are shaded >> ‘:I Total >>| 1576 |

Potential Capacity

Clrms | Music | Art | Cmptr| Tech Sci PE |ConSci| SE* | SCSE |Other*¥ 18}
Grades 6-8 (gen stations) 37 4 3 2 2 48 35 1680
Grades 6-8 (Sci/Lab) 6 6 30 180
Grades 6-8 (Bus/Art/TecH 3 3 3 9 20 180
SCSE (6-8) 0 12 0
Non-Capacity 9 8 17 0
*SE: pull-out use in full size rooms Subtotal >> 2040
**Qther: full size or LGI rooms or spaces which could provide full size rooms Utilization Rate (Greater of school average or 80%) >> 80.0%

Description of Changes: Total >> 1632

1. Combine resource use of regular rooms into fully scheduled rooms; current rooms 1/2 scheduled
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Building Capacity Assessment

Poquessing Middle School (Table 5.10)

Clrms | Music | Art | Cmptr| Tech Sci PE |ConSci| SE* | SCSE |Other* V]
Grades 6-8 (gen stations)] 17 2 3 2 24 35 840
Grades 6-8 (Sci/Lab) 4 4 30 120
Grades 6-8 (Bus/Art/Tecl 2 2 3 7 20 140
SCSE (6-8) 0 12 0
Non-Capacity 1 3 4 0
*SE: pull-out use in full size rooms Subtotal >> 1100
*=Qther: full size or LGI rooms or spaces which could provide full size rooms Utilization Rate (Greater of school average or 90%) >> 80.0%
Capacity supporting spaces are shaded >> l:l Total >> 880
Potential Capacity

Clrms | Music | Art | Cmptr| Tech Sci PE |ConSci| SE* | SCSE |Other** V]
Grades 6-8 (gen stations)] 17 2 3 2 24 35 840
Grades 6-8 (Sci/Lab) 4 4 30 120
Grades 6-8 (Bus/Art/Tecl 2 2 3 7 20 140
SCSE (6-8) 0 12 0
Non-Capacity 1 3 4 0
*SE: pull-out use in full size rooms Subtotal >> 1100
**Other: full size or LGI rooms or spaces which could provide full size rooms Utilization Rate (Greater of school average or 90%) >> 80.0%
Description of Changes: Total >> 880
1. none

Sandburg Middle School (Table 5.11)

Current Capacity

Clrms | Music | Art | Cmptr| Tech Sci PE |ConSci| SE* | SCSE |Other*¥ 18}
Grades 6-8 (gen stations] 18 2 3 2 25 35 875
Grades 6-8 (Sci/Lab) 3 3 30 90
Grades 6-8 (Bus/Art/Tech 2 2 3 7 20 140
SCSE (6-8) 1 1 12 12
Non-Capacity 10 10 0
*SE: pull-out use in full size rooms Subtotal >> 1117
=Other: full size or LGI rooms or spaces which could provide full size rooms Utilization Rate (Greater of school average or 90%) >> 80.0%
Capacity supporting spaces are shaded >> ‘:l Total >> 894
Potential Capacity

Clrms | Music | Art | Cmptr| Tech Sci PE |ConSci| SE* | SCSE |Other* 18}
Grades 6-8 (gen stations] 18 2 3 2 2 27 35 945
Grades 6-8 (Sci/Lab) 3 3 30 90
Grades 6-8 (Bus/Art/Tech 2 2 3 7 20 140
SCSE (6-8) 1 1 12 12
Non-Capacity 8 8 0
*SE: pull-out use in full size rooms Subtotal >> 1187
**Qther: full size or LGI rooms or spaces which could provide full size rooms Utilization Rate (Greater of school average or 80%) >> 80.0%

Total >> 950

Description of Changes:

1. Combine resource use of regular rooms into fully scheduled rooms; current rooms 1/2 scheduled
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Table 6.1: Potential Capacities Compared to Est. 5-year Enrollment Projections

The below table summarizes the capacity that would be available at the various schools if the

potential changes to space use were considered as identified in the tables starting on page 12.

Table 6.1
Elementary Schools Potential Est. Proj. Enroll Est. % of
Capacity Distribution* Variance Capacity
Pearl S. Buck 442 381 62 86%
Samuel Everitt 419 387 32 92%
Joseph E. Ferderbar 626 543 83 87%
Oliver Heckman 554 465 88 84%
Herbert Hoover 763 578 185 76%
Lower Southhampton 490 438 52 89%
Walter Miller 486 330 156 68%
Albert Schweitzer 473 325 147 69%
4252 3447 805 81%
Middle Schools Potential Est. Enroll Est. % of
Capacity Distribution Variance Capacity
Maple Point 1632 1180 452 72%
Poguessing 880 459 421 52%
Sandburg 950 553 397 58%

| 3462 2192 1270 63%

Current and potential capacities are calculated based upon the following capacity supporting

stations (e.g.: classrooms) in each school:

Table 6.2
Elementary Schools Current Capacity Potential Capacity +/-
Stations Stations
Pearl S. Buck 17 18 1
Samuel Everitt 17 17 0
Joseph E. Ferderbar 25 25 0
Oliver Heckman 20 22 2
Herbert Hoover 29 32 3
Lower Southhampton 20 20 0
Walter Miller 17 19 2
Albert Schweitzer 15 22 7
160 175 15
Middle Schools Current Capacity Potential Capacity +/-
Stations Stations
Maple Point 61 63 2
Poquessing 35 35 0
Sandburg 36 38 2
292 311 19
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Neshaminy School District: District-Wide Facility Study Update

Appendix 2

Projected enrollment assessment considered in this district-wide study update as provided by the

Neshaminy School District.
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March 31, 2014

Neshaminy School District

Attn; Mr. Robert L. Copeland, Superintendent
2001 Old Lincoln Highway

Langhorne PA 19047

RE: Neshaminy School Dlstﬂct
Demographlc Study emphasizing K and Grade 1 Enroliments

Dear Mr. Copeland:

Thank you for the opportunity of exploring the impact of a possible change to full-day Kindergarten in the
Neshaminy School District. We have based our projection on an analysis of the historic change of nearby
districts, similar in enroliment and geography, who have previously completed that change. A narrative of the
methodology, the findings of that analysis, and a pro;ectton of Kindergarten and Grade 1 enroliments are
presented herein.

Because the Kindergarten and Grade. 1 research effort refative to Enrollments, Births and Residential Building
Permits, in the three comparative districts as well as Neshaminy, far outweighed the data collection for histaric
Neshaminy enrolimenis, we have proceeded with a full K~12 projection for the District.

Methodology
Historic enrollments for Public School Districts in the - FullBay; ¢ ¢+ 4
southeastern Pennsylvania counties of Berks, Bucks, Kindergarten Review; Total | FDK : %
Montgomery and Delaware were reviewed to determine Bucks 130 3 123.1%
which of those 66 Districts had Full Day Kindergarten Montgomery! | 211 10 |47.6%
Only (vs. AM/PM or AM/PM/Full) in October 2012. On - TBerks! |17 7 i a1 0%
average, 38% of the Districts had Full Day Kindergarten “"De ; o
d : elaware 16! & 33.3%
only with ranges from a low of 23% in Bucks County toa . T "
h|gh of 47% in Montgomery County . o e s Combined 66 25V%§7_9°
Recent, e bl Those 25 Districts that had Fult Day Kindergarten Only were reviewed
_ Transition| [+6Yrs| -8Yrs| % for Kindergarten status in October 2006 to determine which of the
] Bucks: | 12 1 districts, had made the transition during that 6-year interval for which
Montgomery| | 20 1 enroliment data was readily available.
Berks 14 -3
Delaware | 157 ol Five of the Districts were recent transitions and were reviewed for
" Combined| 1 5| 8.2% further suitability to be included in the study
Current Kindergarten enrollments were compared with - g e e
the Neshaminy Kindergarten enrollment which had ! _dRecent Traggltmns{ [SURURRRTRIINS U N0 . S
increased from 425 in year 2008 to 505 in year 2012.  |.__ by K Enroliment; |District Enroll
' ' ‘ o _ Bucks;, Bensalem | i 340
Lower Moreland and Kutztown, with enroliments at . ____Montgomery; Lower Moreland 150
150 and 100, respectively, were eliminated from the Berks% Gov. Mifflin 300
study as being too small. Governor Mifflin, Bensalem | " " Barkst - iKutztown . ¢ 1 100!
and Wiison School Districts remained and were used R M - S B8 S

in the study as comparative disiricts.

Sundance Associates 117 Greenvale Ct.  Cherry Hill, N 08034 Tel 856-755-0174 Fax 856-755-0176
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== March 31, 2014

Data regarding Live Births, Residential Building Permits and historical Kindergarten and Grade 1 enroliments
was collected for each of these three school Districts. While Bensalem SD is a single municipality school
district, Wilson 8D is comprised of 4 municipalities and a smali portion of a 5th; and Governor Miffiin SD is
comprised of 5 municipalities. it is noted here for comparative purposes that Neshaminy is comprised of 6
municipalities. The Births and Permit data is documented in the Appendix.

For sach school! district a Cohort Survival analysis was made for 3 years before moving to Full Day Kindergarten
and for 3 years after the change (except Neshaminy for which enrollment is only available for 2 years after). But
this was not sufficiently accurate to account for in-migration due to New Housing, so a second Cohort Survival
analysis was made that decreased each grades enrallment by a housing increment in each of the 6 years
analyzed. This decrease ranged between 0 and 8 students per grade though the average was 2 per year in
Governor Mifflin, 3 in Bensalem and 5 per year in Wilson. ,

From this Cohort Survival analysis, “before“ and “after" Survival Ratios (S/R) were obtained for Birth to
Kindergarten and for Kindergarten to Grade 1.

Results
"kt ] Thefindings are that, on average, a District that moves to Full Day
"14eg | Kindergarten will experience a 10.99% increase in their Birth-to

1033 | Kindergarten Survival Ratio; and a 10.83% decrease in their Kindergarten
‘4163w, to Grade 1 Survival Ratio. ,
ddw Jtis to be noted that this is not a percent increase/decrease in
15t L enroliment. ltis a percent increase/decrease in the Survival Ratio.

SIR Beforem 0541 w“]”__141 . -. . B : .

| SIRAfter| | 0632 1.002 | Across the three comparative districts, changes in Birth to Kindergarten

...... 9_ _hanga % - 16.74% 1-12.20%! S/R ranged from 7.5% to 16.7%, and changes in Kindergarten to Grade 1

bl Llii. | SRrangedfrom -8.6% to-12.2%.

Wilson K 1st ) ) -

SIR Béfore 1147 | “1229 | [ltisunderstood that, with analysis of even more “similar” districts, the
simaner | 1247 | | | 11428 ‘change” could be made more accurate. However, this Consultant is
pra— T e comfortable with moving forward with a projection for Neshaminy based

nge % 8.72% -8.85%
T eprpe e on these resutts, .
hbhlbinbub ki LANNRE B W O These changes indicate increases in Kindergarten enroliments- and iitte
Change %_[10.98% | | |-1083%| change in Grade 1 enroliments.

The table at the right exhibits the projected October

Kindergarten and Grade 1.enroliments for a 5-year and  f-e vommimn o K'"de_rf’arfe" ES— Gra:’ 2!
a 5-10 year extended period, in both an adjusted and a : Adj, std Adj; Std
standard projection. ' Projected '@ 2014; 454! 406 4729, 726
e ), 2018 ] 973

The Adjusted projection uses the SIR .and New Housing -1 2016 630
changes resulting from the analysis and the Standard 2017
projection does not. T T 2018

, o i . Extended | 2019
Kindergarten projections in the initial 5-year period are [~ 2020
47-56 students larger than the standard prolectlon the : 202 1
equivalent of 3 Iassrooms : SRR S echesioo SOl e
Grade 1 projections exhibit 6 student increase by the 2023;  508; 455 635; 842

end of the initial 5-year period. These students are likely
from New Housing as discussed in greater detail on page 4.

Sundance Associates 117 Greenvale Ct. Cherry Hill, NJ 08034 . Tel 856-755-0174 Fax 856-765-0176



Demographic Study Letter Repori.....Page 3
Sundance Associates to Neshaminy School District
March 31, 2014

Notes on Births {Five Years Earlier)

Live Births by the end of the initial 5-year projection period are estimates, these children are not yet born. The
estimate used is the average of the prior 6 years (2007-12). This is the accepted practice for use of a Cohort
Survival methodology for a school district enroliment prOJectlon

NSD Live Births
4,000 - =

800

€00
400

200

0

2003 | 2004 | 2006 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 209 | 2010 | 2011 a0z | 213
mxaen Biths -J70 588 752 784 | 713 729 804 664 718 £30 .
e § Y7 Trend - . 704 | 683 €82 671 680 849 636 -
e & Y1 A ' i 817 877 e77 877 87 77

The average of the last 6 years is 877 births per year, of which 75% would enroll five years later in the
Neshaminy SD. However, the 6-year trend, with some volatility, has been for 11 births less each year. If that
trend were to continue, the 2013 Births (officially unavailable at this time) would be at 638, not the 677 used in
the projection.

Five years later, the October 2018 Kinidergarien enrollment would be 476 and not'the 505 as projected...lower
by nearly 30 students. This note on methodology is provided so the reader might understand the importance of
staying abreast of the Live Births in the District. Additional Live Births data by Municipality is available in the
Appendix.

The October 2018 Kindergarten enrollment is the only projection in the initial 5 years that is based on an
average and not a documented count. However gach additional year of projection uses one additional year of an
“average”, such that the year 2023 K-Grade 5 elementary projection is based on averages in its’ entirety. This
note on methodology is provided so the reader niight understand the relalively poor accuracy of K-Grade 5
projections on an exfended 5—1 0 year period.

Adjustments for the Impact of New Housing

The Kindergarten and Grade 1 projection was also adjusted for New Housing. While there is no residential
construction activity in Hulmeville Borough, Langhorn Borough or Langhorn Manor Borough, there is unusual
activity in the other three municipalities.

in Penndell Borough, where permits have averaged 1.5 per year over the last 6 years, there are permits for a
mix of 24 units this year. In Lower Southampton, a 131 unit Townhouse Project is approved and under
construction, while in Middlstown, a 143 unit Townhouse Project is approved and under construction. Neither
municipality has experienced any multi-family permitting in the last 8 years. These 298 umts are “above the
average” that is "built into” the standard projection. ‘

Sundance Associates 117 Gré'ehva[e Ct.  Cherry Hill, N0 DB034 Tel 856-755-0174 Fax 856-755-0176
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Sundance Associates to Neshaminy School District
= March 31, 2014

The projection will be adjusted in accordance with a schedule for completion over the next three years as
follows;

Proposed Housing (Above Average) ‘ ‘ :
e - " 2014 2015, 2016

Penndel Borough  Single Family ~~ |3Bdm | 2. ¢ 14

1Twins |3 Bdm

) Apartments 2 Bdrm
Lower Southampton Emerald Walk THs 13 Bdrnj_gh 50
Middletown Big Oak Crossmgs THs |3 Bdm 50

100

This schedule of development is then transiated into a schedule of additional Public School Age Children by

" applying multipliers for the specific unit type and number of bedrooms.: These multipliers are found in Rutgers
University, Center for Urban Policy Research, “Residential Demograpmc Multipliers for Pennsylvania” by

Burchell, Listokin, et al, June 2006. _

A total of 106 additional K-12 students WI|| arrive from this proposed new housmg 34 new students will arrive in
2014, with 38 arriving in years 2015 and 2016

Public School Age .9!1-ldren.: N -
SO JT | Mult. 7 2014, 2015, 2016; : T
Penndel Borough -'Single Family -1 058 | 11 '
Twins 0.36 3.6

‘ Apartments i 019 2.3
Lower Southampton [Emerald Walk THs 0.36 11.2i 18.0; 18.0 47
Middletown - Big Oak Crossing_gl!:l_i 0.36 15.6¢ 18.0; 18.0 81

- k. 341 36 36 106;

Therefore, 2 to 3 students in each grade level, in each of these years are from new housing. These new
students have been included in the Kand Grade 1 Tables exhibited on page 2.

This concludes the projection for K and Grade 1 as commissioned.

Having completed the due diligence to project Kindergarten and Grade 1, there was little effort left to complete a
District-wide projection and that also has been done. Those results are presented as Table 1.1 to 1.4, attached
herewith and include the impacts of Full Day Kindergarten and New Housing.

Please feel free to telephbne with questions, or to schedule a Presentation/Review meeting with the Board.

Very Truly Yours,

orge B. Sundell
Principal Consultant
SUNDANCE ASSOCIATES

Sundance Associates 117 Greenvale Ct.  Cherry Hitl, N 08034 . Tel 856-755-0174 Fax 856-755-0176



Neshaminy School District Table 1.1
District Wide

All Schools L . . ‘ UG
PiCKK K 1 2 3 4 5 [ 7 8 9 10 11 12 s8q2: TQ

Average Changs

Historic 2008 427 723 616 646 638 685 694 726 764 659 752 732 716 1§

- 2009 449 630 655 635 669 617 711 704 701 708 708 745 734 0O

2010 489 653 504 653 G35 673 644 726 728 724 693 671 704 O

2011 510 699 627 605 661 651 703 654 716 - 780 715 786 718 8 8,833 862

2012 505 707 641 626 617 665 679 702 650 672 657 659 692 1 8473

2012 515 659 667 637 641 617 682 675 709 618 629 653 654 0 8,356 481
Projected 2014 454 729 618 675 651 645 644 691 . 876 700 508 630 641 0 8,352

2015 499 573 683 626 . 690 655 672 652 692 668 678 600 619 0 8,307

2016 540 630 538 691 640 684 683 681 653 684 647 679 589 0 8,349 834

2017 471 678 588 542 704 641 721 689 680 643 659 645 684 0 8,325 -

2018 505 592 634 593 552 705 666 727 688 669 620 657 631 0 8,238 -118
Extanded 2019 505 635 552 639 B03 553 733 672 726 677 645 618 643 0 8,201

2020 505 635 593 557 850 604 575 739 670 714 652 643 605 0 8,143

2021 505 B35 593 598 587 651 628 580 738 659 688 651 628 0 8,422 815

2022 505 635 593 598 609 568 677 633 578 726 636 686 637 Q.

0. -209

'2023 508 635 593 598 609 610 590 683 . 632 560 699 634 671

District Wide Enroliments K-12

9000

8000

7000 -

" mHistoric
6000

" WProjected
m Extended
5000 +

4000

3000

008 2009 2000 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 el 2022 2028



Neshaminy School District Table 1.2
Elementary K -Grade 5 Enrollments

. PK-§ Perlod
PKSE PK3 PK4 K 1 2 3 4 -] TOTAL Average Change

Historic 2008 0 0 0 427 723 616 646 636 685 3,733

2000 0 -0 0 448 630 655 635 669 - 617 3,655

2000 0. O 0 489 653 594 653 635 673 3,697

2011 0 0 0 510 699 627 605 661 3,723

202 0 0 0 505 707 641 626 617 665 3,761 .

2013 0 0 0 515 659 667 637 641 . 617 3,736 . 3 0.1%
Projected 2014 0 0 0 454 729 618 8675 651 645 3,771 '

2015 0 0 0 499 573 683 626 690 655 3,726

2016 0 : 0 0 540 630 538 691 640 694 3,733 3687

2017 0 0 0 471 679 588 542 704 641 3,624 , ,

2018 0 0 0 505 592 634 503 552 705 3,581 A58 41%
Extended 2019 0 0 0 505 635 552 639 603 55303488

2020 0 0 0 505 835 593 557 650 604 3,545

2021 0 0 0 505 635 593 598 567 651 3,550 3528

2022 0 0 0. 505 635 593 598 609 568 3,508

0 0 0508 635 593 508 609 610 3,550 30 05%

2023

Elementary PreK-Gr 5 Enrollments
4000

3500

3000

" R Historic
2500

H Projected

W Extended
2000 ‘

1500

1000




Neshaminy School District

Table 1.3

Middle School Grade 8-8 Enroliments

Gr &6 Perlod = Period

6

7

8 TOTAL Average Change

Historic 2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013

694
711
644
703
679
682

726
704
726
654
702
675

701 2,116

728 2,098

716 2,073 2005

650 2,031

709 2,066 - 18 54%

Projected 2014
2015
2016
2017
2018

644
672
683
721
666

6ot
852
681
689
727

676 2,010

692 2016

653 2,018 2043

680 2,090

688 2,081 15 0.7%

Extended 2019
2020
2021

2022

733
575
628
677
530

672
739
580
633
683

726 2,130

670 1,984
1970

-178 «B.3%

2023

Middle School Gr 6-8 Enroliments

2300

2250

2000

1750

1500

1250

1000

M Historic
M Projected
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Neshaminy School District
High School Grade 9-12 Enroliments

Table 1.4

Gr7.8 FPariod Period

9 10 1

12

TOTAL Average Changs

Historic 2008 650 752 732
2009 708 708 745
2010 724 693 671
2011 780 715 786
2012 672 657 659
2013 618 629 653

776
734
704
718
g6o2
654

2,020

2308

-366 -12.5%

Projected 2014 700 598 830
2015 668 678 600
2016 684 647 679
2017 643 652 845
2018 669 620 657

641
619
589
664
631

2584

23 0.9%

Extended 2019 677 645 618
2020 714 652 643

2021 659 688 651

. 2022 726 636 686

2023 560 699 634

643
605
829
637
671

2617

3500

3000

2500
2000
1500

1000

500

- MHistoric
" mProjected

B Extended



Neshaminy School District
Base Data for Enroliment Projection-BIRTHS

Appendix A1

Live Births by Municipality

B0 o R Pl ot . A 13 ekttt £ s 2 o et f
-
0 ;F“
| e Middiotown Twp -
E——Loanq!thptpn Twp B
|=e—langhorneBor ' -
{mwgemLang Manar
| i f i i | ] 1
NSD Live Births -
; 1,000 ”
18] oo
600
) 400 )
200
0 2003 -1 2004 2005 . 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
e Birihs 770 598 752 764 713 729 604 664 719 630
YT Trend ' ) 704 893 682 STﬂ 860 849 638
0 Yr Avg 677 677 B77 877 877 B77 677
| AT U AU FUOR FUUUO SO S SRS N IO RN SR N N

' trend!
BIRTHS . ) . pref; est! 3
2003| 2004; 2005; 2006 2007; 2008; 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013, |

Middietown Twp 435 310, 377 450, 398 371 352! 376 402 407 4005 T
Low Southampton Twp | 212! 170, 204 209, 191} 217, 177, 194 217| 171 ez, 1"
Langhome Bor 43 78 B9, 53 67, 69, 36 35 40| 15 8s o
Lang Manor 52, 16 89 20 16 30, 9 34 39 7| 232 -
Penndel Bor 16, 15, 25! 26/ 26 29 22, 18 121 24 153 " - o
Hulmevlle Bor 12 9 18 . 6 15| 313 8 71 9 & 39 —

. 770, 598, 752; 74| 713 720 604 664] 719) 630 636.0 -

o | T | N




Neshaminy School District
Base Data for Enroliment Projection-Residential Building Permits

Neshaminy SD Residential Bldg. Permits

2008 2009 2010 2011

Appendix A.2

Sum of Neshaminy SD 6-year i
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013|Average
Total | 69 | 67 [ 74 | 20 | 21 81| 55
Units | 69 | 67 | 74 | 20 | 21 81| Al
Units | " 0 0 0 0 0 0| single
__Housing Unit Building Permits for,
~ HULMEVILLE BORQUGH, PA o
- {Bucks County _ Eeyear
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 [ 2013jAverage
Total | 7 3 3 0 0 of 22
Units | 7 3 3 0 0 0]
Units | 0 0 0 0 0 0
Housing Unit Building Permits for:
LANGHORNE BOROUGH, P
Bucks County ' Gyear. -
2008 | 2009 [ 2010 | 2011 [ 2012 | 2013|Average:
Total | 0 0 0 o] 0 0 0.0,
Units | 0 0 0 |. 0 0 0
Units | 0 0 0 0o | -0 0
L. .. i
Housing Unit Building Permits for:

LANGHORNE MANOR BOROUGH, FA

Bucks County
2008 | 2009 | 2010 |. 2011 | 2012
Total 0~ 0 0 0 Q
Units | 0 | @ 0| 0 Q
Units | 0 -0 0] o 0
. Housing Unit Building Permits for:

LOWER SOUTHAMPTON TOWNSHIP, PA

Bucks County) - .Byear,
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 § 2012 | 2013[Average]
Total | 5 38 | 3 | & 3 55| 243
Units | 5 a8 | 39 [ 6 3 55|
Units | 0 0 ol o0 0 o
Housing Unit Building Permits for:
MIDDLETOWN TOWNSHIP, PA .
(Bucks County 8-year
2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 2013{Average
Total | 57 | 26 | 30 | 10 | 47 24| 273
Units| 57 | 26 | 30 | 10 | 17 24|
Units| 0 0 0o [ o 0 o
Housing Unit Building Permits for:
_PENNDEL. BOROUGH, PA -
Bucks County) ‘ _G-year
] 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 [ 2012 | 2013|Average
Total 0 0 2 4 1 2
nits | 0 | o 2 1 4 [ 2l
Unifs 0 0 0 0 0 0




Govenor Mifflin School District
Base Data for K and Grade 1 Enrollment Projection

Appendix A.3

GOVERNORMIFFLIN| - ] oaerts | Sum of Gov Mifflin SO

i 2006 2007 2008 2009 20M0 2011 2012

I oE o B3 5 ! Total Permits” 650 85 37 18 17 ] 10

i Z b g g single-Family 50 60 a7 19 17 4 5

% E g E £ ! Multi-Family 0 5 0 0 0 0 5

£l =
s 4| 5 25 TOTA"% Eﬂ:iv ! g o 13 13 13 13
- | - A\

o 2O0L s s 3 3 ML 316, PSAC(84) 42 55 31 16 14 3 8
2002 4p; 131 M) 27 62 . 301, SingleGrade 32 42 24 12 11 03 06
2003 47 136! 28 34 &2 307 )
2004 39 143] 400 35 60 4 7 BRECKNOCK TOWNSHIP, PA
2005 45 142 35 37 65 o L e L

2006 ‘40 26 ag 2006 § 2007 4 2008 | 2009 _2010 Q'I‘I 2012
| otalumits__L. 12 1 12 1 ¢ 2 1 2 : 2
S W B BT B UnitsinSingle-§ 12 | 12 14 1 2 17 2
Gov Miffiin SD Births . Units in A!I Multi-} 0 R 0 . [¢] . 0 0 .0 -
= L] R S Housing Unit B-T_uil ing Parmits for:
240 CUMRU TOWNSHIP, PA
’Berks Counll.xi -
B30 e e e e 2006 1 200 2008 § 2008 § 2010 ¢ 20141 _g_l:lll‘l_g_
; Total Units 37 51 33 7 13 2 3

320 e ————— P —

Hnits in Single- 37 45 33 Fi 13 12| 3

310 - Eniﬁ in All MH'EL - 5. o . 0. Q, 1]

300 " Housing Unit §uiialng'5ermits for:

200 KENHORST BOROUGH, PA .

L Berksicnu'nn -
280 i 2006 | 2007 § 2008 | 2008 | 2010 § 2011 | 2012
- - v R : L : . ; M ) 0 1 [+] 1] [1] ] 0
2002 2002 2003 2004 - 2005 2006 07 Lnits in Single- } 0 i ! L O i
e et e . I nits in All Multi-] 0 5] 0 0 0 1.0
Gov Mifflin SD Permits Housing Unit BUllding Permits for:
' ©  MOHNTON BOROUGH, PA
{Berks County}
2006 | 2007 § 2008 | 2009 ¥ 2010 § 2011 | 2012
Total Units - [¢ Y] 0 - 0 : [1]
Units in Single- C ( 0 0 [i
IUnitS'in All Multi-§ - 0 1] 0 0 0 -0 0
Housing Unit Building Permits for:
SHILLINGTON BOROUGH, PA
(B_g_r_ks Cnunm —
e e 200 ] 2007 T 2008 ¥ 2008 T2070 12017 12077 ]
Yol Uniis |0 M DN OCTNN MM M
Units in Single- 0 0 0 0 0 0
|UEI§E iE Eii julii- 0 0
Births ist Births 4st New
School 5Yrs. K Gr. Schao! 5Yrs. K -~ Gr. Housing
Year Ago "s" . "s" Year | Ago "g" ‘ "s" Adjust
) ) ’ per
Grade
3
4
2
200910 2009-10 1
2010411 1
201142 201142 | 208 | oo70 ||[ 287 323 0



Bensalem School District

Base Data for K and Grade 1 Enrollment Projection

2003
2004
2005
2006
2007

~J

-]
& N 2 Bensalem Twp

=~

241
754
785

2008 :

2004

2006 - -

Bensalern 5D Births

2006

2007

Appendix A.4

" BENSALEM TOWNSHIP, PA~

[ 2008

2009 | 2010

201

1

2012

... Total Permits

T

Single-Family

o2 27 21

31

3.1

28 | 70

Multi-Famiky

0

60 21

L. 30T Avg

43

_PSAC(84)

3¥ravgl

Single Grade

2

100

80 -

60 -

40

20

| I Permits
! Befa

— T

,2,[’1: | ":2”.12“
31 ! e |

i Ne\;ME

Houslng

201214

2009-10
201014
20042

"~ |z012-13

i
H
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Appendix A.5
Wilson Schooal District
Base Data for K and Grade 1 Enroflment Projection

'WILSON SD dissolved in 2006, to Spring Twp. 7 Berks

wp

H

! o Sum of WilsonSD ) i

TOTAL: | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2014
338, Total Permits’ 127 : 116 | 86 43
38 . Single-Family, 127 | 116 | 36

iSpring Twp

2003

XN Low Heidelberg T

c..

230, 28
241 27 M7 Multi-Family; 0 0 0
a0 27 a¥ravg’ 93 93 93
20 . NrAvg

g
o
el

47| B % Wyomissing 6 5%

-
hay
r:
el
=

E,% Wikl W Sinking Spring Bor
P
(-]

&

276 — “TTPSAC(84) 107 i 97 | 30 | 80 |

200 93 oL /L B, B S S __Single Grade| 82 | 7.6 ! 23

&
o]
-]

B
[+2]
Lot}
.}

1

|
(17}
3

; Wilson SD Births : LOWER HEIDELBERG TOWNSHIP, PA
D280 e e : 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012
b a0 Total Units 42 | 42 12 1 14

_ UnitsinSingle- | 42 | 42 | & | 16 | 12 | 12
| 360 e [Unitsin M) o0 | o | 0 ] 0
¢ 350 - " -

340

(s}
=
(o]

A |
o

Housing Unit Building Permits for:

SINKING SPRING BOROUGH, PA

. (Berks County) i

- 2007 § 2008 | 2009 § 2
__Total Units a5 | 12

Units In Single- ] 35 12

Units in All Multi{ 0

{330 -
| 310
{200
290 -
* 280

=
=

032

=]
=
=
b
=
=
N

f

r=] IN EN
ofwleo
oool

wor Housing Unit Bullding Permits for:

A SPRING TOWNSHIP, PA
: ‘ i {Berks County) ‘
! 2007 § 2008 § 2009 § 2010 § 2011 | 2012
: 130 e T Total Units | 50 (24 | 65 [ o

g 125 - — - - E e e Units in Single- 50 _24 53 31
100 Units In All Multi§ 0 0 Q 0
75 o .

Lo J—

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006

[ [
N

Housing Unit Building Permits for:
WEST LAWN BOROUGH, P,

l (Barks County} . )
44444 ‘ 2007 | 2068 | 2008 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012

2] i "}
0 4] 0
Q - 4]

0

=R
(PN Permits | 127 |
93 |
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Units In All Multij

O
=}
(=]
[=)

(=]
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(=]
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o
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