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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Reset, Rethink, Rebuild: A Shared Vision of
Performing Schools in Quality Buildings for Every
Child in Detroit is a study about neighborhoods,
educational opportunity, and the conditions of
public school buildings. Through a place-based
supply-and-demand needs assessment, the report
gauges access to performing schools across Detroit
and identifies the neighborhoods in which the

K-12 education system fails to reach the greatest
numbers of children. To inform comprehensive

school improvement and community development,
the study also evaluates facilities conditions in and
around the highest-need neighborhoods. The report
and accompanying online tool lay the groundwork
for cross-sector, citywide collaboration to boost
access to performing public schools in the Motor
City; to strategically allocate resources, including
facilities; and to seize opportunities to adaptively
reuse the sites of former schools to strengthen
neighborhoods.

BRIEF METHODOLOGY

At its core, this study is a supply-and-demand needs
assessment. It assumes that all children can excel
academically and should have access to a performing
public school. For the purposes of this analysis, a
performing school is one that earned a rating of Green or
Lime from the Michigan Department of Education.

The study uses enrollment and performance data from
academic year 2015-16. In the needs assessment, demand
is the number of students attending public (district and
charter) schools. Supply is the capacity of performing
public schools. The study calculates the service gap - the
difference between demand and supply - for the city as a
whole and individually for fifty-four neighborhoods. The
service gap is presented at the overall (K-12) level and at
the elementary (grades K-5), middle (grades 6-8), and
high school (grades 9-12) levels. The service level - the
proportion of students who have access to a performing
school - is calculated for the same geographies and levels.
The study identifies the ten neighborhoods in which the
service gap is greatest as the highest-need neighborhoods.

A facilities assessment then contextualizes the needs
assessment. Most active public school buildings in and
around the highest-need neighborhoods were surveyed
physically in 2017. Ratings of individual building
components or systems were weighted and aggregated
into a summative designation for each school building:
Best, Better, Worse, or Worst. They allow for one-to-

one comparison of school buildings of varying sizes and
grade spans. Designations are relative to the other schools
surveyed and not to an external or absolute standard.




KEY FINDINGS

Four out of five children attending public (district
and charter) schools in Detroit in 2015-16 could not
access a performing school. To guarantee performing
environments for every student, the K-12 system needs
to make available approximately seventy thousand
additional seats in performing schools.

Thirty-eight percent of the need for performing public
schools in Detroit was concentrated in the ten highest-
need neighborhoods, which appeared in three clusters
away from the urban core. These neighborhoods, ranked
by their service gap, are listed below:

East Side West Side Southwest Side
Finney (#3) Cerveny/ Chadsey (#2)
Grandmont (#1)

Mt. Olivet (#10) Vernor/
Evergreen (#5) Junction (#4)
Harmony
Village (#6)

Mackenzie (#7)
Greenfield (#8)

Brooks (#9)

* Although most district and charter schools were
underperforming in 2015-16, evidence of positive
outcomes is emerging. Twenty-five mid-high- or high-
poverty schools provided over thirteen thousand seats in
performing environments to Detroit students.

In and around the highest-need neighborhoods, there is
misalignment between building conditions and school
performance. Many higher-performing schools are not
located in the highest-quality buildings.

RECOMMENDATIONS

Root school improvement in place-based strategy.

* Calibrate school improvement efforts and rightsizing

strategies to demand for and supply of performing
schools and the conditions of academic facilities at the
local level.

Develop strategies for the highest-need neighborhoods,
where the most children lack access to performing public
schools, to have the greatest impact on the service gap.

Through ongoing community engagement and
transparent decision-making, lay the groundwork for
an adaptive reuse strategy for former public school
buildings that is driven by communities’ needs at the
local level:

— Coordinate rightsizing and adaptive reuse with
community and neighborhood planning;

— Assess need for services and amenities that former
school buildings could house;

— Identify partners and strategies to repurpose
buildings that will increase quality of life for existing
residents as part of the process of rightsizing.

SECTION
CONTINUES
ON NEXT PAGE




Coordinate strategic planning for K-12 public education
in Detroit within and across school governing bodies.

* Identify areas of policy and practice that can save costs
or otherwise provide mutual benefits as initial points of
collaboration across school governing bodies. Where
possible, codify and institutionalize collaboration.

* Avoid redundancies and cross purposes by coordinating
school location decisions across governing bodies.

* Collaborate within and across governing bodies to
replicate, expand, and diffuse best practices that have
emerged in performing schools and to intervene in
underperforming schools.

* Integrate data across governing bodies. Ensure that
all public data is available in the same databases for
district and charter schools to allow for side-by-side
comparisons and comprehensive citywide research on
K-12 education.

Base school improvement on transparent, meaningful,
and consistent performance indicators.

e Strengthen the school accountability system in
Michigan. Implement academically rigorous summative
ratings that allow for differentiated strategy and needs
assessments. Keep this system in place year over year to
allow for meaningful comparisons over time.

* Intervene in all underperforming schools. Prioritize
consistently underperforming schools for potential
turnaround, reconstitution, or closure. Do not renew the
charters of underperforming charter schools.

e Continue integrating national best practices and

performance-based standards for quality charter school
authorizing.

Efficiently allocate facilities resources so that real estate
portfolios are commensurate with student enrollment.

* Secure public and/or philanthropic funding to conduct

a detailed review of all open and closed school buildings
currently in the portfolios of Detroit Public Schools
Community District or any charter operator. Develop
precise estimates for the future costs associated with
restoring or maintaining safe learning and working
environments in each school building.

Create manageable enrollment and expansion strategies
for performing schools in underutilized buildings to
maximize the use of space and to increase access to high-
quality academic programs.

Identify potential colocation partners in underutilized,
quality school buildings that house performing schools.







CITYWIDE ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION:
RETHINK, RESET, REBUILD

Seizing Opportunities.

Despite brisk downtown redevelopment, Detroit’s
residential neighborhoods continue to grapple with

the consequences of decades of disinvestment and
depopulation. The obstacles to quality education in the city
are among the most pressing. Practitioners and decision-
makers in K-12 education are accustomed to troubling
headlines about the state of public schools in Detroit.

Sensational soundbites, however, obscure meaningful progress
that stakeholders in K-12 education have made in recent years.
Many conditions for effective coordination around school
improvement in the Motor City are taking root:

¢ Stakeholders from across sectors — district, charter,
political, union, nonprofit, neighborhood, parent,
business, and philanthropic — have resumed processes of
citywide coordination for school improvement.!

e The traditional district’s finances stabilized after the
approval of a state plan to retire its debt.”

e For the first time in years, the district is under the
management of an appointed superintendent and the
governance of an elected school board.?

¢ Student enrollment in Detroit Public Schools
Community District began to stabilize in 2016;* in 2017,

enrollment substantially exceeded projections.’

¢ Charter school regulation in Michigan improved in
2016, including requirements that some consistently
underperforming charter schools close and stricter
standards to ensure high-quality charter school

authorizing.®

¢ K-12 school funding in Michigan is higher than ever
and poised to continue increasing,” and charter schools’
funding streams are approaching parity with those of
traditional district schools.®

After decades of tumult, the present moment could mark a
transition towards stability and quality - a time to rethink
the city’s challenges in K-12 education, to reset policy

and practice in a coordinated way, and to rebuild public
education in Detroit.

Rethink, Reset, Rebuild is designed to help stakeholders
seize this momentum. Fundamentally, the study is a
tool to facilitate a collaborative process of agenda-setting
and strategic planning. The data and analysis presented
throughout can support stakeholders in understanding
and transforming the public school landscape in Detroit.
It provides a common framework about access to
performing schools and a shared vocabulary around the
factors that shape and intersect it. Leaders at all levels
can use this data to differentiate responsibilities without
losing sight of their shared goal: to guarantee access to
performing public schools in quality buildings for every
child in Detroit.

Recognizing Challenges.

Signs of progress in Detroit schools are encouraging and
long overdue. The city exhibits some of the broadest and
deepest challenges in American K-12 education — and many
of them are not new. Educators and other leaders in the
Motor City have contended with swings in demographics,
finances, and facilities and struggled with academic
performance in the city’s public schools for decades.’

The city’s obstacles in the K-12 sphere are well-known,
and this study is about solving them rather than merely
exposing them. In order to acknowledge the stakes of school




improvement efforts, however, the acuteness of challenges in
Detroit should be understood:

o Detroit’s students demonstrated the lowest levels of
math and reading proficiency of any major American
city in 2009, 2011, 2013, and 2015." Traditional district
schools’ rates of chronic absenteeism are the highest
in the country," and many schools struggle to fill
teaching vacancies."

« In early 2017, Detroit Public Schools Community
District (DPSCD) settled a lawsuit over hazardous
facilities conditions across its portfolio."”* Even after
the oft-contested closure of nearly two hundred
school buildings between 2000 and 2015," most
of the district’s active academic facilities remain
underutilized."

o The district recently emerged from a protracted
period of emergency management and a high-profile
settlement to avoid bankruptcy'® - the latest chapter in
a history of discontinuous governance that dates to the
1970s."” The superintendent of DPSCD has decried the
district’s history of financial mismanagement, including
under emergency managers.'s

o Michigan’s K-12 funding system tends not to close
the resource gap for districts with low property values
and high proportions of economically disadvantaged
students and children with disabilities, such as
Detroit."” Ensuing funding shortfalls are particularly
difficult for the city’s traditional district schools, which
educate a disproportionate number of children with
disabilities and require additional financial resources to
meet students’ needs in the classroom.” Additionally,
many charter schools have struggled with gaps in
revenue relative to their district peers.”

 Although some charter schools in Detroit outperform
traditional district schools,” the city’s sizable charter
sector has contributed to school choice more effectively
than to school quality. The accountability system for
charter schools was weak for well over a decade,?® and
effective coordination across school governing bodies
within Detroit has been rare.*

In the face of these challenges, parents of nearly a quarter
of Detroit’s public school students send their children to
schools outside of the city.”” This outflow of students — and
thereby of funding — exacerbates financial and facilities
challenges. More fundamentally, however, it demonstrates
families’ lack of confidence in the public school options in
their neighborhoods, district and charter alike.

The intractability of many obstacles to equitable, high-
quality K-12 education at scale in Detroit should temper
desire for quick fixes and panacea. Better schools will

not emerge overnight or through siloed interventions.

A long-term, coordinated, cross-sector, multi-level
response is the most promising approach to a crisis borne
of years of disinvestment, institutional fragmentation, and
mismanagement.

Fortunately, such a response is not out of reach. Over the
course of the analysis and stakeholder consultation for

this study, IFF brought together a coalition of leaders in
the K-12 community. These encounters made one thing
clear: across sectors and organizations, there is talent,
passion, and deep expertise at work in Detroit’s schools.
The diversity of stakeholders that worked together to shape
and review this study is but one example of the ways that
leaders in the Motor City are ready to work together to
improve opportunities for children.
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PUBLIC SCHOOL ENROLLMENT

Enrollment Breakdown by School

Governance and Type.

The unit of analysis for the needs assessment at the core
of this study is the school - not the individual student.
The methodology (see Appendix E) uses school-level data
to make determinations about educational access at the
neighborhood and city levels. In 2015-16, two hundred
free public schools served over eighty-eight thousand
students in Detroit. This study categorizes schools

along three dimensions: governance, service area or
authorizer, and programming.

This study is about the demand for and supply of
performing public schools that provide a general education
curriculum in Detroit. The demand side of the equation is
based on the number of students placing a demand on a
traditional district or charter school located in the city. In
other words, the analysis calculates the capacity of schools
needed to provide a seat in a performing environment

to everyone who currently opts into the city’s public
school system. Suburban schools of choice and schools
that exclusively offered alternative, vocational, or special
education curricula were excluded from this analysis and
are rendered in gray in Table 1.

Population Change and Enrollment Shifts.

In addition to the eighty-eight thousand students enrolled
in Detroit schools, a substantial share of Detroit families’
demand for public education extends beyond the borders
of the Motor City. Understanding the distribution of
demand is crucial to serving students who are currently
enrolled in Detroit’s public schools. It also helps account
for future opportunities and needs if increased school
quality draws more Detroiters back to the city’s schools.

From its peak of nearly three hundred thousand enrolled
students in 1966, the public education system in Detroit
now serves fewer than ninety thousand children across
traditional district and charter schools. Enrollment in
traditional district schools in particular plummeted by
eighty-four percent over the past five decades. In the last
fifteen years, enrollment in traditional district schools
declined at over twice the rate of the city’s already
substantial loss of population.”

City-level population loss does not fully explain the
disproportionate downtick in demand for traditional
district schools. While the trend is not completely
attributable to school choice, the combined effects

of charter schools and suburban schools of choice?
have required traditional district schools to confront
unprecedented demographic change and fiscal
uncertainty.” The rapidity and depth of these shifts —
and the complexity of managing them - should not be
overlooked.

In 2015-16, parents and guardians of nearly twenty-six
thousand children living in Detroit opted out of the city’s
public school system altogether and sent their children

to schools of choice in the suburbs.*® Of these, nearly two
thirds attended a charter school. Among children whose
parents chose Detroit schools for K-12 public education,
just under forty-two percent attended a charter. The
remaining fifty-nine percent attended a school under the
governance of Detroit Public Schools Community District
(DPSCD) or the Education Achievement Authority (EAA)
of Michigan.

Imprecision around public school enrollment trends
can confuse strategies designed to improve access to
performing public schools within the city. The charter
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Table 1: Breakdown of Public School Enrollment Within Detroit

Enrollment

Governance and
School Types*

Campuses

Proportion Proportion

Alternative/Vocational

Special Education

Charter Schools 95 100% 48% 19,736 9,442 7,903 37,081 100% 42%

General Education 66 69% 33% 16,353 8,231 6,508 31,092 84% 35%
Alternative/Vocational 6 6% 3% o 28 1,046 1,074 3% 1%
Special Education 1 1% 1% 143 o o 143 o% 0%

General Education 2 2% 1% 2 27 7 36 o% o%

Alternative/Vocational 3 3% 2% 4 22 173 199 1% o%

*See Appendix E for definitions of the school categorizations used in this section.

charter sector at a high rate: forty-six percent of the city’s
students were enrolled in a charter school in the city or in
a suburb in 2015-16, and more Detroit students attended
charter schools than attended DPSCD. The majority of

school sector in Detroit is frequently cited as serving over
half of the city’s students, a greater market share than in
any American city other than New Orleans.” To be sure,
parents and guardians of children in Detroit choose the

12



Chart 1: Population and Enrollment in Traditional District Schools in Detroit, 1920-2015
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Chart 2: Student Enrollment by

School Governance and Location ! children who lived in Detroit and attended public schools,

however, enrolled in a district-operated school — mostly

in DPSCD (including former EAA schools), with a
substantial contingent opting for suburban district schools
Charter | Traditional of choice. Among children who attended public schools
Schools | District within Detroit, traditional district schools enrolled nearly a

O, 0,
B Schools (49%) third more students than charter schools.

Responding to Enrollment Trends

through Collaboration.

District and charter schools in Detroit share
responsibility over K-12 education in the city. Students

are enrolled in neighborhood schools, magnet and
Education
Achievement
Authority charter schools under the jurisdiction of a plethora of

selective schools, alternative and vocational schools, and

authorizers and operators. Charter schools’ market share
in Detroit has reached the magnitude at which demand for




charters typically plateaus.”” Shared responsibility seems
likely to be the status quo for the foreseeable future.

With limited resources for public education, cross-sector
enrollment requires cross-sector collaboration. District
and charter schools are working towards a common

goal: increased access to performing schools for Detroit
children. Effective networks of coordination between
district and charter schools are increasingly a “necessity,
not a nicety”* in cities such as Detroit with broad school
choice and declining enrollment.

Throughout the country, cooperation between district
and charter schools has had tangible benefits for both
sectors.”® Coordination in the areas of accountability,
school improvement, enrollment systems, and facilities,
among others, have improved the public school landscape
in cities such as Baltimore, Chicago, Philadelphia, and
Cleveland. Efforts have been particularly effective when
executed around an explicit, binding compact. No formal
district-charter compact exists in Detroit, and cross-sector
coordination has been inconsistent at best in the Motor
City.* Better coordination among governing bodies could
have considerable impact on the accessibility of performing
schools in Detroit — without compromising any individual
body’s capacity to innovate and improve internally.

ACCESS TO PERFORMING SCHOOLS

School Performance vs. School Quality.

This study assesses access to performing schools. A school
is considered performing if it achieved a rating of Green
or Lime from the Michigan Department of Education
(MDE) for its performance in academic year 2015-16. At
the time, MDE used a tiered, color-coded system to rate
schools: Green (highest), Lime, Yellow, Orange, or Red
(lowest).”” As of the publication of this report, schools in
Michigan will no longer receive a summative performance
rating, beginning with data from academic year 2016-17.%

In 2015-16, ratings were derived from scores on up to
six components: Assessment Participation, Assessment
Proficiency, Graduation, Attendance, Educator
Evaluations, and Compliance. Schools were assigned a
rating based on the proportion of possible points that
they earned across these categories. Ratings could then
be lowered based on the outcome of a series of audits.
For example, schools could be docked for severely low
outcomes in the Attendance, Educator Evaluation, or
Compliance categories or for achievement gaps among
student subgroups.

The results of the Spring 2016 Michigan Student Test of
Educational Progress (M-STEP) were a primary driver
of the color-coded ratings for academic year 2015-16.
That year was the second in which the M-STEP was
administered. As a result of the lack of historical test
data, MDE was unable to include multi-year proficiency
averages in its color-coded designations.” The advisory
committee and peer reviewers for this study expressed
reservations about using the color-coded system for this
reason, but IFF and partners could not reach consensus
about a viable alternative. Given available data at the time

14



Table 2: Supply and Demand, Citywide

Performing . . Percent of City-
Grade Span Demand Supply Service Gap Service Level .
Schools wide Gap
Elementary (K-5) 17 43,523 4,960 38,563 1% 56%
Middle (6-8) 18 19,099 4,430 14,669 23% 21%
High School (9—12) 9 22,211 6,319 15,892 28% 23%
Overall (K-12) 28* 84,833 15,709 69,124 19% 100%

* Because some schools overlap grade spans, the number of performing schools does not sum.

of the analysis, the 2015-16 MDE ratings were deemed the
best option for defining school performance. Stakeholders
that IFF consulted were in near-unanimous agreement
about the need for a better, more rigorous accountability
system in Michigan.

Ultimately, IFF chose to align with the state’s standards in
order to maximize the report’s applicability. Stakeholders
in K-12 education are held accountable to MDE’s metrics.
The color-coded system’s six components, if imperfect, are
important measures of school effectiveness. Using these
ratings to help define levels of need creates resonance
between existing standards and the efforts that school
leaders and other decision-makers can develop based on
the needs that this study uncovers.

Utilizing the color-coded system does not, however,

mean that the determinations about access to performing
schools throughout this study capture every important
function of K-12 education. Beyond merely transmitting
basic skills, schools anchor communities. They foster
critical thinking, self-understanding, social and emotional
learning, cultural competency, citizenship, and wellness.
Standardized tests do not measure these vital components

of high-quality schools; by the same token, high-quality
schools accomplish more than state assessments can
capture. A high level of academic performance is a
necessary, but not sufficient, component of a high-quality
school.

Limitations of external data notwithstanding, by analyzing
access to performing schools as defined by the State of
Michigan, this report helps lay groundwork for efforts to
improve academic outcomes. Detroit’s public education
system, across district and charter schools, struggles to
guarantee access to schools that clear a foundational bar
of academic performance. Strengthening this core element
of high-quality education is the beginning, not the end,

of school improvement. Yet it is a crucial step towards
educating the whole child.

Supply and Demand Citywide.

In 2015-16, there were 178 general education public
(district or charter) schools in Detroit. Of these, twenty-
eight were performing (Green- or Lime-rated). The
performing schools offered over fifteen thousand seats
to students. With about eighty-five thousand students
enrolled, however, just under seventy thousand children
lacked access to a performing school.
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Table 3: Supply and Demand, Highest-Need Neighborhoods

Performing . . Percent of City-
Grade Span Schools Demand Supply Service Gap  Service Level wide Gap
Elementary (K-s5) 5 16,616 1,266 15,351 8% 22%
Middle (6-8) 5 7,059 1,062 5,997 15% 9%
High School (9—12) 2 7,021 2,083 4,938 30% 7%
Overall (K-12) 8* 30,697 4,411 26,285 14% 38%

* Because some schools overlap grade spans, the number of performing schools does not sum.

Overall, four out of every five children enrolled in public
schools in Detroit could not access a seat in a performing
K-12 school. Based on the difference between supply
(15,709), which gauges the capacity of performing schools,
and the number of students who were actually enrolled in
performing schools (14,855), there were an estimated 854
unfilled seats in Green- or Lime-rated schools in 2015-16.
This marginal allotment of seats represents less than two
percent of the citywide service gap.

Access to performing schools in Detroit was greatest

for high schoolers and lowest for elementary schoolers.
More than one out of four students in grades nine through
twelve in the city could access a performing school in
2015-16, as compared to roughly one out of ten students
from kindergarten through fifth grade. Across Detroit,
over half of the service gap was concentrated in elementary
school; middle and high school each accounted for just
under a quarter.

The Service Gap and Highest-Need
Neighborhoods (Grades K-12).

Thirty-eight percent of the need for performing public
schools in Detroit was concentrated in the ten highest-
need neighborhoods, which appeared in three clusters

away from the urban core. These neighborhoods, ranked
by their service gap, are listed below:

East Side West Side Southwest Side
Finney (#3) Cerveny/ Chadsey (#2)
Grandmont (#1)

Mt. Olivet (#10) Vernor/

Evergreen (#5) Junction (#4)

Harmony
Village (#6)

Mackenzie (#7)

Greenfield (#8)

Brooks (#9)

Across the highest-need neighborhoods, fourteen percent
of students had access to a performing school in 2015-16 -
five percentage points lower than the citywide service level.
While over thirty thousand students were enrolled across
these ten neighborhoods, performing schools provided
fewer than five thousand seats therein, leaving a gap of
over twenty-six thousand. This gap represents roughly two
fifths of Detroit’s citywide service gap.
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Across grade spans there is substantial need for
performing schools in every neighborhood in Detroit.
This diffuse lack of access makes the Motor City somewhat
unusual relative to other markets in which IFF has
conducted needs assessments for K-12 schools. In many
cases, the service gap has been more heavily concentrated
in a handful of high-areas. As a result, IFF has often
recommended a specific focus on the highest-need
neighborhoods to increase the service level and close the
service gap.*

Addressing the highest-need areas of Detroit will have a
disproportionate impact on the service gap. It will not,
however, match the scale of the problem. The depth

of need for better schools across Detroit means that
neighborhood-by-neighborhood strategies must be carried
out as part of a broader, systematic effort to increase school
performance across the city. Some solutions will take root
at the city level, affecting neighborhoods across Detroit.
Others may require collaboration with higher levels of
government.

Within broader school improvement frameworks,
however, there is work to do at the local and neighborhood
levels. Furthermore, stakeholders can strengthen broader,
ecosystem-oriented planning by grounding it in data

and understanding the distribution of need across

space. The ranking of neighborhoods by their need for
performing seats can facilitate diverse efforts to target
school improvement initiatives and develop place-based
strategies.

Many neighborhood stakeholders want to understand
how access to education in their communities compares
to that of peers in order to advocate for greater resources.
Nonprofit, philanthropic, and private sector entities

looking to maximize the impact of investments could
choose to focus on the highest-need neighborhoods. The
highest-need areas can also guide citywide conversations
- including collaboration among school governing bodies
- by allowing for comparisons across Detroit.

In the highest-need neighborhoods, economies of scale
are potentially more advantageous, and the impact of
performing public schools will be poised to have the most
impact. Bearing in mind the citywide context — that four
out of five students in Detroit lack access to a performing
public school - the highest-need neighborhoods are an
actionable guide to identifying areas in which to improve
school performance and transform the K-12 landscape.

SECTION
CONTINUES
ON NEXT PAGE
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Map 1: Service Gap, Overall (Grades K-12)
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Four schools that closed following academic year 2015-16 are included on this map: Allen Academy,
Experiencia Preparatory Academy, Nataki Talibah Schoolhouse, and Phoenix Elementary-Middle School.
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Table 4: Supply and Demand by Neighborhood, Overall (Grades K-12)

Rank

Mid-High
Need

Moderate
Need

Low Need

Need Neighborhood Demand
1 Cerveny / Grandmont 3,888
2 Chadsey 3,709

Finney 3,375
Vernor /[ Junction 3,406
Evergreen 2,956
Harmony Village 2,833
Mackenzie 2,901
Greenfield 2,487
Brooks 2,51
Mt. Olivet 2,631
Denby 2,131
Conner 2,167
Rouge PREL]
Bagley 1,953
Burbank 2,124
Kettering 1,986
Lower Woodward 1,928
Rosa Parks 2,175
Rosedale 1,727
Pembroke 1,668
Durfee 1,888
Springwells 2,525
Redford 1,781
Lower East Central 1,875
Davison 1,889
Cody 1,513
Brightmoor 1,467
Middle East Central 1,269
Condon 1,255
Nolan 1,270
Winterhalter 1,266
Butzel 1,125
Tireman 1,395
Middle Woodward 1,654
Jeffries 1,285
Grant 1,223
Pershing 1,192
Airport 1,108
McNichols 763
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The Service Level (Grades K-12).

The highest-need neighborhoods are the sections of

the city in which the most students cannot access a
performing school, but they are not the only places in
which a substantial share of students need better public
schools. For this reason, the service level - the proportion
of children in a neighborhood who could access a Green-
or Lime-rated school - is helpful context alongside the
service gap.

At the K-12 level, access to performing schools was

most diminished the northwest and northeast corners of
Detroit. There was relatively better access in a handful of
neighborhoods around Highland Park and Hamtramck,
downtown, and in the southwest corner of the city. Two
thirds of Detroit’s neighborhoods were clustered between
service levels of fifteen and thirty percent.
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Map 2: Service Level, Overall (Grades K-12)
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Four schools that closed following academic year 2015-16 are included on this map: Allen Academy,
Experiencia Preparatory Academy, Nataki Talibah Schoolhouse, and Phoenix Elementary-Middle School.
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THE SCHOOL PERFORMANCE
LANDSCAPE

The core of this study is a supply-and-demand needs
assessment. It compares the demand for public education
within Detroit to the supply of seats in performing K-12
district and charter schools in the city. At the heart of the
analysis are two questions: where do students live, and what
are the barriers to performing schools in those places? The
maps and data in this section are included in the report to
facilitate analysis and dialogue around these questions among
stakeholders.

The maps in this section are most powerful in conjunction
with other maps that are distributed throughout the rest
of the report. IFF invites readers to reference the maps in
this section throughout their engagement with the data in
this study. In this way, stakeholders can visualize, and make
more strategic decisions based on, the relationships among
population, poverty, and outcomes in the places that are of
interest to them.

Density of School-Age Children.

Although Detroit was the twenty-third most populous city
in the United States in 2016, three quarters of the country’s
largest cities were more densely populated than the Motor
City in the same year. Detroit’s loss of nearly two thirds

of its overall population since the mid-twentieth century
has left the school-age population of many neighborhoods
sparse. The densest pockets of children in Detroit were in
the northeast and southwest.

The most densely populated areas are not the only parts

of the city in which better public schools would make a
significant impact. Density is an important factor, however,
in shaping the way that decision-makers might approach

Chart 4: Student Enrollment by
MDE Accountability Rating

[ 0.2%
Green

17.3%
Lime
37.4%
g (fqg’ Yellow
L) o

one place versus another. Population density helps explain
how easily school improvement efforts can achieve
economies of scale in a particular neighborhood or cluster
of neighborhoods. Data on density also contextualizes the
service gap in each neighborhood, which is based on the
raw number of students who need access to a performing
school.

Performance by School Type.

In Detroit in 2015-16, across district and charter schools
that offered general education programming, eighteen
percent of students were enrolled in a school that was
rated Green or Lime - the bar to qualify as performing for
the purposes of this analysis. There were only two Green-
rated schools in the entire city in 2015-16, New Paradigm
College Prep and Detroit Achievement Academy;
combined, they enrolled 169 students. Nearly half of pupils
attended schools in the bottom two categories.
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Map 3: Density of School-Age Children
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Chart 5: MDE Accountability Rating by School Type
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Most schools of all types were underperforming. Neither
district nor charter schools were creating access to
performing public schools at scale in Detroit. Across

the four main categories of public schools in the city -
neighborhood, magnet and selective, EAA, and charter

— there was a dearth of performing (Green- or Lime-rated)
options in 2015-16.

Even within an overall underperforming environment,
however, there was variation in academic outcomes

by school type. Statistically significant differences
emerged across the four school types in the proportion
of accountability points earned* and in schools” overall
color-coded rating.*” The most salient differences were
between neighborhood schools and magnet and selective
schools and between neighborhood schools and charter
schools.

1
3

I ——
18 MDE
Accountability
Rating

Green

N
o]

EAA Charter

« District neighborhood schools received ratings of Red
over three times as often as charter schools.

A quarter of charter schools were rated Green or Lime.
When schools’ proportions of accountability points
were ranked against one another, charters’ average rank
was fifty-six percent higher than that of neighborhood
district schools.

» Magnet and selective schools and charter schools were
approximately on par with one another with regard
to the proportion of accountability points earned and
their rate of achieving performing status.

Poverty and Performance.

Even within the Metro Detroit region, which has the
highest rates of concentrated poverty in the country,*
levels of poverty and of poverty concentration stand out
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Map 4: Poverty Level
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Chart 6: Poverty and Performance
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Students Eligible for Free or Reduced-Price Meals

among children entering Detroit’s public school system.
In academic year 2015-16, four out of five students
enrolled in schools that IFF analyzed for this study were
eligible for free or reduced-price meals, meaning that they
lived in households with incomes below 185 percent of
the federal poverty level. The majority of children living
in most Detroit neighborhoods qualified for subsidized
meals; in well over half of the city, more than seventy-five
percent of students were eligible.

Detroit’s schools are embedded in national and state
environments that provide unequal opportunities to poor
students and to children of color. Decades of research
have uncovered diminished academic opportunity in
schools with higher proportions of low-income students.*
Across Michigan, students who have been eligible for
subsidized school meals score significantly lower on state

assessments than students who are not low-income.*

Race is a factor, too: black students are overrepresented
in the state’s lowest-performing schools,* and the state’s
racial achievement gap on standardized tests is wider
than poverty levels alone can explain.*” Eighty percent

of students in the schools analyzed for this study live

in low-income households, and ninety-seven percent

are children of color. Given national and state trends, a
lack of educational opportunity in Detroit as a whole is,
unfortunately, unsurprising. It likely cannot be addressed

tully in the absence of broader political and economic
shifts.

That the deck is stacked against Detroit’s schools, however,
does not mean that local and school-level implementation
cannot help turn the tide. Comparing performance
outcomes among Detroit’s public schools reveals that some
schools are more successfully mitigating the effects of
poverty on academic outcomes than others. Across the
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Chart 7: Poverty Concentration and Performance
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city, there was no significant correlation between a school’s
poverty levels and the proportion of accountability points
that it earned.*® Overall, the poverty level in Detroit’s
public schools explains less than one tenth of one percent
of the variation in the percentage of accountability points
that schools earned in 2015-16.

The highest-need neighborhoods in Detroit were not
necessarily the poorest. This absence of a tidy relationship
between poverty and need is attributable in part to

schools that have had success in providing a performing
educational environment to a low-income student body.
Twenty-five public schools in Detroit with mid-high or
high levels of poverty provided over thirteen thousand
seats in performing environments in 2015-16. These
schools are potential important sources of best practices
and nodes of intra-city collaboration. They reinforce

that poverty is an important but not deciding factor in
understanding the distribution of access to performing
schools in Detroit at the system level.
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FACILITIES CONDITIONS
AND ADAPTIVE REUSE

Looking to the Future.

Great schools need safe, accessible buildings to provide
students with an optimal learning environment and faculty
and staff with a decent workplace. And in order to create
the conditions for performing schools in quality facilities,
school governing bodies need to ensure that the numbers
of buildings in their portfolios are commensurate with
demand for their services and their financial capacity to
maintain them.

Nearly half of the space in active district school
buildings was unutilized or underutilized in 2015-16.
The district-owned schools analyzed for this study had a
combined physical capacity to serve over eighty thousand
students. They enrolled fewer than forty-five thousand in
2015-16. To address underutilization, over two hundred
traditional district school buildings in Detroit were

closed between 2000 and 2015.# Nonetheless, most of the
district’s active academic facilities remained underutilized,
often substantially.

In the coming years, the question of K-12 educational
facilities appears likely to be increasingly prominent in
Detroit. In academic year 2018-19, the district will begin
planning its approach to the facilities in its portfolio,
preceded by a facility review at the district level.”® As of
the publication of this report, DPSCD had released two
significant requests for facilities-related proposals.”*

Building conditions are included in this analysis as a
starting point to stimulate conversations and guide
strategic planning around school facilities. Schools from
both traditional district and charter governance models

are included side-by-side to support place-based decision-
making that takes into account the ecosystem of public
school options in a neighborhood.

The conditions of most schools in or within one mile

of the highest-need neighborhoods were surveyed and

are presented in the pages that follow. (The scope of the
study precluded analysis of all active K-12 public school
buildings in Detroit). Moving forward, educational
planning and resource allocation in these communities can
take facilities into account alongside academic outcomes
and other factors that shape access to performing schools
in the areas of Detroit where need is greatest. Efforts
outside of the highest-need neighborhoods can in turn use
lessons learned from those areas as a model for citywide
facilities planning.

Facilities Conditions (Grades K-12).

In and around the highest-need neighborhoods,
relationships between facilities conditions and school
performance were weak.”” Better buildings were not
associated with better school performance across the
board, meaning that some of the city’s best-performing
schools did not have access to the best buildings.
Importantly, however, there were no performing schools
and only a few Yellow schools in the buildings with the
worst conditions; by and large, the schools in the lowest-
quality buildings were also substantially underperforming.
In the Best, Better, and Worse buildings, there is
substantial variation in performance outcomes.
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Chart 8: Building Condition and School Performance (Grades K-12)
In and Around Highest-Need Neighborhoods
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Chart Reading Tips

+ Building conditions are divided into four ratings. These
ratings are the result of weighting and aggregating the
results of a detailed survey of conditions in each school
building. They allow for one-to-one comparison of schools
of varying sizes and grade spans. These ratings are relative
to the other buildings surveyed. The thick horizontal
reference line in the chart divides the schools in relatively
better condition from the schools in relatively worse

condition.

The percentage of accountability points earned is the
primary determinant of the accountability rating that

each school received in 2015-16. Schools that received

at least seventy percent of their total possible points

— represented by the thick vertical reference line in the
chart — were eligible for a rating of Lime, but their rating
could be lowered based on a series of further audits,

e.g. for achievement gaps among student subgroups or
compliance issues. Schools earning less than fifty percent

of their overall points received ratings of Red.
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From Rightsizing to Adaptive Reuse.

Schools anchor communities. More than merely
providing venues for the transmission of knowledge,
school buildings become hubs of neighborhood life and
facilitate the exchange of social and cultural capital.
Rightsizing decisions, their fiscal or academic impact
aside, can siphon these resources out of communities,
exacerbating disinvestment that has crippled low-
income urban areas for decades. Fortunately, research on
rightsizing yields insight into factors that can be integrated
alongside facilities conditions to strategically mitigate
potential negative outcomes.

First and foremost, rightsizing can, but does not
necessarily, improve academic outcomes for students.
Several studies suggest that students who transfer to
better-performing schools from closing underperforming
schools tend to progress academically.” Achievement
levels of future students who otherwise would have
attended the closed school might also improve.** Insofar
as there is a paucity of performing options to which to
transfer, however, students’ academic performance can
stagnate or even decline during and after the transition.”
Without an increase in the supply of performing schools
in Detroit, a rightsizing strategy is unlikely to yield
substantial gains in student learning.

Similarly, the financial benefits of rightsizing for school
districts are not automatic. One national study found
that, on average, short-term savings for districts who
closed buildings as part of rightsizing efforts were less
than one million dollars per closed building.”® Detroit’s
closure of fifty-nine school buildings several years ago, for
example, saved the district an estimated thirty-five million
dollars in operating costs, or about six hundred thousand
dollars per school. Across the country, sales prices for

former public school buildings are “frequently well below
»57

initial projections:
Moreover, rightsizing entails added expenses for districts,
such as the disposal of buildings’ contents and the carrying
costs of unused property. Physical deterioration of unused
and unsold buildings routinely hampers rightsizing
agendas.” Savings for the owning entity ultimately depend
mostly on the extent to which teachers are reassigned

from closed schools to other buildings and the ability of
the owning entity to profitably repurpose the facility.” In

a city with a teacher shortage and relatively low demand
for real estate in many neighborhoods, the fiscal outlook of
rightsizing should be carefully considered.

There are also important issues of racial and economic
equity to acknowledge with regard to school district
rightsizing. School closures overwhelmingly tend to
impact low-income neighborhoods and communities of
color.®® Even similarly performing schools are more likely
to be closed if they have higher concentrations of poor
and minority students, suggesting that implicit biases
often play a role in identifying schools to close.®' Potential
benefits notwithstanding, closures send shockwaves
through communities and occasion major disruptions

for parents and students alike.®* To avoid hoisting the
effects of rightsizing disproportionately on marginalized
communities, careful checks should be in place to account
for perceptions of race and class in decision-making.

Furthermore, community input into the decisions that
emerge from rightsizing processes is often limited. The
salient point in the context of Detroit is not that rightsizing
tends to be controversial and contested - though it does.
More specifically, rightsizing can erode trust between
communities and their public schools. The processes often
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reveals gulfs between the ways students and families think
about their schools and the criteria by which decision-
makers evaluate their viability.®®

Dozens of school buildings across the city have closed

in recent years, meaning that the process of rightsizing
remains a relatively recent memory for many Detroiters.
With thousands of parents already sending their children
to schools outside Detroit, the implementation of
rightsizing could be decisive for communities’ investment
and trust in the city’s public schools. By engaging
neighborhoods and partnering with communities in
making decisions about school buildings, strategic
planning around rightsizing could strengthen bonds
between neighborhoods than schools rather than make
them more tenuous - especially if the repurposing of
school buildings can add value to communities and
improve access to crucial goods and services.

The difficulties associated with successfully
implementing a rightsizing agenda underscore the
importance of tying rightsizing to adaptive reuse. An
inventory of successful adaptive reuse strategies is beyond
the scope of this study. Across the country, however, some
shrinking urban school systems have been more successful
than others not only at disposing of buildings efficiently
but at doing so in a way that is equitable and that creates
new assets for communities. Some observers, for example,
have contrasted Chicago’s recent wave of school closures
with Kansas City’s repurposing initiative.** Whereas the
former was mostly adjudicated behind closed doors,

the latter was rooted in a yearlong process of gathering
community input and technical information. This
orientation enabled stakeholders to identify opportunities
to reinvest in low-income communities and create new

hubs of neighborhood life.

With the right stakeholders at the table, adaptive reuse
can translate the burden of underutilized buildings into
meaningful opportunities for community development.
Charter and private schools, government and nonprofit
facilities, and residential housing are the most common
end uses of former school buildings.®® The possibilities,
however, do not end at these forms of repurposing.

The facilities data that is included throughout this study is
designed to facilitate conversations well beyond buildings,
dollars, and cents. A consistent review of facilities
conditions and financial viability is a crucial component
of adaptive reuse, but it is only part of a constellation that
also includes academic performance and community
needs. This study provides a baseline by evaluating
facilities in Detroit’s highest-need neighborhoods and
analyzing relationships with academic performance.
Moving forward, community-oriented assessments of need
for other types of services and opportunities at the local
level are indispensable to driving a process of adaptive
reuse.
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GRADE SPAN ANALYSIS

ELEMENTARY SCHOOL (GRADES K-5)

The Service Gap (Grades K-5).

In 2015-16, there were 133 general education public
(district or charter) elementary schools in Detroit. Of these,
seventeen were performing (Green- or Lime-rated). The
performing schools offered just under five thousand general
education slots to students. With nearly forty-four thousand
students enrolled, however, over thirty-eight thousand
elementary schoolers lacked access to a performing school.
Opverall, nine out of every ten children enrolled in public
elementary schools in Detroit could not access a seat in

a performing school. Over half of the citywide need for
performing schools was concentrated in elementary school.

At the elementary school (K-5) level, the highest-need
neighborhoods - the parts of Detroit in which the most
students lacked access to a performing public school -
appeared in the same three clusters at the overall (K-12)
service gap: one on the East Side, one on the West Side,
and one on the Southwest Side. The same ten communities
comprise the highest-need neighborhoods, with a slight
shuffling in the order. Focusing on these three clusters will
yield a sizable impact on the lack of access to performing
elementary schools. Given the disproportionate need for
performing K-5 schools across the city, an elementary
school strategy rooted in these neighborhoods would in
turn have substantial impact on citywide needs.
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Map 5: Service Gap, Elementary Schools (Grades K-5)
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ACCESS INTERACTIVE DATA AT:
www.iff.org/RethinkResetRebuild

This study’s accompanying online tool allows
users to visualize demographic, academic, and
facilities data alongside the results of the needs

assessment at the city and neighborhood levels.
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Four schools that closed following academic year 2015-16 are included on this map: Allen Academy,
Experiencia Preparatory Academy, Nataki Talibah Schoolhouse, and Phoenix Elementary-Middle School.
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The Service Level (Grades K-5).

The highest-need neighborhoods are the sections of

the city in which the most students cannot access a
performing school, but they are not the only places in
which a substantial share of students need better public
schools. For this reason, the service level - the proportion
of children in a neighborhood who could access a Green-
or Lime-rated school - is helpful context alongside the
service gap.

With the exception of Boynton on the far southwest, the
West Side of Detroit was virtually devoid of neighborhoods
in which more than fifteen percent of elementary school
students had access to a performing public school. Access
was best in the center of the city. The service level on the
East Side largely resembled that of the West Side.

SECTION
CONTINUES
ON NEXT PAGE
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Map 6: Service Level, Elementary Schools (Grades K-5)
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This study’s accompanying online tool allows
users to visualize demographic, academic, and
facilities data alongside the results of the needs

assessment at the city and neighborhood levels.
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Table 5: Supply and Demand by Neighborhood, Elementary Schools (Grades K-5)

Neighborhood Demand Supply Service Gap  Service Level Percent K-12 Gap
Cerveny / Grandmont 2,145 143 2,002 7% 59%
Finney 1,945 87 1,858 4% 61%
Vernor / Junction 1,867 115 1,752 6% 60%
Chadsey 1,798 1,644 9% 55%
Evergreen 1,574 1,530 3% 59%
High Need )

Harmony Village 1,547 1,422 8% 58%
Mackenzie 1,549 1,391 10% 57%
Greenfield 1,343 1,279 5% 57%
Mt. Olivet 1,484 1,274 14% 61%

Brooks 1,365 1,200 12% 58%
Springwells 1,381 1,151 17% 63%
Burbank 1,127 1,070 5% 57%
Redford 1,021 1,005 2% 64%
Conner 1,141 997 13% 57%
Rosa Parks 1,0 10% 60%
Mid-High Need = ° °
Denby 1,038 984 5% 52%
Bagley 1,036 968 7% 56%
Rouge 1,087 956 12% 54%
Kettering 1,055 928 12% 56%
Rosedale 930 887 5% 58%
Brightmoor 854 818 4% 62%
Durfee 901 1% 54%
Cody 821 8% 58%
Pembroke 779 7% 49%
Davison 18% 52%
Moderate Need
Lower East Central 965 28% 49%
Lower Woodward 818 21% 45%
Jeffries 723 1% 66%
Tireman 689 10% 58%
Grant 681 17% 62%
Winterhalter 626 1% 54%
Middle Woodward 34% 56%
Nolan 18% 51%
Condon 8% 47%
Airport 21% 60%
Middle East Central PI 44%

Mid-Low Need

Butzel 17% 42%

Palmer Park 9% 55%

St. Jean 57%
Chandler Park




Chart 10: Building Condition and School Performance, Elementary Schools (Grades K-5)
In and Around Highest-Need Neighborhoods
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« Building conditions are divided into four ratings. These The percentage of accountability points earned is the

ratings are the result of weighting and aggregating the primary determinant of the accountability rating that

results of a detailed survey of conditions in each school each school received in 2015-16. Schools that received

building. They allow for one-to-one comparison of schools at least seventy percent of their total possible points

of varying sizes and grade spans. These ratings are relative — represented by the thick vertical reference line in the

to the other buildings surveyed. The thick horizontal chart — were eligible for a rating of Lime, but their rating

reference line in the chart divides the schools in relatively could be lowered based on a series of further audits,

better condition from the schools in relatively worse e.g. for achievement gaps among student subgroups or

condition. compliance issues. Schools earning less than fifty percent

of their overall points received ratings of Red.
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MIDDLE SCHOOL (GRADES 6-8)

The Service Gap (Grades 6-8).

In 2015-16, there were 118 general education public
(district or charter) middle schools in Detroit. Of these,
eighteen were performing (Green- or Lime-rated). The

At the middle school (6-8) level, the highest-need
neighborhoods - the parts of Detroit in which the most
students lacked access to a performing public school
performing schools offered over four thousand general - appeared in two main clusters: one on the East Side
and one on the West Side. Nine of the ten communities
with the highest overall need are among the highest-
need neighborhoods for this grade span, with a slight

shuffling in the order. Focusing on these clusters will

education slots to students. With nearly twenty thousand
students enrolled, however, just under fifteen thousand
middle schoolers lacked access to a performing school.
Overall, four out of every five children enrolled in public

middle schools in Detroit could not access a seat in a yield a disproportionate impact on the lack of access to

performing middle schools.

performing school.
10 Chart 11: Performance of Middle Schools (Grades 6-8)
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Map 7: Service Gap, Middle Schools (Grades 6-8)
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ACCESS INTERACTIVE DATA AT:
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This study’s accompanying online tool allows
users to visualize demographic, academic, and
facilities data alongside the results of the needs

assessment at the city and neighborhood levels.
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The Service Level (Grades 6-8).

The highest-need neighborhoods are the sections of

the city in which the most students cannot access a
performing school, but they are not the only places in
which a substantial share of students need better public
schools. For this reason, the service level - the proportion
of children in a neighborhood who could access a Green-
or Lime-rated school - is helpful context alongside the
service gap.

Geographically, the service level in middle schools exhibits
similar patterns as in elementary school. There were,
however, slightly higher service levels on the East Side for
middle school than for elementary school. The center of
the city was better-served by the middle school system
than the East and West Sides. The West Side was a near-
desert of performing middle schools.

SECTION

CONTINUES
ON NEXT PAGE
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Map 8: Service Level, Middle Schools (Grades 6-8)
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This study’s accompanying online tool allows
users to visualize demographic, academic, and
facilities data alongside the results of the needs

assessment at the city and neighborhood levels.
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Four schools that closed following academic year 2015-16 are included on this map: Allen Academy,
Experiencia Preparatory Academy, Nataki Talibah Schoolhouse, and Phoenix Elementary-Middle School.
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Table 6: Supply and Demand by Neighborhood, Middle Schools (Grades 6-8)

Neighborhood Demand Supply Service Gap  Service Level Percent of K-12 Gap
Cerveny / Grandmont 909 77 832 8% 24%
Finney 786 65 721 8% 24%
Chadsey 257 685 27% 23%
Mackenzie 91 623 13% 26%
Evergreen 26 590 4% 23%
High Need Harmony Village 58 9% 23%
Mt. Olivet 538 25% 26%
Greenfield 531 5% 24%
Brooks 16% 24%
Rouge 15% 26%
Rosa Parks 27% 27%
Vernor / Junction 30% 15%
Rosedale 6% 25%
Davison 1% 26%
Mid-High Need Conner 27% 20%
Durfee 25% 23%
Lower Woodward 30% 24%
Redford 4% 21%
Lower East Central 21% 23%
Brightmoor 6% 24%
Kettering 24% 19%
Cody 13% 24%
Bagley 10% 18%
Pembroke 9% 20%
Tireman 29% 26%

Moderate Need

Denby 15% 14%
Middle East Central 27% 27%
Middle Woodward 50% 26%
Grant 33% 26%
Winterhalter 19% 22%
Jeffries 34% 21%
Nolan 35% 20%
Airport 45% 23%
Butzel 22% 19%
Burbank 25% 9%
Condon 35% 16%
McNichols 20% 24%
Pershing 56% 20%

Mid-Low Need

St. Jean 32% 24%
Chandler Park 23% 20%




Chart 12: Building Condition and School Performance, Middle Schools (Grades 6-8)
In and Around Highest-Need Neighborhoods
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Chart Reading Tips

Building conditions are divided into four ratings. These
ratings are the result of weighting and aggregating the
results of a detailed survey of conditions in each school

building. They allow for one-to-one comparison of schools

of varying sizes and grade spans. These ratings are relative
to the other buildings surveyed. The thick horizontal
reference line in the chart divides the schools in relatively
better condition from the schools in relatively worse

condition.

The percentage of accountability points earned is the
primary determinant of the accountability rating that

each school received in 2015-16. Schools that received

at least seventy percent of their total possible points

— represented by the thick vertical reference line in the
chart — were eligible for a rating of Lime, but their rating
could be lowered based on a series of further audits,

e.g. for achievement gaps among student subgroups or
compliance issues. Schools earning less than fifty percent

of their overall points received ratings of Red.
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HIGH SCHOOL (GRADES 9-12)

The Service Gap (Grades 9-12).

In 2015-16, there were forty-six general education public
(district or charter) high schools in Detroit. Of these, nine
were performing (Green- or Lime-rated). The performing
schools offered over six thousand general education slots
to students. With more than twenty-two thousand students
enrolled, however, nearly sixteen thousand high schoolers
lacked access to a performing school. Overall, seven out
of every ten children enrolled in public high schools in
Detroit could not access a seat in a performing school.

At the high school (9-12) level, the highest-need
neighborhoods - the parts of Detroit in which the most
students lacked access to a performing public school —
appeared in the same three main clusters as the overall
highest-need areas: one on the East Side, one on the

West Side, and one on the Southwest Side. The number

of neighborhoods in the West Side cluster, however, was
lower, and additional neighborhoods in the other two
cluster appeared that were not high-need at the elementary
or middle school levels. Focusing on these three clusters
will yield a disproportionate impact on the lack of access to
performing high schools.

1 Chart 13: Performance of High Schools (Grades 9-12)
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Map o: Service Gap, High Schools (Grades 9-12)
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Four schools that closed following academic year 2015-16 are included on this map: Allen Academy,
Experiencia Preparatory Academy, Nataki Talibah Schoolhouse, and Phoenix Elementary-Middle School.
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The Service Level (Grades 9-12).

The highest-need neighborhoods are the sections of

the city in which the most students cannot access a
performing school, but they are not the only places in
which a substantial share of students need better public
schools. For this reason, the service level - the proportion
of children in a neighborhood who could access a Green-
or Lime-rated school - is helpful context alongside the
service gap.

Compared to elementary and middle school, patterns in
access to performing schools shifted at the high school
level. The areas with the most diminished access were
clustered in the southern portion of the city. The service
level across the board, but on the West Side in particular,
was higher at the high school level than at the elementary
or middle school levels.

SECTION
CONTINUES
ON NEXT PAGE
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Map 10: Service Level, High Schools (Grades 9-12)
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Four schools that closed following academic year 2015-16 are included on this map: Allen Academy,
Experiencia Preparatory Academy, Nataki Talibah Schoolhouse, and Phoenix Elementary-Middle School.
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Table 7: Supply and Demand by Neighborhood, High Schools (Grades 9-12)

Neighborhood Demand Supply Service Gap  Service Level Percent of K-12 Gap

Vernor / Junction 923 197 726 21% 25%

Chadsey 969 286 683 29% 23%

Denby 791 18% 34%

Springwells 629 22% 34%

Burbank 768 629 18% 34%
High Need Cerveny / Grandmont 835 588 30% 17%
Evergreen 766 494 35% 19%
Harmony Village 668 28% 19%
Finney 26% 16%
Bagley 20% 26%
Pembroke 20% 31%
Lower Woodward 28% 31%
Greenfield 26% 19%
Mackenzie 34% 17%
Kettering 19% 25%
Conner IS 23%

Mid-High Need

Lower East Central 19% 28%
Brooks 34% 18%
Condon 24% 37%

Butzel 16% 39%
Rouge 33% 19%
Durfee 38% 22%
Davison 31% 21%
Nolan 29% 29%

Middle East Central 27% 29%

Rosedale 32% 18%

Moderate Need

Pershing 35% 38%
Mt. Olivet 38% 13%
Winterhalter 30% 24%
Boynton 18% 63%
Redford 42% 15%
Cody 34% 17%
Rosa Parks 54% 13%
Foch 17% 35%
McNichols 30% 30%
Mid-Low Need
East Riverside 17% 38%
Brightmoor 34% 14%
Tireman 45% 16%
Middle Woodward 53% 18%

Palmer Park 21% 28%




Building Condition

Chart 14: Building Condition and School Performance, High Schools (Grades 9-12)
In and Around Highest-Need Neighborhoods
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Chart Reading Tips

Building conditions are divided into four ratings. These
ratings are the result of weighting and aggregating the
results of a detailed survey of conditions in each school
building. They allow for one-to-one comparison of schools
of varying sizes and grade spans. These ratings are relative
to the other buildings surveyed. The thick horizontal
reference line in the chart divides the schools in relatively
better condition from the schools in relatively worse

condition.
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The percentage of accountability points earned is the
primary determinant of the accountability rating that

each school received in 2015-16. Schools that received

at least seventy percent of their total possible points

— represented by the thick vertical reference line in the
chart — were eligible for a rating of Lime, but their rating
could be lowered based on a series of further audits,

e.g. for achievement gaps among student subgroups or
compliance issues. Schools earning less than fifty percent

of their overall points received ratings of Red.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Root school improvement in place-based strategy.

Calibrate school improvement efforts and rightsizing
strategies to demand for and supply of performing
schools and the conditions of academic facilities at the
local level.

Develop strategies for the highest-need neighborhoods,
where the most children lack access to performing public
schools, to have the greatest impact on the service gap.

East Side West Side Southwest Side
Finney (#3) Cerveny/ Chadsey (#2)
Grandmont (#1)

Mt. Olivet (#10) Vernor/
Evergreen (#5) Junction (#4)
Harmony
Village (#6)

Mackenzie (#7)
Greenfield (#8)

Brooks (#9)

* Through ongoing community engagement and
transparent decision-making, lay the groundwork for
an adaptive reuse strategy for former public school
buildings that is driven by communities’ needs at the
local level:

— Coordinate rightsizing and adaptive reuse with
community and neighborhood planning;

— Assess need for services and amenities that former
school buildings could house;

— Identify partners and strategies to repurpose
buildings that will increase quality of life for existing
residents as part of the process of rightsizing.

Coordinate strategic planning for K-12 public
education in Detroit within and across school
governing bodies.

Identify areas of policy and practice that can save costs
or otherwise provide mutual benefits as initial points of
collaboration across school governing bodies. Where
possible, codify and institutionalize collaboration.

Avoid redundancies and cross purposes by coordinating
school location decisions across governing bodies.

Collaborate within and across governing bodies to
replicate, expand, and diffuse best practices that have
emerged in performing schools and to intervene in
underperforming schools.

Integrate data across governing bodies. Ensure that
all public data is available in the same databases for
district and charter schools to allow for side-by-side
comparisons and comprehensive citywide research on
K-12 education.
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Base school improvement on transparent,
meaningful, and consistent performance indicators.

e Strengthen the school accountability system in

Michigan. Implement academically rigorous summative
ratings that allow for differentiated strategy and needs
assessments. Keep this system in place year over year to
allow for meaningful comparisons over time.

Intervene in all underperforming schools. Prioritize
consistently underperforming schools for potential
turnaround, reconstitution, or closure. Do not renew the
charters of underperforming charter schools.

Continue integrating national best practices and
performance-based standards for quality charter school
authorizing.

Efficiently allocate facilities resources so that real
estate portfolios are commensurate with student
enrollment.

* Secure public and/or philanthropic funding to conduct
a detailed review of all open and closed school buildings
currently in the portfolios of Detroit Public Schools
Community District or any charter operator. Develop
precise estimates for the future costs associated with
restoring or maintaining safe learning and working
environments in each school building.

* Create manageable enrollment and expansion strategies
for performing schools in underutilized buildings to
maximize the use of space and to increase access to high-
quality academic programs.

* Identify potential colocation partners in underutilized,
quality school buildings that house performing schools.
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APPENDIX A:

SUPPLY AND DEMAND BY NEIGHBORHOOD

ALL GRADES (K-12)

ELEMENTARY (GRADES K-5)

-~
= a ) a o
s > > 5 o
- . ° > (] = > (7] ° s
$ = Neighborhood s a < = = s = < = €0
© o Y ] a ) (] (]
z = £ = v < £ = v o N
2 8 @& 2 S a 2 S 5.1
© A g A 8 5
Cerveny / Grandmont 3,888 466 3,422 12% 1 2,145 143 2,002 7% 50%
2 Chadsey 3,709 697 3,012 19% 4 1,798 154 1,644 9% 55%
3 Finney 3,375 321 3,055 10% 2 1,945 87 1,858 4% 61%
'8 4 Vernor / Junction 3,406 496 2,910 15% 3 1,867 15 1,752 6% 60%
§ 5 Evergreen 2,956 342 2,614 12% 5 1,574 44 1,530 3% 50%
_'En 6 Harmony Village 2,833 371 2,462 13% 6 1,547 125 1,422 8% 58%
I 7 Mackenzie 2,901 467 2,435 16% 7 1,549 158 1,391 10% 57%
8 Greenfield 2,487 247 2,240 10% 8 1,343 64 1,279 5% 57%
9 Brooks 2,511 452 2,059 18% 10 1,365 165 1,200 12% 58%
10 Mt. Olivet 2,631 552 2,078 21% 9 1,484 210 1,274 14% 61%
n Denby 2,131 243 1,888 1% 16 1,038 54 984 5% 52%
12 Conner 2,167 413 1,754 19% 14 1,141 144 997 13% 57%
- 13 Rouge 2,138 382 1,755 18% 18 1,087 131 956 12% 54%
Q
§ 14 Bagley 1,953 218 1,734 1% 17 1,036 67 968 7% 56%
.gb 15 Burbank 2,124 254 1,870 12% 12 1,127 57 1,070 5% 57%
T 6 Kettering 1,986 325 1,660 16% 19 1,055 127 928 12% 56%
g 17 Lower Woodward 1,928 493 1,436 26% 27 818 172 645 21% 45%
18 Rosa Parks 2,175 526 1,649 24% 15 1,099 109 990 10% 60%
19 Rosedale 1,727 197 1,530 1% 20 930 43 887 5% 58%
20 Pembroke 1,668 195 1,473 12% 24 779 53 726 7% 49%
21 Durfee 1,888 416 1,471 22% 22 901 100 801 1% 54%
22 Springwells 2,525 700 1,825 28% n 1,381 230 1,151 17% 63%
23 Redford 1,781 204 1,577 1% 13 1,021 17 1,005 2% 64%
o
24 Lower East Central 1,875 451 1,424 24% 26 965 267 698 28% 49%
% 25 Davison 1,889 536 1,353 28% 25 860 154 706 18% 52%
-
g 26 Cody 1,513 226 1,287 15% 23 821 68 753 8% 58%
'8 27 Brightmoor 1,467 151 1,316 10% 21 854 36 818 4% 62%
= 28 Middle East Central 1,269 339 930 27% 36 547 141 406 26% 44%
29 Condon 1,255 245 1,010 20% 34 523 44 478 8% 47%
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MIDDLE (GRADES 6-8) HIGH SCHOOL (GRADES 9-12)
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ALL GRADES (K-12) ELEMENTARY (GRADES K-5)

Neighborhood

~
c
<
o
©
S
o
>
o

Service Gap
Service Level
Service Gap
Service Level
Percent of

Winterhalter ,032
Butzel

- Tireman

Q

é‘ Middle Woodward

3 Jeffries

o

=l Grant

=l

s Pershing

Airport
McNichols
Palmer Park

VAl Foch 691 149 542 22% 44 326 73 252 22% 47%
42 Chandler Park 711 142 569 20% 40 361 54 307 15% 54%
43 St. Jean 763 195 568 26% 39 406 84 322 21% 57%
44 East Riverside 599 119 480 20% 46 258 51 207 20% 43%
45 Boynton 587 198 389 34% 47 190 77 113 40% 29%
46 Jefferson | Mack 382 79 302 21% 48 143 32 1 22% 37%
47 West Riverfront 479 82 397 17% 43 278 25 253 9% 64%
48 Hubbard Richard 413 61 352 15% 45 243 21 222 9% 63%
49 Indian Village 304 53 251 17% 50 100 19 80 19% 32%
50 State Fair 293 87 206 30% 49 120 32 87 27% 42%
51 Central Business District 196 54 142 28% 52 56 22 34 39% 24%
52 Corktown 154 31 123 20% 51 63 7 56 1% 46%
53 Near East Riverfront 82 25 57 30% 53 42 17 25 40% 44%
54 Upper East Central 23 11 12 47% 54 11 4 7 37% 56%
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MIDDLE (GRADES 6-8)

a
«
O
)
2
2
@
(72}

Service Level

Percent of
K-12 Gap

HIGH SCHOOL (GRADES 9-12)

Service Gap

Service Level

Percent of
K—12 Gap

42 138 37 100 27% 18% 34 228 38 190 17% 35%
40 144 33 111 23% 20% VAl 206 56 151 27% 26%
39 198 64 134 32% 24% 46 160 48 12 30% 20%
43 124 31 93 25% 19% 36 217 37 180 17% 38%
51 96 66 30 69% 8% 30 301 55 247 18% 63%
45 73 21 52 28% 17% 42 166 27 139 16% 46%
48 69 32 37 46% 9% 47 131 25 106 19% 27%
46 70 21 49 29% 14% 50 101 20 81 20% 23%
44 81 15 66 18% 26% 48 124 19 105 15% 42%
49 56 22 34 39% 17% 49 18 33 85 28% 41%
50 45 12 33 28% 23% 51 95 20 75 21% 53%
52 31 1 20 34% 17% 52 60 13 47 22% 38%
53 20 4 16 20% 29% 53 19 4 15 19% 27%
54 6 2 59% 19% 54 7 4 3 53% 25%
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APPENDIX B: PROFILES OF
HIGHEST-NEED NEIGHBORHOODS

CERVENY GRANDMONT (Highest-Need Neighborhood #1)
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- Accountability Points Earned
MDE Accountability Rating School Type Service Gap (Ranked)
® Green O District: Neighborhood . High Need (1-10)
Lime <> District: Magnet/Selective . Mid-High Need (11 - 20)
Yellow A EAA . Moderate Need 5
@ Orange [] Charter oderate Need (21 - 30)
® Red . Mid-Low Need (31 - 40)
No Grade

Low Need (41 - 54)

GENERAL INFORMATION
Authorizer Operator Grade Span  Enrollment
1 Burns Elementary-Middle School EAA K-8 468
2 Coleman A. Young Elementary District: Neighborhood K-5 336
3 Communication and Media Arts High School District: Magnet/Selective 9-12 602
4 Cooke Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-6 259
5 David Ellis Academy Charter DPSCD Bardwell Group K-8 364
6 Detroit Achievement Academy Charter Grand Valley State University Self-managed K-3 94
7 Detroit Innovation Academy Charter Central Michigan University EQUITY Education K-8 341
8 Dossin Elementary-Middle School District: Neighborhood K-8 366
9 Edison Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-5 268
10 Foreign Language Immersion & Cultural Studies District: Magnet/Selective K-8 697
n John R. King Academic & Performing Arts Academy District: Neighborhood K-8 837
12 Lincoln-King Academy Charter Grand Valley State University Cornerstone Charter Schools K-8 577
13 Martin Luther King Jr. Education Center Academy Charter DPSCD Self-managed K-8 401
14 | Old Redford Academy - High Charter Central Michigan University Innovative Teaching Solutions | 9-12 728
15 Renaissance High School District: Magnet/Selective 9-12 1,154
16 Rutherford Winans Academy Charter DPSCD Solid Rock Management Co. K-s5 210
17 University YES Academy Charter Bay Mills Community College New Paradigm for Education K- 9N




Grade Span Neighborhood Rank (of 54)  Performing Schools ~ Demand Supply  Service Gap  Service Level % of Citywide Gap

Elementary (K-5) 1 3 2,145 143 2,002 7% 5%

Middle (6-8) 2 909 77 832 8% 6%

High School (9-12)

* Because some schools overlap grade spans, the number of performing schools does not sum.

78% 3%
22% 13% .

82%

Cerveny
Grandmont

Children eligible for free Children who speak Children who have changed Adults with a high Adults with at least a
or reduced-price meals English less than very well residence in the past year school diploma bachelor's degree

FACILITIES PERFORMANCE DEMOGRAPHICS NEIGHBORHOOD
Area (Sq. Ft.) Utilization Conditions Points Earned MDE Rating Poverty Level FRLP ELL SPED Black White =~ CONDITIONS
46,000 65% Worst 37% High Poverty 90% 0% 5% 100% 0% 0% Moderate
67,800 47% Better 42% High Poverty 76% 0% 13% 99% 0% 0% Stronger
79,450 79% Worse 81% Mid-High Poverty 63% 0% 3% 99% 0% 0% Strongest
45,184 62% Better 64% High Poverty 75% 0% 14% 99% 0% 0% Strongest
27,000 Worse 53% High Poverty 88% 0% 8% 100% 0% 0% Strongest
22,000 Worse 100% High Poverty 95% 0% 0% 98% 0% 1% Strongest
63% High Poverty 97% 0% n% 100% 0% 0% Stronger
48,808 75% Better 45% High Poverty 81% 0% 15% 99% 0% 0% Strongest
42,533 56% Better 33% High Poverty 79% o% 15% 99% o% o% Strongest
92,010 67% Better 79% Mid-Low Poverty 1% o% 4% 98% 1% o% Strongest
133,580 63% Better 43% High Poverty 79% 0% 18% 98% 1% 0% Stronger
86,900 Worse 81% High Poverty 94% 0% 9% 93% 1% 1% Strongest
30,180 Best 79% Mid-High Poverty | 72% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% Strongest
75,000 Better 76% High Poverty 88% 0% 9% 99% 0% 0% Moderate
295,523 99% Best 86% Mid-Low Poverty 42% 0% 1% 99% 1% 1% Strongest
67% Yellow High Poverty 92% 0% 0% 100% 0% 0% Stronger
74% Yellow Mid-High Poverty | 74% 0% 12% 100% 0% 0% Strongest

i This data point is Dynamo Metrics’ Neighborhood School Index, which accounts for the following factors: occupancy, parental involvement, housing

market, housing condition, violent crime, and vacant lots. Ratings are relative to other current and former sites of public schools in Detroit. 58



CHADSEY (Highest-Need Neighborhood #2)
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MDE Accountability Rating School Type Service Gap (Ranked)
® Green O District: Neighborhood . High Need (1-10)
Lime <> District: Magnet/Selective . Mid-High Need (11 - 20)
vellow £ EAA . Moderate Need (21 - 30)
@ Orange O Charter )
® Red . Mid-Low Need (31 - 40)
No Grade Low Need (41 - 54)

GENERAL INFORMATION

Authorizer Operator Grade Span  Enrollment

1 Academy of the Americas District: Magnet/Selective K-10 803
2 Bennett Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-5 443
3 Blanche Kelso Bruce Academy - West (Cecil Site) | Charter Wayne RESA 5-8 25

4 Cesar Chavez Academy Intermediate Charter Saginaw Valley State University Leona Group 35 434
5 Cesar Chavez High School Charter Saginaw Valley State University Leona Group 9-12 725
6 Cesar Chavez Middle School Charter Saginaw Valley State University Leona Group 6-8 585
7 Escuela Avancemos Charter DPSCD Sanga Consulting, Inc. K-5 274
8 Harms Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-5 410
9 Hope of Detroit Academy Charter Ferris State University Leona Group K-8 570
10 | Munger Elementary-Middle School District: Neighborhood K-8 839
1 Neinas Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-6 258
12 Priest Elementary-Middle School District: Neighborhood K-8 657
13 Roberto Clemente Academy District: Neighborhood K-5 718
14 Southwest Detroit Lighthouse Charter Academy | Charter Grand Valley State University EAS Schools K-7 426
15 Universal Academy Charter Oakland University Hamadeh Educational Services K-12 732
16 Voyageur Academy Charter Ferris State University American Promise Schools K-8 617
17 Voyageur Consortium High School Charter Ferris State University American Promise Schools 9-12 428




Grade Span Neighborhood Rank (of 54)  Performing Schools ~ Demand Supply  Service Gap  Service Level % of Citywide Gap

Elementary (K-5) 1 1,798 154 1,644 9% 5%

Middle (6-8) 2 943 257 685 27% 5%

High School (9-12)

* Because some schools overlap grade spans, the number of performing schools does not sum.

14% 78% : !
o
% 4 18% CIt)’WIe

13%

Chadsey

L —) L eee—— ) L —) L — L J
Children eligible for free Children who speak Children who have changed Adults with a high Adults with at least a
or reduced-price meals English less than very well residence in the past year school diploma bachelor's degree

FACILITIES PERFORMANCE DEMOGRAPHICS NEIGHBORHOOD
Area (Sq. Ft.) Utilization Conditions Points Earned MDE Rating Poverty Level FRLP ELL SPED Black White =~ CONDITIONS 3
97,929 78% Worst 60% Yellow Mid-Low Poverty 38% 86% | 10% 3% 95% 1% Stronger
67,144 64% Better 64% Yellow High Poverty 87% 70% | 7% 4% 85% 10% Strongest
30% High Poverty 100% 96% 4% 0% Stronger
39,500 Better 76% Yellow High Poverty 100% 80% | 13% 3% 92% 5% Strongest
40,000 Better 85% High Poverty 94% 51% 9% 5% 91% 4% Strongest
40,403 Best 84% High Poverty 97% 60% | 10% 2% 92% 5% Stronger
32,117 Worst 1% High Poverty 99% 72% 4% 6% 87% 7% Strongest
44,933 60% Better 74% Yellow High Poverty 94% 69% | 7% 5% 86% 7% Strongest
84% High Poverty 95% 72% 12% 7% 92% 1% Moderate
111,090 84% Best 63% Yellow Mid-High Poverty | 60% 65% | 10% 14% 73% 12% Stronger
52,771 52% Worse 63% High Poverty 87% 57% 22% 9% 76% 1% Strongest
117,502 57% Worse 73% Yellow Mid-High Poverty | 63% 62% | 1% 19% 60% 20% Stronger
86,000 83% Better 64% Yellow High Poverty 96% 67% | 10% 3% 88% 8% Stronger
78% Yellow High Poverty 82% 46% | 9% 31% 63% 6% Weaker
58,000 Best 69% Yellow High Poverty 100% 64% | 4% 2% 3% 94% Stronger
25,300 Worse 82% High Poverty 82% 2% 6% 70% 24% 6% Moderate
101,900 Best 81% High Poverty 91% 14% 86% 1% 3% Moderate

i This data point is Dynamo Metrics’ Neighborhood School Index, which accounts for the following factors: occupancy, parental involvement, housing

market, housing condition, violent crime, and vacant lots. Ratings are relative to other current and former sites of public schools in Detroit. 60



FINNEY (Highest-Need Neighborhood #3)
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® Green O District: Neighborhood . High Need (1-10)
Lime <> District: Magnet/Selective . Mid-High Need (11 - 20)
Yellow A EAA
. Moderate Need (21 - 30)
@ Orange O Charter
® Red . Mid-Low Need (31 - 40)
No Grade Low Need (41 - 54)
GENERAL INFORMATION
Authorizer Operator Grade Span  Enrollment
1 Carleton Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-5 307
2 Detroit Merit Charter Academy Charter Grand Valley State University National Heritage Academies K-8 737
3 East English Village Preparatory Academy District: Neighborhood 9-12 1,613
4 Eman Hamilton Academy Charter DPSCD Educational Partnerships, Inc. K-8 254
5 ).E. Clark Preparatory Academy District: Neighborhood K-8 661
6 Marquette Elementary-Middle School District: Neighborhood K-8 589
7 Marvin L. Winans Academy of Performing Arts Charter Saginaw Valley State University Solid Rock Management Co. K-5 437
8 Ronald Brown Academy District: Neighborhood K-6 629
9 Wayne Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-5 283
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Grade Span Neighborhood Rank (of 54)  Performing Schools = Demand  Supply  Service Gap  Service Level % of Citywide Gap

Elementary (K-5) 2 o 1,945 87 1,858 4% 5%

Middle (6-8) o 786 65 721 8% 5%

High School (9-12)

* Because some schools overlap grade spans, the number of performing schools does not sum.

78% 78% 3% 20% 15%

Citywide

84%

Finney

0%
Children eligible for free Children who speak Children who have changed Adults with a high Adults with at least a
or reduced-price meals English less than very well residence in the past year school diploma bachelor's degree

FACILITIES PERFORMANCE DEMOGRAPHICS NEIGHBORHOOD
Area (Sq. Ft.) Utilization Conditions Points Earned MDE Rating Poverty Level FRLP ELL SPED Black Latino  White CONDITIONS :
52,134 48% Worst 50% High Poverty 91% 13% 98% 0% 1% Strongest
46,462 Better 76% High Poverty 91% 9% 97% 0% 1% Weakest
221,000 15% Best 46% Mid-High Poverty 73% 25% 99% 0% 0% Stronger
51,373 Worst 42% High Poverty 89% 1% 100% 0% 0% Stronger
56,852 84% Worst 48% High Poverty 78% 15% 99% 0% 0% Stronger
92,618 48% Worse 29% High Poverty 81% 18% 99% 0% 1% Strongest
63% High Poverty 86% 100% 0% 0% Moderate
122,415 54% Better 48% High Poverty 76% 17% 99% 0% 0% Stronger
43,470 47% Worse 40% High Poverty 83% 20% 100% 0% 0% Stronger

+ This data point is Dynamo Metrics’ Neighborhood School Index, which accounts for the following factors: occupancy, parental involvement, housing

market, housing condition, violent crime, and vacant lots. Ratings are relative to other current and former sites of public schools in Detroit.
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VERNOR JUNCTION (Highest-Need Neighborhood #4)
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® Green O District: Neighborhood . High Need (1-10)
Lime <> District: Magnet/Selective . Mid-High Need (11 - 20)
vellow £ EAA . Moderate Need (21 - 30
@ Orange O Charter (21-30)
® Red . Mid-Low Need (31 - 40)
No Grade Low Need (41 - 54)

GENERAL INFORMATION

Authorizer Operator Grade Span  Enrollment
1 Academy of the Americas District: Magnet/Selective K-10 803
2 Bennett Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-5 443
3 Cesar Chavez Academy Intermediate Charter Saginaw Valley State University Leona Group 35 434
4 Cesar Chavez High School Charter Saginaw Valley State University Leona Group 9-12 725
5 Cesar Chavez Middle School Charter Saginaw Valley State University Leona Group 6-8 585
6 Clippert Academy District: Magnet/Selective 5-8 514
7 Earhart Elementary-Middle School District: Neighborhood K-8 670
8 Escuela Avancemos Charter DPSCD Sanga Consulting, Inc. K-5 274
9 Harms Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-5 410
10 Hope of Detroit Academy Charter Ferris State University Leona Group K-8 570
1 Maybury Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-5 338
12 Neinas Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-6 258
13 Phoenix Elementary-Middle School EAA K-9 196
14 Roberto Clemente Academy District: Neighborhood K-5 718
15 Southwest Detroit Lighthouse Charter Academy | Charter Grand Valley State University EAS Schools K-7 426
16 Voyageur Academy Charter Ferris State University American Promise Schools K-8 617
17 Voyageur Consortium High School Charter Ferris State University American Promise Schools 9-12 428
18 Western International High School District: Neighborhood 9-12 1,778

+ Closed after academic year 2015-16.



Grade Span Neighborhood Rank (of 54)  Performing Schools = Demand Supply  Service Gap  Service Level % of Citywide Gap

Elementary (K-5) 3

Middle (6-8) 4 616 185 431 30% 3%

High School (9-12)

* Because some schools overlap grade spans, the number of performing schools does not sum.

78% 80% 20%

Vernor
Junction

& Bz
o Citywide
18% 13%

L . L eee—— ) L — L —) L J
Children eligible for free Children who speak Children who have changed Adults with a high Adults with at least a
or reduced-price meals English less than very well residence in the past year school diploma bachelor's degree

FACILITIES PERFORMANCE DEMOGRAPHICS NEIGHBORHOOD
Area (Sq. Ft.) Utilization Conditions Points Earned MDE Rating Poverty Level FRLP ELL SPED Black Latino  White CONDITIONS 3
97,929 78% Worst 60% Yellow Mid-Low Poverty 38% 86% | 10% 3% 95% 1% Stronger
67,144 64% Better 64% Yellow High Poverty 87% 70% | 7% 4% 85% 10% Strongest
39,500 Better 76% Yellow High Poverty 100% 80% | 13% 3% 92% 5% Strongest
40,000 Better 85% High Poverty 94% 51% 9% 5% 1% 4% Strongest
40,403 Best 84% High Poverty 97% 60% | 10% 2% 92% 5% Stronger
46,194 82% Worse 83% High Poverty 89% 70% | 3% 3% 93% 4% Strongest
111,090 63% Best 81% Mid-High Poverty | 70% 53% 17% 21% 70% 9% Strongest
32,117 Worst 71% High Poverty 99% 72% | 4% 6% 87% 7% Strongest
44,933 60% Better 74% High Poverty 94% 69% | 7% 5% 86% 7% Strongest
84% High Poverty 95% 72% | 12% 7% 92% 1% Moderate
45,322 62% Worse 64% High Poverty 85% 69% | 9% 13% 81% 6% Strongest
52,771 52% Worse 63% High Poverty 87% 57% 22% 9% 76% 1% Strongest
22% 75% High Poverty 82% 71% | 9% 15% 60% 22% Stronger
86,000 83% Better 64% Yellow High Poverty 96% 67% | 10% 3% 88% 8% Stronger

78% Yellow High Poverty 82% 46% | 9% 31% 63% 6% Weaker
25,300 Worse 82% High Poverty 82% 2% 6% 70% 24% 6% Moderate I
101,900 Best 81% High Poverty 1% 14% 86% 1% 3% Moderate
299,630 75% Better 74% Mid-High Poverty | 54% 56% | 1% 21% 72% 6% Strongest

i+ This data point is Dynamo Metrics’ Neighborhood School Index, which accounts for the following factors: occupancy, parental involvement, housing
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market, housing condition, violent crime, and vacant lots. Ratings are relative to other current and former sites of public schools in Detroit.



EVERGREEN (Highest-Need Neighborhood #s)
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— P\ Accountability Points Earned
MDE Accountability Rating School Type Service Gap (Ranked)
® Green O District: Neighborhood . High Need (1-10)
Lime <> District: Magnet/Selective . Mid-High Need (11 - 20)
vellow £ EAA . Moderate Need (21 - 30
@ Orange O Charter (21-30)
® Red . Mid-Low Need (31 - 40)
No Grade

Low Need (41 - 54)

GENERAL INFORMATION

Authorizer Operator Grade Span  Enrollment
1 Charles Wright Academy District: Neighborhood K-4 473
2 Cooke Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-6 259
3 Cornerstone Health School Charter Grand Valley State University Cornerstone Charter Schools 9-12 426
4 Detroit Service Learning Academy Charter Lake Superior State University Self-managed K-8 923
5 Emerson Elementary-Middle School District: Neighborhood K-8 596
6 Ford High School EAA 9-12 435
7 Ludington Magnet Middle School District: Magnet/Selective 5-8 336
8 Madison-Carver Academy Charter Grand Valley State University Cornerstone Charter Schools K-8 507
9 Michigan Technical Academy Elementary Charter Central Michigan University K-4 493
10 Nataki Talibah Schoolhouse of Detroit Charter Central Michigan University K-8 142
n Old Redford Academy - Elementary Charter Central Michigan University Innovative Teaching Solutions K-5 718
12 Old Redford Academy - High Charter Central Michigan University Innovative Teaching Solutions 9-12 728
13 Old Redford Academy - Middle Charter Central Michigan University Innovative Teaching Solutions 6-8 369
14 Rutherford Winans Academy Charter DPSCD Solid Rock Management Company | K-5 210
15 Weston Preparatory Academy Charter Oakland University CS Partners K-8 312

1 Closed after academic year 2015-16.
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Grade Span Neighborhood Rank (of 54)  Performing Schools ~ Demand Supply  Service Gap  Service Level % of Citywide Gap

Elementary (K-5) 5 o 1,574 44 1,530 3% 4%

Middle (6-8) o 616 26 590 4% 4%

High School (9-12)

* Because some schools overlap grade spans, the number of performing schools does not sum.

78% 3%

14% Citywide

85%

0%
L e—— ) I — L e— ] L e— ] L J
Children eligible for free Children who speak Children who have changed Adults with a high Adults with at least a
or reduced-price meals English less than very well residence in the past year school diploma bachelor's degree

FACILITIES PERFORMANCE DEMOGRAPHICS NEIGHBORHOOD
Area (Sq. Ft.) Utilization Conditions Points Earned MDE Rating Poverty Level FRLP ELL SPED Black Latino  White CONDITIONS 3
94,991 64% Better 71% Yellow High Poverty 87% 15% 99% 0% 0% Strongest
45,184 62% Better 64% Yellow High Poverty 75% 14% 99% 0% 0% Strongest
52,721 Better 76% High Poverty 84% 10% 94% 1% 0% Strongest
87,575 Better 52% Mid-High Poverty | 73% 1% 99% o% o% Moderate
82,203 38% Worse 48% High Poverty 90% 12% 99% 0% 0% Strongest
150,000 23% Better 81% High Poverty 84% 18% 98% 0% 0% Strongest
95,591 30% Better 76% Mid-High Poverty | 70% 21% 98% 1% 1% Strongest
77,130 Better 62% High Poverty 86% 8% 93% 1% 0% Strongest
57% High Poverty 87% 7% 99% 0% 0% Strongest
73% Yellow High Poverty 100% 14% 100% 0% 0% Strongest
57,674 Better 63% Yellow High Poverty 1% 6% 99% 0% 0% Stronger
75,000 Better 76% Yellow High Poverty 88% 9% 99% 0% 0% Moderate
36,360 Best 76% Yellow High Poverty 88% n% 99% 0% 1% Stronger
67% Yellow High Poverty 92% 100% 0% 0% Stronger
32,000 Worse 76% Yellow High Poverty 77% 14% 97% 2% 1% Strongest

1 This data point is Dynamo Metrics’ Neighborhood School Index, which accounts for the following factors: occupancy, parental involvement, housing

market, housing condition, violent crime, and vacant lots. Ratings are relative to other current and former sites of public schools in Detroit.
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HARMONY VILLAGE (Highest-Need Neighborhood #6)
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Accountability Points Earned

MDE Accountability Rating School Type Service Gap (Ranked)

® Green O District: Neighborhood . High Need (1 - 10)
Lime <> District: Magnet/Selective . Mid-High Need (11 - 20)
Yellow A EAA . Moderate Need

© Orange [] Charter oderate Need (21 - 30)

® Red . Mid-Low Need (31 - 40)
No Grade

Low Need (41 - 54)

GENERAL INFORMATION

Authorizer Operator Grade Span  Enrollment

1 Bagley Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-6 347
2 Burns Elementary-Middle School EAA K-8 468
3 Coleman A. Young Elementary District: Neighborhood K-5 336
4 David Ellis Academy Charter DPSCD Bardwell Group K-8 364
5 Flagship Charter Academy Charter Central Michigan University National Heritage Academies K-8 716
6 Foreign Language Immersion & Cultural Studies District: Magnet/Selective K-8 697
7 John R. King Academic & Performing Arts Academy District: Neighborhood K-8 837
8 Joy Preparatory Academy Charter Ferris State University Leona Group 3-8 137
9 Lincoln-King Academy Charter Grand Valley State University Cornerstone Charter Schools K-8 577
10 Martin Luther King Jr. Education Center Academy Charter DPSCD Self-managed K-8 401
n Mary McLeod Bethune Elementary-Middle School EAA K-8 532
12 Mumford High School EAA 9-12 742
13 Noble Elementary-Middle School District: Neighborhood K-8 491
14 Palmer Park Preparatory Academy District: Neighborhood K-8 482
15 Paul Robeson, Malcolm X Academy District: Magnet/Selective K-8 370
16 Renaissance High School District: Magnet/Selective 9-12 1,154
17 Schulze Academy for Technology and Arts District: Neighborhood K-6 492
18 Thurgood Marshall Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-8 540
19 University YES Academy Charter Bay Mills Community College New Paradigm for Education K-11 9N




Grade Span Neighborhood Rank (of 54)  Performing Schools =~ Demand Supply  Service Gap  Service Level % of Citywide Gap

Elementary (K-5) 3 1,547 125 1,422 8% 4%

Middle (6-8) 3 618 58 560 9% 4%

High School (9-12)

* Because some schools overlap grade spans, the number of performing schools does not sum.

,8% _80% 3% 78%  79%
18%

Harmony
Village

13%

0%
Lo eeem— [ | L e L . L )
Children eligible for free Children who speak Children who have changed Adults with a high Adults with at least a
or reduced-price meals English less than very well residence in the past year school diploma bachelor's degree

FACILITIES PERFORMANCE DEMOGRAPHICS NEIGHBORHOOD
Area (Sq. Ft.) Utilization Conditions Points Earned MDE Rating Poverty Level FRLP ELL SPED Black Latino  White CONDITIONS ::
54,317 58% Worst 39% Mid-High Poverty 74% 14% 100% 0% 0% Strongest
46,000 65% Worst 37% High Poverty 90% 5% 100% 0% 0% Moderate
67,800 47% Better 42% High Poverty 76% 13% 99% 0% 0% Stronger
27,000 Worse 53% High Poverty 88% 8% 100% o% o% Strongest
43,951 Better 76% High Poverty 96% 9% 99% 0% 0% Moderate
92,010 67% Better 79% Mid-Low Poverty 421% 4% 98% 1% o% Strongest
133,580 63% Better 43% High Poverty 79% 18% 98% 1% 0% Stronger
100,000 Worse 78% High Poverty 78% 14% 99% 0% 1% Moderate
86,900 Worse 81% High Poverty 94% 9% 93% 1% 1% Strongest
30,180 Best 79% Mid-High Poverty 72% 100% 0% 0% Strongest
82,149 47% Worse 76% Yellow High Poverty 99% 6% 100% 0% 0% Moderate
148,400 49% Best 64% Yellow High Poverty 79% 13% 98% 0% 0% Strongest
143,605 48% Worst 52% High Poverty 82% 26% 98% 1% 0% Moderate
160,261 43% Worse 55% Mid-High Poverty 73% 19% 99% 0% 0% Strongest
48,500 49% Worse 74% Mid-High Poverty 70% 8% 99% 0% 0% Stronger
295,523 99% Best 86% Mid-Low Poverty 42% 1% 99% 1% 1% Strongest L
94,991 66% Best 43% Mid-High Poverty 74% 14% 98% 1% 1% Strongest
90,905 69% Worse 48% High Poverty 84% 26% 99% 0% 1% Moderate
74% Yellow Mid-High Poverty 74% 12% 100% 0% 0% Strongest

i+ This data point is Dynamo Metrics’ Neighborhood School Index, which accounts for the following factors: occupancy, parental involvement, housing 68

market, housing condition, violent crime, and vacant lots. Ratings are relative to other current and former sites of public schools in Detroit.



MACKENZIE (Highest-Need Neighborhood #7)
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Accountability Points Earned

MDE Accountability Rating School Type Service Gap (Ranked)
® Green O District: Neighborhood . High Need (1-10)

Lime <> District: Magnet/Selective . Mid-High Need (11 - 20)
°® (Y)erl::]\ge S f:?:rter . Moderate Need (21 - 30)
® Red . Mid-Low Need (31 - 40)

No Grade Low Need (41 - 54)

GENERAL INFORMATION
Authorizer Operator Grade Span  Enrollment

1 Burns Elementary-Middle School EAA K-8 468
2 Flagship Charter Academy Charter Central Michigan University National Heritage Academies K-8 716
3 Hope Academy Charter Eastern Michigan University BDFI Educational Services K-8 520
4 Mackenzie Elementary-Middle School District: Neighborhood K-8 1,045
5 Noble Elementary-Middle School District: Neighborhood K-8 491
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Grade Span Neighborhood Rank (of 54)  Performing Schools ~ Demand Supply  Service Gap  Service Level % of Citywide Gap

Elementary (K-5) o 1,549 158 1,391 10% 4%

Middle (6-8) o 74 91 623 13% 4%

High School (9-12)

* Because some schools overlap grade spans, the number of performing schools does not sum.

J8% _8O% 3% J8% _80%

Citywide

18%

13%

L e— L ee— L e— ] L e— ] L J
Children eligible for free Children who speak Children who have changed Adults with a high Adults with at least a
or reduced-price meals English less than very well residence in the past year school diploma bachelor's degree

FACILITIES PERFORMANCE DEMOGRAPHICS NEIGHBORHOOD
Area (Sq. Ft.) Utilization Conditions Points Earned MDE Rating Poverty Level FRLP ELL SPED Black Latino = White CONDITIONS 3
46,000 65% Worst 37% High Poverty 90% 5% 100% 0% 0% Moderate
43,951 Better 76% Yellow High Poverty 96% 9% 99% 0% 0% Moderate
166,000 Worse 67% Yellow High Poverty 77% 12% 100% 0% 0% Moderate
111,090 98% Best 4% High Poverty 78% 16% 98% o% 1% Stronger
143,605 48% Worst 52% High Poverty 82% 26% 98% 1% 0% Moderate

i This data point is Dynamo Metrics’ Neighborhood School Index, which accounts for the following factors: occupancy, parental involvement, housing

market, housing condition, violent crime, and vacant lots. Ratings are relative to other current and former sites of public schools in Detroit.
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GREENFIELD (Highest-Need Neighborhood #8)
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MDE Accountability Rating School Type Service Gap (Ranked)
® Green O District: Neighborhood . High Need (1-10)
Lime <> District: Magnet/Selective . Mid-High Need (11 - 20)
vellow £ EAA . Moderate Need (21 - 30
@ Orange O Charter (21-30)
® Red . Mid-Low Need (31 - 40)
No Grade Low Need (41 - 54)

GENERAL INFORMATION

Authorizer Operator Grade Span  Enrollment

1 Bow Elementary-Middle School District: Neighborhood K-8 520
2 Coleman A. Young Elementary District: Neighborhood K-s5 336
3 Cooke Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-6 259
4 David Ellis Academy Charter DPSCD Bardwell Group K-8 364
5 Detroit Achievement Academy Charter Grand Valley State University Self-managed K-3 94

6 Emerson Elementary-Middle School District: Neighborhood K-8 596
7 Foreign Language Immersion and Cultural Studies District: Magnet/Selective K-8 697
8 Jalen Rose Leadership Academy Charter Central Michigan University American Promise Schools 9-12 419
9 John R. King Academic and Performing Arts Academy District: Neighborhood K-8 837
10 Lincoln-King Academy Charter Grand Valley State University Cornerstone Charter Schools K-8 577
1 Martin Luther King Jr. Education Center Academy Charter DPSCD Self-managed K-8 401
12 Michigan Technical Academy Elementary Charter Central Michigan University Matchbook Learning K-4 493
13 Mumford High School EAA 9-12 742
14 Old Redford Academy - High Charter Central Michigan University Innovative Teaching Solutions 9-12 728
15 Renaissance High School District: Magnet/Selective 9-12 1,154
16 Rutherford Winans Academy Charter DPSCD Solid Rock Management Company | K-5 210
17 Schulze Academy for Technology and Arts District: Neighborhood K-6 492
18 University YES Academy Charter Bay Mills Community College New Paradigm for Education K-m 9N
19 Vernor Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-6 225




Grade Span Neighborhood Rank (of 54)  Performing Schools =~ Demand  Supply  Service Gap  Service Level % of Citywide Gap

Elementary (K-5) 3 1,343 64 1,279 5% 3%

Middle (6-8) 2 561 29 531 5% 4%

High School (9-12)

* Because some schools overlap grade spans, the number of performing schools does not sum.

78% 77% 3 %

21% 86% 13% 13%

Greenfield

L e— ] = — L e— ] L e— ] L J
Children eligible for free Children who speak Children who have changed Adults with a high Adults with at least a
or reduced-price meals English less than very well residence in the past year school diploma bachelor's degree

FACILITIES PERFORMANCE DEMOGRAPHICS NEIGHBORHOOD
Area (Sq. Ft.) Utilization Conditions Points Earned MDE Rating Poverty Level FRLP ELL SPED Black Latino  White CONDITIONS 3
59,100 65% Worse 52% High Poverty 75% 15% 98% 1% 0% Stronger
67,800 47% Better 42% High Poverty 76% 13% 99% 0% 0% Stronger
45,184 62% Better 64% High Poverty 75% 14% 99% 0% 0% Strongest
27,000 Worse 53% High Poverty 88% 8% 100% 0% 0% Strongest
22,000 Worse 100% High Poverty 95% 98% 0% 1% Strongest
82,203 38% Worse 48% High Poverty 90% 12% 99% 0% 0% Strongest
92,010 67% Better 79% Mid-Low Poverty 1% 4% 98% 1% 0% Strongest
38,000 Better 76% High Poverty 87% 15% 100% 0% 0% Strongest
133,580 63% Better 43% High Poverty 79% 18% 98% 1% 0% Stronger
86,900 Worse 81% High Poverty 94% 9% 93% 1% 1% Strongest
30,180 Best 79% Mid-High Poverty | 72% 100% 0% 0% Strongest
57% High Poverty 87% 7% 99% 0% 0% Strongest
148,400 49% Best 64% Yellow High Poverty 79% 13% 98% 0% 0% Strongest
75,000 Better 76% Yellow High Poverty 88% 9% 99% 0% 0% Moderate
295,523 99% Best 86% Mid-Low Poverty 42% 1% 99% 1% 1% Strongest
67% High Poverty 92% 100% o% o% Stronger
94,991 66% Best 43% Mid-High Poverty | 74% 14% 98% 1% 1% Strongest
74% Yellow Mid-High Poverty | 74% 12% 100% 0% 0% Strongest
44,608 53% Worse 67% Yellow Mid-High Poverty | 72% 8% 99% 0% 0% Strongest

+ This data point is Dynamo Metrics’ Neighborhood School Index, which accounts for the following factors: occupancy, parental involvement, housing

market, housing condition, violent crime, and vacant lots. Ratings are relative to other current and former sites of public schools in Detroit.



BROOKS (Highest-Need Neighborhood #q)
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Accountability Points Earned
MDE Accountability Rating School Type Service Gap (Ranked)
® Green O District: Neighborhood . High Need (1-10)
Lime <> District: Magnet/Selective . Mid-High Need (11 - 20)
Yellow A EAA . Moderate Need
© Orange [] Charter oderate Need (21 - 30)
® Red . Mid-Low Need (31 - 40)
No Grade Low Need (41 - 54)

GENERAL INFORMATION

Authorizer Operator Grade Span  Enrollment
1 Burns Elementary-Middle School EAA K-8 468
2 Carver Elementary-Middle School District: Neighborhood K-8 324
3 Cody Academy of Public Leadership District: Neighborhood 9-12 315
4 Detroit Innovation Academy Charter Central Michigan University EQUITY Education K-8 341
5 Detroit Institute of Technology at Cody District: Neighborhood 9-12 269
6 Detroit Premier Academy Charter Grand Valley State University National Heritage Academies K-8 725
7 Dossin Elementary-Middle School District: Neighborhood K-8 366
8 Gardner Elementary School District: Neighborhood K-5 228
9 Henderson Academy District: Neighborhood K-8 695
10 Medicine and Community Health Academy at Cody District: Neighborhood 9-12 407
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Service Level % of Citywide Gap

Grade Span Neighborhood Rank (of 54)  Performing Schools Demand Supply  Service Gap

Elementary (K-5)

Middle (6-8) 1 578 93 485 16% 3%

High School (9-12)

* Because some schools overlap grade spans, the number of performing schools does not sum.

3% 3% 78%  78% e
88% 18%

Brooks

13%

L N | L _J L e— ] L —) — - -
Children eligible for free Children who speak Children who have changed Adults with a high Adults with at least a
or reduced-price meals English less than very well residence in the past year school diploma bachelor's degree

FACILITIES PERFORMANCE DEMOGRAPHICS NEIGHBORHOOD
Area (Sq. Ft.) Utilization Conditions Points Earned MDE Rating Poverty Level FRLP ELL SPED Black Latino  White CONDITIONS 3
46,000 65% Worst 37% High Poverty 90% 5% 100% 0% 0% Moderate
67,102 49% Better 42% High Poverty 80% 6% n% 88% 5% 6% Stronger
286,752 15% Worst 52% High Poverty 77% 29% 99% o% 1% Stronger
63% High Poverty 97% 1% 100% 0% 0% Stronger
13% 57% Mid-High Poverty | 66% 45% 97% 1% 1% Stronger
53,278 Worse 1% High Poverty 95% 9% 96% 2% 1% Stronger
48,808 75% Better 45% High Poverty 81% 15% 99% 0% 0% Strongest
92,178 57% Worst 60% High Poverty 78% 28% 8% 61% 2% 37% Stronger
109,000 69% Worst 36% High Poverty 84% 17% 96% 1% 2% Moderate
19% 73% Yellow Mid-High Poverty | 74% 29% 97% 1% 2% Stronger

i This data point is Dynamo Metrics’ Neighborhood School Index, which accounts for the following factors: occupancy, parental involvement, housing

market, housing condition, violent crime, and vacant lots. Ratings are relative to other current and former sites of public schools in Detroit.
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MT. OLIVET (Highest-Need Neighborhood #10)
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- 2 o
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E
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Grinnell St ' Accountability Points Earned
A
MDE Accountability Rating School Type Service Gap (Ranked)
® Green O District: Neighborhood . High Need (1 - 10)
Lime <> District: Magnet/Selective . Mid-High Need (11 - 20)
Yellow A EAA . Moderate Need
© Orange [] Charter oderate Need (21 - 30)
® Red . Mid-Low Need (31 - 40)
No Grade Low Need (41 - 54)

GENERAL INFORMATION

Authorizer Operator Grade Span  Enrollment
1 Brenda Scott Academy for Theatre Arts EAA K-8 835
2 Dove Academy of Detroit Charter Oakland University Choice Schools Associates K-8 440
3 Fisher Magnet Lower Academy District: Magnet/Selective K-4 586
4 Fisher Magnet Upper Academy District: Magnet/Selective 5-8 456
5 Law Elementary School EAA K-8 585
6 Osborn Academy of Mathematics District: Neighborhood 9-12 266
7 Osborn College Preparatory Academy District: Neighborhood 9-12 200
8 Osborn Evergreen Academy Of Design District: Neighborhood 9-12 327
& Alternative Energy
9 Pulaski Elementary-Middle School District: Neighborhood K-8 456
10 Trix Performance Academy Charter Education Achievement Authority of Michigan Performance Academies K-8 397
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Grade Span Neighborhood Rank (of 54)  Performing Schools ~ Demand Supply  Service Gap  Service Level % of Citywide Gap

Elementary (K-5) 9 1 1,484 210 1,274 14% 3%

Middle (6-8) 7 1 720 182 538 25% 4%

High School (9-12) 27
9

* Because some schools overlap grade spans, the number of performing schools does not sum.

80%

78% 3% 78%
18%

Citywide

B

74%

Mt. Olivet

L e—— ) L s ) L e— ] L —) L J
Children eligible for free Children who speak Children who have changed Adults with a high Adults with at least a
or reduced-price meals English less than very well residence in the past year school diploma bachelor's degree

FACILITIES PERFORMANCE DEMOGRAPHICS NEIGHBORHOOD
Area (Sq. Ft.) Utilization Conditions Points Earned MDE Rating Poverty Level FRLP ELL SPED Black Latino = White CONDITIONS 3
147,620 76% Better 48% High Poverty 83% 2% 5% 97% 0% 0% Moderate
49,000 Worse 84% High Poverty 98% 9% 97% o% 2% Stronger
95,098 54% Best 121% High Poverty 99% 14% 99% 0% 0% Moderate
147,620 53% Best 41% High Poverty 87% 26% 98% o% o% Moderate
125,995 48% Better 43% High Poverty 89% 1% 99% o% o% Stronger
201,884 52% Worst 52% High Poverty 80% 24% 98% 0% 0% Moderate
201,884 52% Worst 38% High Poverty 77% 22% 99% 0% 0% Moderate
201,884 52% Worst 24% High Poverty 78% 37% 97% 1% 0% Moderate
60,966 48% Worse 52% High Poverty 95% 12% 97% 0% 1% Stronger
62% Yellow High Poverty 79% 13% 97% 0% 0% Strongest

+ This data point is Dynamo Metrics’ Neighborhood School Index, which accounts for the following factors: occupancy, parental involvement, housing

market, housing condition, violent crime, and vacant lots. Ratings are relative to other current and former sites of public schools in Detroit.
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APPENDIX C: COMMUTE PATTERNS IN DETROIT
PUBLIC SCHOOLS COMMUNITY DISTRICT

Map 11: Accountability Rating of DPSCD Schools Attended (Grades K-12)
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Four schools that closed following academic year 2015-16 are included on this map: Allen Academy,
Experiencia Preparatory Academy, Nataki Talibah Schoolhouse, and Phoenix Elementary-Middle School.
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Map 12: Accountability Rating of DPSCD Elementary Schools Attended (Grades K-5)
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Detroit Public Schools Community District (DPSCD) schools only.
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Map 13: Accountability Rating of DPSCD Middle Schools Attended (Grades 6-8)
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Map 14: Accountability Rating of DPSCD High Schools Attended (Grades 9-12)
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Map 15: DPSCD Student Travel Distance to School (Grades K-12)
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Map 16: DPSCD Student Travel Distance to Elementary Schools (Grades K-5)
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Map 17: Student Travel Distance to Middle Schools (Grades 6-8)

Mt. Olivet

.. Pembroke “ ‘
Greenfield . “
@ Burbank

Redford .‘ Bagley ‘
.‘ Evergreen

Palmer Park i
; Conner \‘ Denby Finney
Rosedale Cerveny / ‘. '
R Grandmont " Chandief Park

McNichols

Harmony Village
Middle St dzm

Woodward \‘
Kettering

e

ora,
“ Winterhalter

94, Middle East
( Cody Brooks ; Rooa ‘ Central
P.‘ Mackenzie P ‘

‘ Woodward

e Central

Chadsey Condon

Service Gap (Ranked) Student Commute Distance

Pembroke Pershing | Grant / Mt_Olivet /Burbank

. High Need (1 - 10) Less Than 1 Mile Paimer |\ gaig M08
Evergreen Greenfield Bagl Park Fair -
- 1-3 Miles Redford o peney
. Mid-High Need (11 - 20) Davison Conner
® 3-7Miles Rosedale ”\a,"lfl‘;‘;’;y McNicho Arport Finney
. Moderate Need (21 - 30) ° 0 LCerveny Ghander
- 12 Miles Park
B Mid-Low Need (31 - 40) ’ o putee : e
31- 4 @ Greater Than 12 Miles onae . 8t tering Mack

Mackenzie Winterhalter Foch

East
Riverside

Low Need (41 - 54)

. . Tireman - thg:ard Vower
n Master Plan Students in Neighborhood seiis /o
Neighborhoods Condon Central e
1,200 Chadsey <, Business ast
Park Rivertont
600 Springwells ,Vemor\Richard
X Junction
River 200

Detroit Public Schools Community District (DPSCD) schools only.

83



Map

18: Student Travel Distance to High Schools (Grades 9-12)
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APPENDIX D: ALIGNING EDUCATIONAL OPTIONS
FROM BIRTH THROUGH TWELFTH GRADE

Map 18: Service Gap, Early Care and Education (Ages o-5)
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Map 19: Service Gap, K-12 Education
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Table 8: Service Gap Comparison, Early Care and Education and K-12 Education

Neighborhood ECE Service Gap K-12 Service Gap

Ageso-2 Ages3-5  Overall Overall Elementary Middle High School
(Ages 0-5) (Grades K-12) (Grades K-5) (Grades 6-8) (Grades 9-12)

Cerveny / Grandmont 565 908 3,422 2,002 832

Finney 582 966 3,055 1,858 721

Chadsey 897 1,678 3,012 1,644 685

Vernor / Junction 1,067 2,910 1,752

Evergreen 815 2,614 1,530

Harmony Village 2,462 1,422

Mackenzie 2,435 1,391

Greenfield 2,240 1,279

Brooks 2,059 1,200

Mt. Olivet 2,078 1,274

Conner 1,754 997
Burbank 1,870

Denby 1,888 984

Bagley 1,734 968

Rouge 1,755 956

Rosa Parks 1,649 990

Springwells 1,825

Kettering 1,660 928

Redford Ly

Rosedale 1,530 887

Durfee 1,471 801

Lower Woodward 1,436 645

Pembroke 1,473 726

Brightmoor 1,316 818

Cody 1,287 753

Davison 1,353 706

Lower East Central 1,424 698

Tireman 619

Winterhalter

Condon

Jeffries

Nolan

Middle East Central

Grant

Middle Woodward

Butzel

Airport

Palmer Park

Pershing

McNichols

Chandler Park

St. Jean

Foch

East Riverside

West Riverfront

Boynton

Hubbard Richard

Jefferson / Mack 73 -5 68 302 m 52 139
Indian Village 1 -29 -28 251 80 66 105
State Fair 206 87 34 85
Central Business District -35 -172 -207 142 34 33 75
Corktown 3 71 74 123 56 20 47

Near East Riverfront 8 -31 -23 57 25 16 15

Upper East Central -33 -138 A7 12 7 2 3




APPENDIX E: DATA AND METHODS

METHODOLOGY

School Classifications.

The unit of analysis for the needs assessment at the

core of this study is the school - not the individual
student. The methodology uses school-level data to

make determinations about educational access at the
neighborhood and city levels. In 2015-16, many types of
free public schools served students in Detroit. This study
categorizes schools along three dimensions: governance,
service area or authorizer, and programming.

Below is the terminology used to describe the first level of
categorization, schools’ governance:

o Traditional district schools are governed by the city’s
traditional local educational agency (LEA), Detroit
Public Schools Community District (DPSCD).
DPSCD assumed the educational responsibilities of
Detroit Public Schools (DPS), a separate legal entity
that is now responsible exclusively for retiring schools’
accumulated debt, in July 2016.% In common parlance,
“DPS” often refers to DPSCD. DPS oversaw K-12
operations through the academic year that this study
analyzes. For clarity and to align with contemporary
terminology, this report refers to Detroit’s traditional
LEA as DPSCD.

o The Education Achievement Authority (EAA) of
Michigan was a statewide turnaround district that in
2011 assumed managerial responsibility over some of
the state’s lowest-performing public schools, including
fifteen in Detroit.” EAA disbanded after the 2016-17
academic year and delegated governance of the Detroit
schools formerly under its jurisdiction to DPSCD.**

o Charter schools, officially “public school academies”
in Michigan, are publicly funded, free schools.® An
independent operator manages charter schools under
the terms of a contract (charter) with a public or
nonprofit authorizer, which has the power to open,
regulate, and close charter schools. Charter schools
enjoy substantial flexibility and autonomy in exchange
for high levels of academic performance. (Effective
authorizing is crucial to ensuring this balance).”

In academic year 2015-16, DPSCD, EAA, Wayne
Regional Educational Service Agency (Wayne RESA),
and nine public postsecondary schools authorized
K-12 charter schools in Detroit. Per 2016 regulations,
however, only three authorizers — Grand Valley

State University, Saginaw Valley State University,

and Central Michigan University — are legally able

to charter new schools as of the publication of this
report.”

e Schools of choice in Michigan are public schools that
are open to students from outside of the geographical
boundaries of the LEA that governs them.” Thousands
of children who live in Detroit attend traditional
district and charter schools of choice throughout
Wayne, Oakland, and Macomb Counties.”

Schools are then further categorized based on one of two
criteria:

o  Enrollment criteria are used to categorize traditional
district schools. Neighborhood schools are open to
students within a geographically defined attendance
boundary. Magnet or selective schools are open to students
across the city and/or by examination; they do not have
a geographically defined attendance boundary. Special
program schools enroll particular subgroups of students.
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o Authorizing institutions are used to describe charter
schools, which do not have attendance boundaries or
entrance examinations.

Finally, schools are categorized based on the
programming that they offer. Only general education
schools with full enrollment and performance data were
integrated into the needs assessment.

»  General education schools are those that do not
focus primarily on vocational, special, or alternative
education.” They primarily offer traditional curricula,
even though many provide targeted support for
particular student subgroups. Magnet and selective
schools are considered general education schools for
the purposes of this analysis, even though many have
specialized curricular themes.”

o A special education school “focuses primarily on
special education—including instruction for students
with any of the following conditions: autism, deaf-
blindness, developmental delay, hearing impairment,
mental retardation, multiple disabilities, orthopedic
impairment, serious emotional disturbance, specific
learning disability, speech or language impairment,
traumatic brain injury, visual impairment, and
other health impairments” and “adapts curriculum,
materials, or instruction for students served.”’®

e A vocational school “focuses primarily on providing
formal preparation for semiskilled, skilled, technical, or
professional occupations for high school-age students
who have opted to develop or expand their employment
opportunities, often in lieu of preparing for college entry.”

e An alternative school “(1) addresses needs of students
that typically cannot be met in a regular school, (2)
provides nontraditional education, (3) serves as an
adjunct to a regular school, or (4) falls outside the
categories of regular, special education, or vocational
education.””®

Needs Assessment.

At its core, this study is a supply-and-demand needs
assessment. The methodology calculates the number

of seats available in performing public schools in

a neighborhood and compares it to the number of
children living there who are participating in the public
school system. School performance is constitutive of
the determinations that the needs assessment makes.
Fundamentally, however, the report is about communities’
access to performing schools in the aggregate, not about
individual schools.

The base geographical unit for the needs assessment is
the neighborhood. To convey meaningful information
to decision-makers and stakeholders in K-12 education,
the geographies into which the needs assessment divides
the city need to balance several competing criteria. The
neighborhoods must be small enough to be the foci of
locally-calibrated school improvement efforts but large
enough to constitute a significant portion of the K-12
ecosystem. At the same time, the neighborhoods should
resonate with geographies that city planners, education
leaders, and community organizations already recognize
and integrate into their strategic initiatives.

IFF’s needs assessment for early care and education (ECE)

in Detroit, published in 2015,” balanced these demands

by using the names and boundaries of the fifty-four
neighborhoods that the Detroit City Council adopted in 2009
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as part of the city’s Master Plan of Policies.** Conversations
with stakeholders, including this report’s Advisory
Committee, confirmed that the Master Plan neighborhoods
would be appropriate boundaries for Rethink, Reset,
Rebuild. The geographic consistency between this report
and IFF’s ECE needs assessment has the added benefit of
facilitating alignment between ECE and K-12 planning and
programming in Detroit (see Appendix D).

In the needs assessment, demand is enrollment in

general education schools located in Detroit in academic
year 2015-16. Supply is an estimate of the capacity of
performing schools, i.e. schools rated Green or Lime by
the Michigan Department of Education, located in Detroit
in the same year. For traditional district schools, capacity
is the average of schools’ enrollment from academic years
2011-12 through 2015-16; for charter schools and EAA
schools, capacity is the maximum of schools’ enrollment
over those years.

The spatial distribution of demand and supply into
neighborhoods and attendance boundaries is proportional
to school-age population. For traditional district schools
and EAA schools with an assigned attendance boundary;,
each school’s enrollment is distributed spatially throughout
the boundary. For magnet schools and others that accept
students from all of Detroit, enrollment is distributed
throughout the city. For charter elementary and middle
schools, one half of the school’s demand or supply is
distributed within a 1.78-mile radius, and the remaining
half in a radius of 1.82 miles beyond the inner radius.

For charter high schools, one half of the school’s demand
or supply is distributed within a 2.3-mile radius, and the
remaining half in a radius of 3.2 miles beyond the inner
radius. These radii are based on the results of a national
survey of commute patterns.®

Once supply and demand are calculated, the service gap
and service level are computed at the neighborhood level
for individual grade spans: elementary (grades K-5),
middle (grades 6-8), and high school (grades 9-12). The
service gap is the difference between supply and demand;
the service level is the quotient of supply over demand.
The former represents the number of students who cannot
access a seat in a performing school; the latter represents
the proportion of students who can access a seat in a
performing school. Neighborhoods are ranked by their
service gap within each grade span. A composite ranking
is then created from the average of each neighborhood’s
elementary, middle, and high school rankings. The ten
neighborhoods with the highest composite ranks are
identified as Detroit’s highest-need neighborhoods.

Facilities Assessment.

IFF’s third-party partner, Recon Management, surveyed
most of the school buildings in or within one mile of

the highest-need neighborhoods in 2017. Usually with
assistance from a school building’s engineer or another
employee familiar with facilities systems and components,
Recon used a facilities survey that IFF Research developed
in consultation with IFF’s Real Estate Services department.

The survey evaluated the following elements: known
environmental concerns; signs of water damage;
foundation material and condition; exterior walls
material and condition; roof material and condition;
weatherproofing and condition of exterior doors

and windows; glazing type; fire alarm and sprinkler
systems; age and condition of heating, ventilation, and
air conditioning components; water heather type and
condition; condition of plumbing fixtures; conditions
of restrooms; condition of electrical systems and wiring
type; materials and conditions of interior floors, walls,
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Table 9: Building Component Rating System

Description Percent of
Replacement
Cost
Pristine New or like new. Requires 0%
only standard/routine
maintenance.
Good Not new but fully functional. 10%
Requires routine maintenance
and may need minor repairs.
Borderline Serviceable but needs repairs 50%

and/or has significant
deferred maintenance/
monitoring.

Unsustainable Reached expected life. 90%
Requires substantial repairs or
continuous maintenance/

monitoring.

Critical Surpassed useful life. 100%

Immediate safety condition.

roofing structure, doors, millwork, flooring, and paint; and
condition of elements for students with disabilities.

Recon rated building systems or components on a scale,
with each rating corresponding to an estimated proportion
of the cost of replacing the system or component in full
(see Table 9 above).

IFF relied upon two scales to aggregate ratings into a
summative score for each building. The first was the
average costs per square foot of new construction activity
for public school buildings across Indiana, Ohio, and
Michigan: $199.08 for elementary schools, $246.43 for
middle schools, and $318.21 for high schools.*” Based on
enrollment ratios across the corresponding grade spans
(K-5, 6-8, and 9-12, respectively), a school was assigned an
estimated cost per square foot. For example, if a school’s
enrollment was half elementary schoolers and half middle

Chart 15: Building Cost Components
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& Cover
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& Power
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schoolers, its estimated cost per square foot would be
$222.76. The building’s estimated cost per square foot
was multiplied by the area of the building (in square feet)
to arrive at a rough estimate of the cost of constructing a
school building of its size and type in 2017.

The second scale is the average distribution of construction
costs across various building components, based on a
national survey of elementary and secondary school
building construction.®’ Those ratios are detailed in Chart
15. They do not include heating, ventilation, and air
conditioning, which are included as a separate per-square-
foot cost.®* The estimated percent of replacement costs for
each component are multiplied by their proportion of the
overall cost. The resulting product is then multiplied by
the overall estimated cost for the building to arrive at an
estimated cost for each component.
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All components’ estimated costs are summed to arrive at
an estimated total cost for each building. Overall estimated
costs are divided by their square footage and normalized
based on their per-square-foot cost to allow for one-to-one
comparisons between dissimilar buildings. Each school is
assigned a z-score based on its normalized score. Schools
with a z-score score greater than one (i.e. the highest
estimated costs) received a rating of Worst; schools with a
z-score between zero and one received a rating of Worse;
schools with a z-score between zero and negative one
received a rating of Better; and schools with a z-score less
than negative one received a rating of Best.

Statistical Tests.
All statistical tests were conducted with a significance level
of five percent (a = .05).

Commute Analysis.

Analyses of student commute within Detroit Public
Schools Community District (DPSCD) utilize anonymized
student address data that DPSCD provided to IFE To
estimate students’ travel distance to school, an origin-
destination (OD) cost matrix was developed to identify
the most efficient pathway from students” address to their
school based on factors such as road width and speed
limit.

DATA

Data Sources.

City of Detroit Department of Planning and
Development

Shapefiles (neighborhoods, roads, parks, etc.)

Detroit Public Schools Community District
Anonymized Student Address Data

Attendance Boundary Shapefiles
Comprehensive Annual Financial Report (2016)

Dynamo Metrics
Neighborhood School Index

Esri
2015 Population Estimates

Michigan Department of Education / Center for
Educational Performance and Information
Accountability Scorecard

Educational Entity Master

Student Counts

Student Assessment

National Center for Education Statistics Common Core
of Data

Public School Directory

Public School Membership

U.S. Census Bureau
American Community Survey 2015 Five-Year Estimates
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