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AN ALTERNATIVE MODEL FOR SCHOOL DISTRICT
ORGANIZATION iN MICHIGAN

William M. Johanns, Ed.D.
Western Michigan University, 1989

School districts should be organized in an efficient manner while also
being equitable to all. Reorganization of school districts could help meet
these criteria. At present Michigan has 529 school districts varying in size
from 75 to 200,000 students. Due to the large variation in number of
students in districts, it is very difficult to achieve equity. During the period
1940 to 1964, progress toward equity occurred when school district
reorganizations dropped the number of districts from 6,239 to 545. But
since that time few reorganizations have taken place; consequently,
Michigan residents continue to bear a high cost in efficiency and
effectiveness.

The purpose of this study is to reorganize Michigan school districts
into a reasonable and organized model. Reorganizing school districts
would make districts more efficient due to reductions in administrative
staff, better utilization of buildings and staff, increased savings by
purchasing in bulk and combined transportation.

The method used for the study was to gather data about school
district buildings, school district population, and school district

administrative makeup. This data was gathered from publications
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produced by and for the Michigan State Department of Education. This
data was used to produce the proposed county school district model. It
was also used to produce a five-year projected county school district
model.

This study found that school districts in the State of Michigan could
be reduced to 83 from the present 529. This model also reduces the
number of administrators across the state by 1,549. It also reduces the
number of buildings needed across the state by 484.

Recommendations for further study include studies conducted on
four individual counties in the state. This study would be done on location
and with local personnel. It would include a mock reorganization of
existing school districts into a county system and would precede the actual
statewide enactment of county systems. Another recommendation is to
study how effective school districts are when their pogulation exceeds
80,000. A final recommendation is to study possible incentives that could

be provided by the legislature to encourage school district reorganization.
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CHAPTER I

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Introduction

There are 529 school districts in Michigan with enrollments ranging
between 75 and 200,000. Little or nothing is being done to address the
lack of resources and school district size. In the last five years only two
school districts (Battle Creek Public and Springfield Public Schools) have
reorganized to form a larger school district.

Michigan’s former State Superintendent of Schools, Phillip Runkel,
stated that school district reorganization needs to take place in Michigan
(Education USA, 1985). In an interview with Booth Newspapers, 1987,
Runkel said that Michigan should change to a county-based school system.

Gerald Faverman, Chairman of the Board of Public Sector
Consultants, Inc., Lansing, Michigan (1988), stated that Michigan had too
many school districts which results in wasted resources. Faverman thinks
the answer is to reduce the number of school districts from 529 to 100.

A report by The Michigan Department of Public Instruction (1989)
stated that of the 503 responding Michigan districts, 47 percent failed to

meet state high school graduation requirements.
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In addition, surveys conducted in 1983, 1984, and 1985 of randomly
selected Michigan residents indicate that a majority support school district
reorganization (Michigan Department of Public Instruction; 1983, 1984,
1985). Further support for school district reorganization is presented in a
1986 study which indicates that 63 percent of all poiled Michigan School
Superintendents favored reorganization (McMahon, 1986).

With the previous statements in mind, why has there been so little
effort by anyone in Michigan, including the State Board of Education, to
reorganize schools in Michigan? There are generally two major reasons for
this reluctance: first, the political hotcake involved with this issue, and
second, the lack of any type of alternative to the present organization.
The political implications will have to be dealt with when the process is
initiated and it will take many courageous people to see it through. The
second reason for reluctance is addressed in this document with the
presentation of an alternative to the present organizational scheme.

There are many reasons to explore school district reorganization in
light of the large variance in enrollment between Michigan school districts.
A very important reason is equal educational opportunity, which is defined
as attained when there is roughly equal opportunity for different
segments of the population to compete for the benefits of the educational
system (Tesconi & Hurwitz, Jr., 1974). This means that students shall have
equal access to programs, curriculum, materials, instructors, and service.
Another reason is the inability of school districts with small student
enrollments to offer adequate educational programs (Conant, 1967). An

additional reason according to Harrow and Drizeban (1972) was found in
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their reorganization studies in Florida that smaller school districts have
greater administrative costs.

In addition, due to the current trend of decreasing student
population, many buildings are being operated at less than capacity. This
may put a financial burden on the district particularly in light of the higher
cost of energy experienced in the last few years and the increasing lack of

funds for districts.
Objectives

The purpose of this study is to develop an alternative model for the
organization of Michigan school districts. This model will utilize existing
county lines as the new school district boundaries. The end result will be
eighty-three school districts, not including Detroit City Schools. Detroit
City Schools are not included in the county because of its already very large
student population.

The data used to develop this model are the following: school
district population, high school population of the district, junior high
school population of the district, elementary school population of the
district, number of school buildings in the district, number of
administrators in the district, State Equalized Valuation (SEV) for the
district, and SEV per student for the district (Michigan Education Directory,
1986; Michigan Department of Education Bulletin 1014, 1986).

A five-year projected model will also be included and will be derived

from population trends within the last five years.
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Limitations of the Study

Current and projected non-public school enroliments are not
included. The study is confined to public school districts, their boundaries
and enroliments.

Grade configurations are based on high school (grades 9-12), junior
high school (grades 7-8), and elementary school (grades K-6) despite the
current existence in some parts of the state of middle schools with grade

configurations of 6-7-8 or 5-6-7-8.
Definition of Terms

School District—-A public school administrative unit in Michigan which
offers thirteen years of education from Kindergarten through twelfth
grade.

Reorganization or Consolidation--the combining of two or more
school districts into a single large administrative unit.

High School--an administrative unit of the district containing grades
9 through 12.

Junior High School--an administrative unit of the district containing
grades7 and 8.

Elementary Schooi--an administrative unit of the district containing

grades K through 6.
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CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE

Introduction

Chapter I introduced the research problem and objectives for this
document. This chapter will review the existing knowledge which is

pertinent to this subject. The following aspects will be addressed:

1. Studies related to the history of school consolidation in the
United States.

2. Studies related to the history of school consolidation in the
State of Michigan.

3. Studies related to the optimum size of schools (High school,
junior high school, elementary school).

4. Studies related to school district size and cost effectiveness.

5. Studies related to differences in student achievement versus
school size. -

History of School Reorganization in the United States

Prior to 1859, the population of the United States was primarily
rural with many areas being sparsely populated. Education during this
period meant providing basic instruction in reading, writing, and math
(lllinois Committee on School Organizations, 1974). During this period
school district formation was determined by the prevalent societal
conditions. In these early stages of district development most students
attended school only during the winter months due to working on their

parents’ farm.
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Most of the earlier districts operated one-teacher schools and
within walking distance of the student's home. As roads improved and
transportation became available, new school district size generally
increased.

In 1845, according to Abel (1923), the City of Detroit consolidated
many smaller existing districts into one city district and under the
governance of the Detroit City Board of Education.

The growth of school_ district reorganization in the United States is
divided into four periods. The first period started in 1840 and lasted
until 1880 with its concentration mainly in larger cities. The second
period started in 1894 and lasted until 1910. This period saw rapid
enactment and improvement of reorganization and transportation laws.
The third period, 1923 to 1945, saw renewed vigor by states to assist
school districts in reorganization. This vigor took the form of funding of
school districts for transportation. The fourth period, 1945 to the
present, saw procedures used that would determine the best
arrangement of school districts within the county. According to Abel
(1923), this procedure involved a proposed plan of a countywide survey
group, an approval of this plan by the state agency, and ratification of
this plan by the citizens of the county.

The first school district reorganization for the purpose of securing
better educational opportunities occurred in Montague, Massachusetts
in 1875 (Monahan, 1965).

In the early 1900s, three basic plans were addressed when

considering consolidation: township, multiple-district county, and
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county organization. The township plan provided for a school at the
center of the township for all township students with transportation
provided to and from school. The multiple-district county plan, which
was initiated in Minnesota, provided that county commissioners, on
petition of twenty-five percent of the residents, appointed a school
commission of seven. One of the sever members was appointed county
superintendent of schools. This commission, after studying certain
aspects of the present schools, would make proposals for consolidating
these schools. Usually the proposals divided the county into school
districts ranging from four to six square miles. These proposals would be
voted on by the county residents and, if approved, implementation of
the plan would occur (Cubberly, 1914).

The county school district provided that the school district would
coincide with county lines and be administered by one governmental
unit within the county. This plan originally allowed for individual
districts to exist within the confines of the county, but in 1547, this
concept began to change. Florida, as an example, was the first to make
one school district of the existing school districts within a county.

Implementation of these plans varied throughout the United
States but the primary goal was to streamline rural education through
the aggregation in some fashion of large numbers of students. This
would enhance the development of benefits to rural schools.

The basis of the reorganization movement in the United States was
to make life more satisfying to residents in rural areas (Lindstrom, 1960;
Taylor, 1968).
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The ten-year period 1918 to 1928 saw over 1,000 school district
reorganizations in the United States. This period is significant because it
was the first ten years in which data was collected by the United States
Office of Education concerning reorganizations (Covert, 1930).

Consolidation (reorganization) evolved as a method to facilitate
the educational process with its primary purpose being the provision of
programs and services. As needs changed, more technical knowledge
and skill training was necessary. The result was a movement away from
one-room schools to a larger unit where these needs could be met
(Schroeder, 1969).

The first major state reorganization legislation occurred in lilinois
in 1945, but was ruled unconstitutional in 1947 (Judge, 1982).

In 1931-32, there were 127,530 school districts in the United States
according to the Rural School Survey Report. By 1948, there were only
89,000 schooi districts. This drop continued with 55,000 districts in 1958,
31,000 districts in 1961 and, by 1972, there were only 16,555 school
districts in the United States (Mullins, 1973).

Accordingly, the National Education Association (1949) pointed out
that records kept by the United States Office of Education indicate

significant change in the size of individual schoois from 1930 to 1952.

Recent Reorganizaticn Plans

The State of Arkansas, as of June 1987 and according to state law,

stated that any school district in Arkansas not meeting new standards,
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such as providing kindergartens, art programs, and counseling, must be
annexed to a qualified district (Education USA, 1985).

Nebraska has enacted reorganization legislation which states that
by 1989, 666 rural elementary districts must merge with districts having
high schools.

In 1985, the State Superintendent of Education in lllinois stated
that reorganization was needed in lllinois to provide a minimum high
school enrollment of 500 students. His statement was spurred by a
recent study of lllinois high schools in which national test scores
indicated the best scores consistently occurred in high schools with
student population between 500 and 1,200 (lllinois Board of Education,
1985). This proposal would require approximately 55 percent of the

existing lllinois high schools to reorganize.
History of School District Organization in Michigan

Michigan became a state in 1837 with fifty-five school districts
already in existence. At this time, legislation was passed for the
organization of school districts and in accordance with this act,
John D. Pierce was appointed the first State Superintendent of Public
Instruction. The act provided for a township board of inspectors which
later became the township board. Townships were divided into nine
school districts of four square miles. Many of these original districts still
exist.

Union School Districts were organized in 1843 under legislation

that provided for grading of schools. They were formed from two or
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more smaller districts. Among the first Union Districts were Jonesville,
Flint, Coldwater, Marshall, and Battle Creek (Michigan Department of
Public Instruction, 1881).

A general graded act was passed in 1859 which empowered school
districts to be graded if the district had 100 or more students between
the ages of five and twenty (Michigan Department of Instruction, 1881).
This new act provided the impetus for many new school districts to be
formed. By 1880, there were 6,352 school districts where there existed
only fifty-five, fifty years prior. This number increased to 7,362 by 1912. »

The State Superintendent of Public Instruction in 1862
recommended substitution of the township system in place of the
district system, but the recommendation was not acted upon by the
Legislature. In addition, he recommended permissive reorganization for
township and town schools (Michigan Department of Public Instruction,
1862).

High schools in Michigan were originally branches of universities
but were underfunded and few existed. Most high schools were private
until 1874. in 1874, the Michigan Supreme Court ruled that the Village
of Kalamazoo could levy taxes for a high school. From that point on,
high schools increased in numbers.

The Graded School Act made no provisions for secondary education
in sparsely populated areas which had serious effects on the Upper
Peninsula. In 1891, the Legislature enacted the Township School District
Act which allowed for township school districts in the Upper Peninsula
(Thaden, 1957).
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in 1900, the State Superintendent presented recommendations
concerning school district reorganization. He stated that no township
should contain more than six school districts. A report by the State
Superintendent indicated that 1,115 school districts existed at this time,
where 900 would be sufficient (Michigan Department of Public
Instruction, 1900).

Legislation in 1903 was enacted which allowed school districts
formed under the Township Unit Act to vote for a transportation tax.
This would ailow districts to use funds derived from mill tax to transport
students.

The 1903 legislation also allowed districts to vote a tax sufficient to
pay tuition and transportation for qualified students to any high school
the school board selects (Michigan Department of Public Instruction,
1903).

The State Superintendent recommended school district
reorganization in 1906. He suggested three plans of redistricting: the
first is that smaller and weaker districts should be consolidated and that
the number in each township shall be reduced to five. A fifth district will
be made at the center of the township and a high school building
erected large enough to accommodate the children of all grades living in
the district and all the high school pupils from the entire township. The
second plan, known as the Ohio Plan, consists of the abandonment of all
the district schools in a township and the massing of all the pupils into
one central school. The third plan is that suggested by the law passed at

the last Legislature of Michigan known as the Hamphrey Rural High
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School Bill. This law is only applicable to townships in which there is not
an existing village or graded school (Wood, 1967).

Two acts passed by the Legislature in 1911 were very important to
school reorganization. Cne act amended the Township’s Unit Law by
providing that women could vote on the question of organizing under
the law. This act also provided that graded districts of 900 or less could
be included in the township unit district. The other act provided that
township boards could change boundaries of primary districts (Michigan
Department of Public Instruction, 1911).

In 1917, the Legislature enacted the Rural Agricultural School
District Act which permitted the combining of three or more contiguous
rural districts into a single district. The contiguous districts had to have a
total assessed valuation of not less than $700,000 or a total land area of
no less than eighteen sections (Thaden, 1957).

In 1931, it became possibie for any primary school district in any
township, regardless of location, to be annexed to any township school
district after each district had voted in favor of annexation. Also, the
board of education of a rural agricultural school or township school was -
given authority to pay tuition and provide transportation for any or all
pupils to a nearby graded township, city, or rural agricultural school
district. Such sending schools were entitled to receive the regular state
aid for transportation of pupils as was provided for rural agricultural
schools (Michigan Department of Public Instruction, 1931).

Community School Districts came into existence in the late 1930s in

Michigan. This organization was generally accepted because it was
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possible to offer more complete instructional programs at less cost. This
reorganization did not necessarily require the transportation of children
to a central location.

The State Superintendent requested a law in 1940 which would
allow debts to be paid by the property upon which it was originally
levied following reorganization. Districts hesitated to reorganize
because of existing debts for which they were not responsible (Michigan
Department of Public Instruction, 1940).

A study of Michigan's educational system was conducted by the
Michigan Public Education Study Commission. It recommended that all
currently organized districts of less than 10,000 population should be
reorganized around permanent natural centers of population and have
at least three million dollars of state equalized real and personal
property valuations. This commission recommended that the 6,239
districts existing in 1942 be reduced to 253 (Fitzwater, 1957). These
recommendations were not incorporated into new legislation; however,
they did stimulate reorganization activity. The number of districts was
reduced by 966 during the period 1944 to 1949.

In 1943, 1,117 primary districts closed and were incorporated into
districts with twelve grades (Michigan Department of Public Instruction,
1948).

In 1950, the State Superintendent reported there were 1,000 closed
school districts in the State, each retaining a board of education and

having a budget, but hiring other districts to educate their students. He
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recommended annexing the closed districts to neighboring operating
districts (Michigan Department of Public Instruction, 1950).

The first departure from permissive legislation was produced in
1955 when the Michigan Legislature passed a law to legislate closed
school districts out of existence. The law stated that within two years
every district that did not operate a school would be attached to an
operating district. This resulted in the elimination of 200 school districts
in the State of Michigan (Thaden, 1957).

The State Superintendent recommended, in his 1962 report, that
attention be focused on the problem of small high schools. The report
explained that 130 of 136 school districts having less than 200 secondary
students could be eliminated through reorganization without causing
students to travel long distances. The Superintendent further
recommended that extensive regional reorganization studies be
initiated, and encouraged that small districts be counseled to work
cooperatively with their neighbors (Michigan Department of Public
Instruction, 1962).

Public Act 289 was passed by the Michigan Legislature in 1964. This
act assigned responsibility for developing plans for improved school
district organization to the county. Reorganization studies were
mandatory under Act 289. At the time of passage of Act 289, there were
545 school districts classified as K-12 and 893 non K-12 districts in
Michigan (Michigan Department of Public Instruction, 1964). The Act
helped to reduce the number of school districts to 743 in 1967. From

1967 forward, reorganization occurred occasionally.
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At this time, there are 529 school districts in the State of Michigan.
These districts v.ary in student population from 75 to nearly 200,000.
Even though continued reorganization has been encouraged by the
State Superintendent, very little action has taken place. Table 1

indicates the fluctuation in number of school districts in Michigan since

1836.
Table 1
The total number of school districts in Michigan
by selected year
Year Number
1836 55
1840 1,506
1850 3,097
1860 4,087
1870 5,108
1880 6,352
1890 6,426
1900 6,520
1910 6,593
1920 6,761
1930 6,832
1940 6,274
1950 4,860
1960 2,360
1970 624
1980 535
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School Size

An important factor to consider when reorganizing school districts
is school size. A comprehensive review of the literature was done in the
Summary of Research of Size of Schools and Districts (1974). One of its
basic conclusions was:

Schools and school districts that are small can achieve quality

in educational programs but only if sufficient funds are

available and are properly spent to compensate for the
diseconomies of smallness (p. 78).

There are numerous studies that will be cited in this chapter that
support school reorganization, especially when dealing with the smaller
districts. The advantages of reorganization revolve around the topics of
economic advantages, richness of the curriculum, additional educational
opportunities, greater achievement on test scores, improved quality of

programs, and better trained professional staff.

Elementary School Size

The National Education Association (1949) concluded that 475
students in an elementary school was the optimum number, because this
number provided for economy of operation and yet offers a complete
program.

In 1954, the National Association of Elementary Principals
recommended that 500 students was the appropriate size for an

elementary school.
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The Research Division of the National Education Association
surveyed 721 elementary principals and found that the median response
to a desirable elementary school size was 421 (Robinson, 1961).

In a survey of Ohio Elementary Principals, it was found that they
preferred an elementary school size to range betwean 300 and 500
students (Purdy, 1967).

The American Federation of Teachers in a policy statement in 1974

stated 500 students was the ideal size for an elementary school.

Junior High School Size

The National Commission on School District Reorganization (1947)
concluded that 300 students is the minimum that should be in a junior
high school.

A study in the State of Kentucky found that the minimum number
of students in a junior high school should be 300 (Street, Powell, and
Hamblen, 1952).

The National Association of Secondary School Principals Committee
on Junior High Education concluded that junior high schools should have
750 to 1,100 students (Vars, 1955).

A study by Morphet, Johns, and Roller (1967) stated that junior
high schecols should house between 300 and 900 students.

In a policy statement, the American Federation of Teachers (1974)

stated a range of 750 to 800 students for junior high schools.
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High School Size

In 1934, Dawnson stated that high schools should contain 175
students and above to be able to offer a proper curriculum.

A study of per pupil costs and curriculum offerings in Mississippi
high schools found that 700 students was the minimum necessary to
provide the needed services (McLure, 1947).

Oliver (1949), in a survey of educational experts, superintendents,
and principals, found a range of 500 to 700 students in a high school to
be of ideal size.

Woodham (1951), in a study of Florida high schools, found that in
order for the high school to have an adequate curriculum and to be cost
effective, it had to house at least 300 students.

Barker (1962) concluded that the optimum size for a high school
should be 750 to 900 students. He found that schools of this size were
large enough to have a full time specialist in each subject field and
operate at a low cost per student, yet still provide an excellent
extra-curricular program.

A study of 4,773 high schools in Alabama, Arkansas, Florida,
Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, North Carolina, South
Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia, with sizes ranging between 13 and
4,169 students, was conducted by Jackson (1966). He concluded that the
proper size for senior high schools was from 890 to 1,250 students which
would enable districts to have proper teacher certification, proper

teacher preparation, and an adequate curriculum.
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Scholarly students have little choice in selecting their programs in
smaller schools and may be required to take courses of little use to them.
This is particularly true in the vocational areas such as Industrial Arts and
Home Economics (O’Neal & Bechner, 1980).

School District Student Population In Relation
to Cost Effectiveness

Several studies have been conducted which relate district student
population to how cost effective the program is. At issue is what size of
a district or school is most economical.

Butterworth and Dawson (1952) concluded that cost per student in
high school decreased rapidly up to 200 students and continued to
decrease but less rapidly up to 500 students.

According to the American Association of School Administrators
and Department of Rural Education Association (1962), costs in high
schools with fewer than 10 teachers were excessive.

Smith (1963) studied the relationship of high school size to 21
selected costs: pupil, teacher, administration, and instructional factors.
He found that schools with fewer than 200 students were paying a
premium for an inferior program. Considering all factors, a size range
between 800 and 1,200 students was judged to be the optimum.

Harrow and Drizeban (1972) concluded in their study of Florida's
reorganization, that smaller school districts had greater administrative

costs.
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According to Sabulas and Hickrod (1977), expenditures per student
decrease as the size of the school incr'eases up to a certain level at which
the greater complexity of the school increases expenditures.

“Consolidating into a iarger district could make many schools more
efficient, because there would be reductions in administrative staff,
better utilization of buildings and teachers, and increased savings due to
bulk purchasing and combined transportation costs” (Dean, 1982).

School District Size as it Relates to Curriculum, Quality of
Teaching Staff, and Student Achievement

A research study was conducted by Turner and Thrasher (1970) that
indicates a relationship between the size of a school and the following:
the number of subjects and courses offered, the amount and type of
special services and enrichment programs, library programs and
librarians, and the number of counselors. They found that larger schools
gave students a broader and deeper quality educational opportunity at
alower cost.

A report from the National Institute of Education found larger
schools to have sufficient numbers of students to justify specialized
classes, employ better teachers who are more qualified, and generally
offer a range of classes and co-curricular activities (Sher and Tompkins,
1976).

Fonstad (1973) attempted to find evidence to support the claims of
Sher and Thompkins. He examined 137 studies on the subject and found
that 90 percent of those studies that considered each factor as per pupil

costs and curricular offerings favored large school districts. These studies
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also indicated that teachers with extensive experience and training in
specialized areas were more likely to be found in large school districts
than in small school districts.

The national study, A _Nation at Risk, made strong
recommendations for higher level academic classes to be offered in high
school. Due to enrollment and financial constraints of most small school
districts, these recommendations will not be implemented (Gardner,
1983).

School district size has, according to many educational researchers,
significant effect in the quality of teachers available to teach in that
district. This subject is well summarized in the report of an Ohio
Legisiative Committee (Bureau of Elementary and Secondary Education,
1959). The report states that high schools with less than 400 students
were characterized by: teachers with fewer hours of preparation, more
teachers teaching outside their major field, and teachers being paid
lower salaries. This report also found that high schools with 1,000
students: paid higher salaries, had teachers teaching in their major
teaching field, had lower turnover of teachers, had higher availability of
academic courses, offered a more complete curriculum, and had
meaningful vocational programs (Bureau of Elementary and Secondary
Education, 1959).

Sher and Thompkins (1976) conducted research on the relationship
between school size and academic achievement. They found a positive

relationship between large schools and student achievement.
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Turner and Thrasher (1970) also found a definite relationship
between school size and quality of education as measured by the
percentage of graduates who enter colleges. They concluded that larger
schoois gave chiidren a broader, richer, higher quality education.

With the literature full of research that indicates that very small
schools do not provide what larger schools do, these questions relative
to reorganization will be discussed.

First: If there is an educational benefit to larger schools, why isn't

more reorganization occurring?
Many researchers have conducted studies to find why few

reorganizations are occurring; the following are their findings.

Conant (1959) concluded that more leadership was needed from
the state government to support reorganization.

In many states the procedure for school district reorganization is
very cumbersome and difficult to set in motion. As an example,
generally a favorable vote has been required in each of the districts to be
merged, which usually hinders reorganization efforts (Hawley & Zimmer,
1966).

Conant (1967) found that school districts with small numbers of
students would consolidate if convinced the change would improve
quality of education and opportunity to students.

Educational Research Service (1971) found that the strongest
deterrent to reorganization of school districts may be community

resistance. It was also found that resistance may come from school
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employees who fear that reorganization will require fewer professional
but more highly qualified staff than in the separate districts.

The American Association of School Administrators Commission
(1965) found the following fears concerning reorganization of school )
districts: local control will be destroyed, neighborhood schools may be
abandoned and children transported far away from home, parental
influence will be weakened, school taxes would increase, the destruction
of the relationship between home and school, and the community
would be weakened.

Lack of leadership is also an obstacle to reorganization. Several
studies of leadership in school district reorganization have been
completed in the midwestern states. Farley (1953) found that a highly
complex series of leadership activities are involved in a statewide
program of school district reorganization, and that one of the major
reasons for the persistance of large numbers of inadequate and
ineffective sch_ool districts seem to have been the lack of effective
leadership.

In summary, little school district reorganization has been occurring
due to a lack of leadership, students transported out of home
community, perceived loss of local control, procedures used in
reorganization, misconceptions about reorganized districts, and fear of

increased taxes.
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Second: What are the advantages and disadvantages of school

district reorganization?
The Connecticut Study Committee suggested the following were

advantages of reorganization: deployment of personnel; better
preparation of all students for the decisions and responsibilities of
citizenship in an increasingly complex world; provision of enough
testing; guidance and evaluation services; sufficient instruction for the
mentally, physically, socially, and emotionally handicapped; provision of
financial advantages for teachers’ salaries; capital investment;
materials; and transportation (Connecticut Department of Education,
1961).

The lllinois Committee on School Organization (1974) listed the
same advantages as did the Connecticut Study Committee.

Mullins (1975) gave the following reasons as the most frequently
listed by proponents of school district reorganization.

First, a more economical and efficient operation would be
provided due to reductions in administrative staff, better utilization of
facilities and staff, savings as a result of bulk purchasing, and lower
combined transportation costs. Second, confusion and lack of
articulation created by separate elementary and high school districts
would be eliminated. Third, comprehensive curriculum and educational
programs could only be offered in schools large enough to support
them. Fourth. inequalities and inequities of educational opportunity for

poor school districts situated side by side coulid be eliminated.
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Some of the disadvantages to school district reorganization are the
following: first, cost economies in instruction and attendant functions
occur from larger numbers of students, but cost diseconomies from
transportation outweigh the economics as more students must be
transported to school (Sher and Thompkins, 1976). Second, larger school
districts are not necessarily better; as a district grows larger, a monolithic
bureaucracy is created (Educational Cooperative Services, 1977). Third,
reorganization of a school district could result in the domination of the
district by the most powerful portion of it (loss of local control) (William,
1965; Jacobson, 1957). Fourth, change just to change is unjust; if the
districts are operating smoothly now, reorganization isn't necessary
(Educational Cooperative Services, 1977).

Third: Research results of prior school district reorganization in the
United States.

McMahon (1986) researched the prior studies on reorganization
and the following are the findings.

Many studies have been made of the results of reorganization and
most writers seem to be unanimous in determining that the results of
reorganization have been positive. A bulletin issued by the United
States Office of Education in 1953 discussing the educational changes
which had occurred in certain reorganized school districts, pointed out
that the number of one-teacher schools had been reduced and that
important changes had been made in both the elementary and

secondary curriculums. But the most significant change was in the
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higher college level of preparation of the staff from that of the staff the
old district had at the time of reorganization (Fitzwater, 1953).

Keisel (1953, p. 10) made the following statement concerning
results of reorganization in California, “Every study which has been
made thus far in this country has pointed to the desirability of unified
districts instead of encouraging separately organized elementary and
secondary school districts.”

Rosmond, Good, and others described advantages that were
realized in reorganized districts in Maine.

1. Units of sufficient size to equalize educational

opportunities have been formed in all areas not
geographically isolated.

2. School programs have been improved at both elementary
and secondary levels.

3.  Agreater uniformity of school taxes has been achieved.
4. Public funds expended for the support of schools are
buying a better quality of education than was achieved

prior to district reorganization (Maine School District
Commission, p. 22, 1953).

Taxes during five years have increased only eight percent as against
eleven percent in non-reorganized districts. In addition, greatly
improved programs and additional transportation aid had been
provided in reorganized districts.

Bough (1963) studied educational opportunities in Indiana before
and after school district reorganization. The following seven conclusions

were reached:
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1. School district reorganization resulted in schools that
were equal to or superior to the original schools in all
respects.

2. Reorganization provided the greatest gains in education
by. means of a broader scope of class and extra-class
offerings.

3. It (reorganization) resulted in an improved
administrative structure.

4. It resulted in more qualified instructional staffs with
more time to improve the quality of classroom
instruction.

5. ltresulted in an increase in number and quality of special
services provided for studies.

6. It provided for increased efforts to provide for individual
differences of students and maximum development of
each student.

7. Students in schools with limited class and extra-class

offerings took advantage of increased educational
opportunities offered in reorganized schools (p. 52).

First (1960) studied the consolidation of three school districts in
Michigan. Before consolidation, Elkton and Pigeon both were operating
high schools accredited by the North Central Association and the
University of Michigan. Bay Port had its own small high school, too.
Across the rest of the area, elementary students converged upon the
twenty-one one- and two-room schools. At that time, of the sixty-three
country schools operating in Huron County, twenty-two had no
hand-washing facilities and three were completely without their own
water supply. Fifty-one had privies instead of indoor toilets, and
fifty-one were constructed of combustible materials and lacked modern
fire control features. After ten years of study and direction, the voters

passed the consolidation issue by a small margin. The merger was said to
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combine a solid tax base, an enlarged high school enroliment, and a
school-minded adult populace interested in better education within the
reach of available finances.

Schultz (1959) discovered there may be no inherent value in either
bigness or smallness; the larger the school district, at least up to 1,200
and probably up to 2,000 or more pupils, the better the school
opportunities and the greater the economy of operation. In his study of
reorganized school districts in lowa, the author found that the indoor
gymnasium, well-equipped auditorium, ample restroom facilities, and
sufficient storage space were among the rewards of reorganization and
consolidation. Well-stocked libraries with plenty of light and space
became a reality, but the outstanding feature was that the attractive,
more usable surroundings made it easier for teachers to give their best
to the students and for students to give their best to their studies.

The purpose of Kent's study (1957) was to determine the extent
and adequacy of selected educational characteristics in nine reorganized
high schools in Indiana which completed reorganization by August,

1953. The following conclusions were drawn from the study:

1. In all areas under consideration, the nine reorganized
high schools were superior to the twenty-three original
high schools.

2. The greatest gains associated with consolidation
occurred in providing more adequate physical facilities.

3. The instructional staffs of the nine reorganized high
schools were not superior in training and experience, but
they were working under conditions more favorable to
satisfactory achievement.

4. Based upon the ratings of the Evaluative Criteria in the
areas of program of studies, activity program, and school
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plant, the nine reorganized high schools appeared to be
?verag)e or above in providing educational opportunity
p. 197).

One of the most comprehensive research studies of the effects of
school district reorganization was conducted by Kreitlow in Wisconsin.
Kreitlow (1971) began a study in 1949 with the objective of determining
what actually happened after reorganization took place. He took
children who, in 1949, were in the first grade of newly reorganized
school districts and, in five, matched controi communities and
determined the effects of reorganization in terms of educational
opportunities, achievement, cost, and social impact when these children
were in the first, sixth, ninth, and twelfth grades. His examination of the
schools and the children in 1960, when they were in the twelfth grade,
concluded the following: (a) greater educational opportunities were
found in the reorganized schools than in the non-reorganized schools,
(b) the students in the reorganized schools showed greater achievement
than students in the control schools, (c) the cost in the reorganized
schools was found to be twelve dollars per student higher than in the
control schools, and (d) the impact of reorganization on the community
was found to be negligible.

Buck (1954) listed three questions that should be answered
concerning any reorganization proposal:

1. When youth are lifted out of the primary contact of

home and neighborhood, what, if any, are the effects on
discipline and delinquency?

2. Isthe leadership based among youth actually broadened
(as claimed) by the reorganization, or does the highly
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competitive situation actually squeeze out many capable
youth?

3. Since the school is often the center of the secular life of
the community and a strong force which draws parents
into relations with each other, to what extent does
reorganization alter the patterns of adult association?
(p. 29).

Fitzwater (1953) reported the results of a study concerning 552
districts in eight states. He reported that the new teaching staffs had
higher levels of college preparation than those employed in the old
districts before reorganization. He also found staffs were improved by
adding nurses, psychologists, guidance counselors, physicians, speech
correctionists, and dental hygienists. He described marked improvement
in music, art, and vocational education programs.

Hamilton and Lowe (1962) studied the academic achievement of
students in reorganized and non-reorganized districts and found the
preponderance of evidence indicated that greater academic
achievement is likely to take place in larger schools. They learned that
larger facilities often mean greater possibilities for specialization in
remedial work, foreign languages, vocal and instrumental music,
industrial arts, citizenship, health education, and other areas. Services in
such specialized areas were found to be characteristic of larger school
districts and are regarded by many educators as being of vital
importance in producing well-rounded children and in equalizing
educational opportunities.

The Research Department of the Illinois Education Association
obtained and analyzed data from 118 districts which recently were

organized as one unit from kindergarten through the twelfth grade. An
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analysis of the remainder of the total of 244 districts reorganized under
the community unit law was also made when information was available
from state records. Selected teachers and county superintendents who
were associated with the reorganized districts were also questioned.
The findings revealed that improvement in the educational program had
been made but that a number of reorganized districts were inadequate
(lllinois Education Assocation, 1952).

Another major study investigated the achievements of reorganized
schools in Missouri (Green, 1953). This study followed the general plan
of comparing, first, the educational services before and after
reorganization, and, second, certain administrative aspects of
reorganized and non-reorganized schools. The iatter comparisons were
made by means of a checklist developed from information which was
gathered at the time of the first comparisons.

A study of the progress in school district reorganization was made
by the Nebraska Department of Education (1964). The investigation was
limited principally to two counties in south central Nebraska, but it dealt
with various phases of reorganization. lIts findings, in general, paraliel
those reported for the studies of Illinois and Missouri.

The three studies found, in summary, that assessed valuation of
school districts was increased greatly as a result of reorganization. Tax
levies tended to remain constant in Illinois and Missouri but were
reduced in Nebraska. The cost of instruction rose in Hlinois and Missouri.
Transportation costs were found to be ‘affected most in inois,

particularly by sparsity of population, salaries of school bus drivers, and a
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limitation of transportation to home-school trips. The studies found
that reorganized schools were offering additional and expanded
educational services.

In summary, the resuits of reorganization appear to be: the
instructional staff has higher college preparation; school programs have
been improved at the elementary and secondary levels; greater
uniformity of school taxes have been achieved; public funds are buying
better quality education; there is a broader scope of class and extra-class
offerings; there is improved administrative structure; improvement of
facilities; greater educational opportunity; greater achievement by
students; an increase in the number and quality of special services;
increased efforts to provide for individual differences and maximum
development of each student; greater possibilities for specialization in
remedial work, foreign language, music, industrial arts, etc.; and greater

uniformity of taxes.
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CHAPTER III

DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY

Data for this model were collected from The Michigan Education
Directory (1981, 1986).and Bulletin 1014 (1981, 1986) which is produced by
the Michigan State Board of Education. The Michigan Directory lists the
total student population, the number of students in each building, the
number of buildings and the number of administrators in each of the 529
school districts. Bulletin 1014 lists the 83 counties and all of the school
districts in each county. It also supplied the data on State Equalized
Valuation (SEV) for each district in the state.

The first step in building the alternative model was to collect all
pertinent data for individual schools and school districts in the State of
Michigan. To accomplish this task three tables were developed for each
county that allowed the collected data to be set in a reasonable and
organized fashion. Table | for each county reflects the following
information:

1. Individual school district name.

Total student population for each district in the county.
Total number of high schools in each district.

Total number of junior high schools in each district.
Total number of elementary schools in each district.

Total number of superintendents in each district.

N o u pw N

Total number of assistant superintendents in each district.

33
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8. Total number of high school principals in each district.

9. Total number of assistant high school principals in each district.
10. Total number of junior high school principals in each district.

11. Total number of assistant junior high school principals in each
district.

12. Total number of elementary principals in each district.

13. State Equalized Valuation for each district.

14. State Equalized Valuation per student for each district.

15. Total county student population.

16. Total number of high schools in the county.

17. Total number of junior high schools in the county.

18. Total number of elementary schools in the county.

19. Total number of superintendents in the county.

20. Total number of assistant superintendents in the county.
21. Total number of high school principals in the county.

22. Total number of assistant high school principals in the county.
23. Total number of junior high school principals in the county.

24. Total number of assistant junior high school principals in the
county.

25. Total number of elementary school principals in the county.
26. Total State Equalized Valuation for the county.

27. Total State Equalized Valuation per student for the county.

The totals for the preceding numbers 15 through 25 were derived by
summing the data in like categories. An example is to add all the
superintendents in the county. If there are five districts in the county,

there would be five superintendents in the county. Number 26 is derived
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by summing the State Equalized Valuations of all districts in the county,
then dividing the total county student population into it. The product is
the county State Equalized Valuation per student.

The county model was developed by using the totals in each ’
category. Certain parameters, in accordance with research or present
Michigan norms, were then applied to these categories to establish the
appropriate number of buildings or administrators in the county district.

Table Il for each county reflects the number of administrators in the
county. Due to lack of specific research about student-administrator ratio,
present Michigan norms were used. These norms were established by
utilizing the Michigan Education Directory (1986) which lists student
populations and number of administrators at each level (high school,
junior high school, and elementary school) in individual districts. The
following ratios between student population and administrators are the

norms for Michigan schoo! districts.
1. Superintendent
1 for each district

2. Assistant superintendent

one = 0to 4,000 students in district

two = 4,001 to 7,000 students in district
three = 7,001 to 10,000 students in district
four = 10,001 to 13,000 students in district

five = 13,001 to 16,000 students in district
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six = 16,001 and more students in district

3. Highschool principal

one = 0to 1,400 students per school

4. Assistant high school principal
one = 0to 1,400 students per school

5. Junior high school principal

one = 0to 600 students per school

6. Assistant junior high school princpal

one = 600 to 800 students per school

7. Elementary school principal

one = 0to 600 students per school

Table 11l for each county reflects the number of school buildings in
the county. The number of buildings in the county is derived using
research which indicates the most effective student population per
building at a particular leve! (high school, junior high school, elementary
school). The summed student populations of present districts give the
total student population for the county. The total county student high
school population was divided by 1,000, where possible. The majority of
research cited in Chapter II indicates a range of 700 to 1,200 as most
effective. One thousand was chosen because it is near the midpoint of the
effectiveness range. Using the previous process, the number of high
schools necessary to serve the couﬁty is established. Similarly, the county

data for both junior high schools and elementary schools were divided by
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500, which indicates the number of buildings each of these levels would
need. A student population of 500 was chosen for the ideal building size
for junior high and elementary schools according to a majority of the
research. There are, however, a few counties, due to a lack of student
population, where the prescribed sizes could not be adhered to.

The county data which determined the number of high schools in the
ccunty would also indicate the number of high school and assistant high
school principals in the county. For example, if the county model showed a
need for ten high schools, there would be one principal and one assistant
principal for each or ten high school and assistant high school principals.
This number was derived by using the Michigan Education Directory (1986)
which lists data for student population in hiéh schools in Michigan. It was
found that 87 percent of high schools between 500 and 1,200 student
population had one principal and one assistant. Similarly, the Michigan
Education Directory (1986) indicated that the majority of junior high
schools and elementary schools with populations between 300 and 600
had one principal.

The county State Equalized Valuation was derived by summing all
district State Equalized Valuations in the county. The State Equaiized
Valuation per student was derived by dividing the total county student
population into the total county State Equalized Valuation.

The five-year projections for the county school system model was
derived in the following manner. Due to a lack of individual school district
projected data, Form 1014 for 1981 was used to get the total population

for the county in 1981. The difference between the total county
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populations for years 1981 and 1986 was found by subtracting the
population in 1981 from population in 1986 to find if there was an increase
or decrease in population. This number was then divided by the county
population for 1981. The percent resulting is the percent change in county
population over the five-year period 1981 to 1986. The percent was then
applied to the 1986 county population. The resulting number was then
added to or subtracted from the 1986 county population and would be the
1991 county population. This is assuming that the trends in student
populations between 1981 and 1986 continue through 1991. This number
is called the projected county student population and in order to break the
population down to levels (high school, junior high school, elementary), it
was divided by 13. This would show the number of students in each grade
in the county. This number was then multiplied by 4 to give the high
school student population for the county. The high school population was
divided by 2 which results in the junior high student population for the

county. To the junior high population, 3.5 was multiplied and the

o
i

ting number is the number of elementary students in the county.
State Equalized Valuation for the five-year projected model was
established using the 1981 total county SEV and the 1986 total county SEV.
The 1981 SEV was subtracted from the 1986 SEV and the difference was
divided by the 1981 SEV.
This indicated the total percent of change. It was then divided by 5
which indicates the percent change per year. This percent ranged between
1.5 and 5 percent and was used to find the SEV for 1991. The 1986 SEV was

the base and was compounded for five years using the indicated percent.
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The same criteria that was used relative to school size and number of
administrators in the proposed county model would be applied to the
five-year projected model.

Tables were developed for each county which indicated the
following information:

School Buildings

1. Present number of school buildings at each level in the county.

2. Proposed number of school buildings at each level in the county.

3. Five-year projected number of school buildings at each level in
the county.

4. The difference between the present number and proposed
number of school buildings at each level in the county (+ means
more buildings that at present; - means fewer buildings than at
present.

5. The difference in the number of school buildings between the
proposed and five-year projected model (+ means more than
. proposed; - means fewer than proposed).

Administrative Positions
1. Present number of administrators at each level in the county.
2. Proposed number of administrators at each level in the county.

3. Five-year projected number of administrators at each level in the
county.

4. The difference between the present number and proposed
number of administrators at each level in the county (+ means
more administrators than at present; - means fewer
administrators than at present).

5. The difference in the number of administrators between the
proposed and five-year projected model (+ means more than
proposed; - means fewer than proposed).
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CHAPTERIV
FINDINGS

Introduction

The data described in Chapter IIT were collected and set in two forms.
The first is a written description of each county with the following
information:

1. Awritten description of each district in the county.

2. Awritten description of the proposed county model.

3. Awritten description of the five-year projected county model.

The second is the organization of data into three tables for each
county.

The first table for each county contains the following:

1. School - Name of the present school district.

2. TPOP-Total population of the present school district.

3. - SUPT - Number of superintendents in the present school district.

4. ASUPT - Number of assistant superintendents in the present
school district.

5. HS-Number of high schools in the present school district.

. HSPOP - Total student population in the high school in the
present school district.

7. HSP - Number of high school principals in the present school
district.

40
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8. HSAP - Number of high school assistant principals in the present
school district.

9. JH - Number of junior high schools in the present district.

10. JHPOP - Total student population in the junior high school in the
present school district.

11. JHP - Number of junior high school principals in the present
district.

12. JHAP - Number of assistant junior high school principals in the
present district.

13. EL- Number of elementary buildings in the present district.

14. ELPOP-Total student population in the elementary school in the
present district.

15. EP-Number of elementary principals in the present district.
16. SEV -State Equalized Valuation for the present district.

d 17. SEV-ST - State Equalized Valuation per student for the present
istrict.

18. Numbers from that column moved to indicated column, either
forward or back.

In addition, the first table will include the totals of each category
listed above. For example, the total student population of the county and
the total number of superintendents in the county at present. It will also
include the information for each category in the proposed county model
and the five-year projected county model.

The second table for each county lists the totai administrative
positions (superintendent, assistant superintendent, high school principal,
assistant high school principal, junior high school principal, assistant junior
high school principal, elementary school principal) in the present county
makeup, in the proposed county model and the five-year proposed county

model. In addition, Table Il will display the differences in number in each
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category between the present makeup and the proposed county model. It
also lists the difference between the proposed county model and the
five-year projected county model.

The third table for each county lists the number of school buildings
(high school, junior high school, elementary school) in the present county
makeup, the proposed county model, and the five-year projected county
model. In addition, Table Il displays the difference in numbers in each
category between the present and proposed county model. It also lists the

difference between the proposed and five-year projected model.
Description of Data

The following descriptions and tables of the présent county makeup,
the proposed county model, and the five-year projected model readily
indicate many of the most obvious differences between them: It is
expected that the proposed models will shed light on ways to change our

present system to improve education in the State of Michigan.
Alcona Countv

Alcona County is located in the north_eastern quarter of the lower
peninsula and encompasses approximately 720 square miles.

At present, there is one school district (Alcona Community Schools)
serving Alcona County. Alcona Schools serves 1,086 students; of this total,
553 students are in the high school/junior high school combination, and
533 students are in the three elementary schools. Alcona’s administration

is composed of one superintendent, one high school principal, one
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assistant high school principal, and one elementary school principal. The
SEV of Alcona Schools is $143,642,544.00 with an SEV per student of
$135,768.00.

In the proposed model, Alcona County School District would serve
1,086 students; of this total, 553 students would be in the 7-12 school, and
553 students would be in the one elementary school. In this model, the
administration would be composed of one superintendent, one assistant
superintendent, one 7-12 school principal, one assistant principal, and one
elementary school principal. SEV for the proposed district would be
$143,642,544.00 with an SEV per student of $135,768.00. This model
reduces the number of school buildings from the existing four to two, and
increases the number of administrators from the existing four to five.

Five-year projections for the proposed Alcona County School District
indicate a student population of 936. * SEV is projected to be
$166,521,077.00 with an SEV per student of $177,907.00. The projected
model indicates that the number of school buildings would remain at two
and school administrators would remain at five.

Tables 2, 3, and 4 exhibit information about the existing school
district in Alcona County, the proposed model for the Alcona County
School District, and a five-year projected model for the Alcona County

School District.

Alger County

Alger County is located in the middle of the Upper Peninsula and

encompasses approximately 484 square miles.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



ANIANLS ¥3d NOILYNTIVA G3Z1IVND3 3LVIS = ASA3S
NOLVNIYA QIZINVNDI ILVLS = AIS

IVAIDNIYd AUVINIWITE = d13

NOILYINdOd AHVINIWITI = d0d13

SIUVINIWITI =13

TVdIDNIY LNVLSISSY HOIH HOINNT = dVHI
TVdIDNIY HOIH HOINNS = dHf
NOILYTNdOd HOIH HOINNT = dOdHI

SHOIH HOINNT = HF
IVdIDNIYd LNVLSISSY T00HIS HOIH = dVSH
WVAIDNIYA TOOHIS HOIH = dSH
NOILVING0d TOOHIS HOIH = d0dSH
ST00HIS HOIH = SH
ANIONILNIYIANS ANVLISISSY = 1dNSY

ANIONILNINIdNS = LdNS
NOILVINdOd V101 = dOdL

anioal
weeey s | uoveses s | b ws | v 0 ° - ° ' [ K1 ' 0 v fees IAOW QIO HAS
oscse s fovsowen s | o ees | ° o fo [ i o fess t 0 + foson 300N Q3504084
wrse s fosoven s | ws | € 0 o fo 0 ‘ v fess ' ° v foson AINNO) 101
wouses s fosaven s | 4 [N ° o - ] ' [ K ] ° b foson ALINNWIO YNODTV-N10INIT
1sn3s s a3 Jeoau) 13 | avar | aur Qeoanr] wr | evsn | asu Jdoasu] su faansv] 1ans | doar 100138

‘(opow papefosd seak-anj ay) pue
uesaid :Ayuno) euodjy 103 uojewiogu) Bujmo||o4 ayy S| papnpu}

1P I

Y

zejgey

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Table3

The number of administrators in Alcona County; present, proposed model, five-year
projected model, and the net loss or gain between these categories.

SUBJECT supt | asuer | Hsp HsAP e HAD ap
1. PRESENTNUMBER 1 ° 1 1 0 0 1
2. PROPOSED MODEL NUMBER 1 1 1 1 ] ° 1
3. SYRPROJECTED NUMBER 1 1 1 1 o o 1
4 1MmNus2 - . - - - - -
s ZMINUS3 - - - - - - -
Table4
of I buildings in Alcona County; present, proposed model, five-year
projected model, and the net loss or gain between these categories.
SUBJECT HIGH SCHOOLS. IHSCHOOLS £LSCHOOLS
1. PRESENTNUMBER 1 [ 3
2. PROPOSED MODEL NUMBER 1 0 1
3. SYRPROJECTED NUMBER 1 [] 1
4 1Minus2 - - 2
5. 2MINUS3 B - -
LEGEND

SUPT = SUPERINTENDENT

JHP = JUNIOR HIGH PRINCIPAL

ASUPT = ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT JHAP = JUNIOR HIGH ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL

HSP = HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL

ELP = ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL

HSAP = HIGH SCHOOL ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
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At present, there are four school districts (Burt Township School
District, Mathias Township School District, Munising Public Schools, Rock
River Limestone School District) serving Alger County. Burt Township
Schools serve 84 students; of this total 84 students are in K-12 school. Burt
Township’s administration is composed of one superintendent who is also
the K-12 principal. The SEV of Burt Township Schools is $8,856,432.00 with
an SEV per student of $119,681.00.

Mathias Township Schools serve 155 students; of this total, 155
students are in the K-12 school. Mathias Township’s administration is
composed of one superintendent, who is the K-12 principal. The SEV of
Mathias Township Schools is $6,050,226.00 with an SEV per student of
$39,033.00.

Munising Public Schools serve 1,102 students; of this total, 390
student are in the high school, 262 students are in the junior high school,
and 450 students in the elementary school. Munising’s administration is
composed of one superintendent, one high school principal, and one K-8
school principal. The SEV of Munising Schools is $49,420,239.00 with an
SEV per student of $44,845.00.

Rock River Limestorie Schools serve 390 students; of this total, 200
students are in the high school-junior high school combination, and 190
students are in the elementary. Rock River Limestone’s administration is
composed of one superintendent, one high school-junior high school
principal, and one elementary school principal. The SEV of Rock River

Limestone Schools is $14,739,952.00 with an SEV per student of $37,794.00.
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In the proposed model, Alger County School District would serve
1,731 students; of this total, 601 students would be in the high school, 364
students would be in the junior high school, and 766 students would be in
the two elementary schools. In this model, the administration would be
composed of the superintendent, one assistant superintendent, one high
school principal, one assistant high school principal, one junior high school
principal, and two elementary school principals. SEV for the proposed
district would be $79,066,849.00 with an SEV per student of $45,676.00.
This model reduces the number of school buildings from the existing seven
to four and the number of administrators from the existing eight to seven.

Five-year projections for the proposed Alger County School District
indicate a student population of 1,556. SEV is projected to be
$87,296,190.00 with an SEV per student of $56,102.00. The projected
model indicates that the number of school buildings will decrease by one
to three and school administrators will decrease by one to six.

Tables S, 6, and 7 exhibit information about the existing school
district in Alger County, the proposed model for the Alger County School
District, and a five-year projected model for the Aiger County School

District.

Allegan County

Allegan County is located in the southwestern portion of the lower

peninsula and encompasses approximately 816 square miles.
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Table 6
The number of administrators in Alger County; present, proposed model, five-year
projected model, and the net loss or gain between these categories.

SURJECT SUPT AsupPT HSP HSAP IHP IHAP 13

1. PRESENT NUMBER 4 L] 2 [ 1 L] 1

2. PROPOSED MODEL NUMBER 1 1 1 1 1 o 2

3. SYRPROJECTED NUMBER 1 1 1 1 o 0 2

a4 tMINUS2 3 + el *1 - = *1

S 2MINUS3 - - - - A - -
Table 7

The number of school buildings in Alger County: present, proposed model, five-year
projected modei, and the net loss or gail i

SUBJECT HIGH SCHOOLS H SCHOOLS ELSCHOOLS

1. PRESENT NUMBER a 1 2

2. PROPOSED MODEL NUMBSER 1 1 2

3. SYRPROIECTED NUMBER 1 ° 2

4 1MNUs2 3 - -

5 2MINUS3 - E] -

LEGEND

SUPT = SUPERINTENDENT JHP = JUNIOR HIGH PRINCIPAL
ASUPT = ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT JHAP = JUNIOR HIGH ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
HSP = HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL ELP = ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL

HSAP = HIGH SCHOOL ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
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At present, there are nine school districts (Plainwell Community
Schools, Otsego Public Schools, Allegan Public Schools, Wayland Union
Schools, Fennville Public Schools, Martin Public Schools, Hopkins Public
Schools, Saugatuck Public Schools, Hamilton Community Schools) serving
Allegan County. Plainwell Community Schools serve 2,462 students; of this
total, 842 students are in the high school, 575 are in the junior high school,
and 1,045 students are in the three elementary schools. Plainwell’s
administration is composed of one superintendent, one assistant
superintendent, one high school principal, one assistant high school
principal, one junior high school principal, and three elementary school
principals. The SEV of Plainwell Schools is $135,220,644.00 with an SEV per
student of $54,932.00.

Otsego Public Schools serve 2,300 students; of this total, 750 students
are in the high school, 560 students are in the junior high school, and 990
students are in the two elementary schools. Otsego’s administration is
composed of one superintendent, one assistant superintendent, one high
school principal, one assistant high school principal, one junior high school
principal, and two elementary school principals. The SEV of Otsego
Schools is $123,564,210.00 with an SEV per student of $53,723.00.

Allegan Public Schools serve 2,700 students; of this total, 550
students are in the high school, 630 students are in the junior high school,
and 1,365 students are in the four elementary schools. Allegan’s
administration is composed of one superintendent, one assistant
superintendent, one high school principal, one assistant high school

principal, one junior high school principal, and three elementary school
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principals. The SEV of Allegan Schools if $130,188,660.00 with an SEV per
student of $48,218.00.

Wayland Union Schools serve 2,305 students; of this totai, 766
students are in the high school, 351 students are in the junior high school,
and 1,138 students are in the four elementary schools. Wayland Union’s
administration is composed of one superintendent, one assistant
superintendent, one junior high school principal, and two elementary
school principals. The SEV of Wayland Union Schools is $107,681,045.00
with an SEV per student of $46,716.00.

Fennville Public Schools serve 1,520 students; of this total, 535
students are in the high school-junior high school combination, and 985
students are in the two elementary schools. Fennville’s administration is
composed of one superintendent and two elementary school principals.
The SEV of Fennville Schools if $69,836,580.00 with an SEV per student of
$45,945.00.

Martin Public Schools serve 790 students; of this totai, 395 students
are in the high school-junior high school combination, and 395 students
are in the elementary school. Martin’s administration is composed of one
superintendent, one high school-junior high school principal, and one
elementary school principal. The SEV of Martin Schools is $36,625,085.00
with an SEV per student of $46,360.00.

Hopkins Public Schools serve 1,070 students; of this total, 505
students are in the high school-junior high school combination, and 565
students are in the two elementary schools. Hopkins’ administration is

composed of one superintendent, one assistant superintendent, one high
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school-junior high school principal, and two-elementary school principals.
The SEV of Hopkins Schools if $51,700,383.00 with an SEV per student of
$48,318.00.

Saugatuck Public Schools serve 553 students; of this total, 300
students are in the high school-junior high school combination, and 253
students are in the elementary school. Saugatuck’s administration is
composed of one superintendent, one assistant superintendent, one high
school-junior high school principal, and one elementary school principal.
The SEV of Saugatuck Schools is $76,542,531.00 with an SEV per student of
$138,413.00.

Hamilton Community Schools serve 1,650 students; of this total, 720
students are in the high school-junior high school combination, and 930
students are in the five elementary schools. Hamilton’s administration is
composed of one superintendent, one high school-junior high school
principal, one assistant principal, and five elementary schoo! principals.
The SEV of Hamilton Schools if $133,380,600.00 with an SEV per student of
$80,836.00.

In the proposed model, Allegan County School District would serve
15,350 students; of this total, 4,546 students would be in the five high
schools, 2,933 students would be in the six junior high schools, and 7,871
students would be in the sixteen elementary schools. In this model, the
administration would be composed of one superintendent, four assistant
superintendents, five high school principals, five assistant high school
principals, six junior high school principals, and sixteen elementary school

principals. SEV for the proposed district would be $864,739,738.00 with an
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SEV per student of $56,334.00. This model reduces the number of school
buildings from the existing thirty-seven to twenty-seven and the number
of administrators from the existing fifty-four to thirty-seven.

Five-year projections for the proposed Allegan County School District
indicate a student population of 14,430. SEV is projected to be
$1,002,470,359.00 with an SEV per student of $69,471.00. The projected
mode! indicates that the number of school buildings will decrease by 1 to
26 and school administrators will decrease by one to thirty-six.

Tables 8, 9, and 10 exhibit information about the existing school
district in Allegan County, the proposed model for the Allegan County
School District, and a five-year projected model for the Allegan County
Sches! District.

Alpena County

Alpena County is located in the northeastern part of the lower
peninsula and encompasses approximately 672 square miles.

At present, there is one school district (Alpena Public Schools) serving
Alpena County. Alpena Public Schools serve 5,938 students; of this total,
2,204 students are in the high school, 969 are in the junior high school, and
2,765 students are in the 10 elementary schools. Alpena’s administration is
composed of one superintendent, three assistant superintendents, one
high school principal, four assistant high school principals, one junior high
school principal, one assistant junior high school principal, and seven
elementary school principals. The SEV of Alpena Schools is $392,510,136.0
with an SEV per student of $166,101.00.
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Table 8
Included is the following information for Allegan County; present | distri 1] y d mode,
and the five-year projected modi

SCHOOL weop | supt |asupr| ws fuseor| wsp Jusae | su fameor| mp funar | e Jewor ] we SV SEVST
PLAINWELL COMMUNITY | 2452] 1 1 1] s 1 [ I B ° 3 {ros] 3 |5 wsasu |5 seem
OTSEGO PUBLICSCHOOLS | 2300} 1 1 1 mo | 1 1 560 1 o 2 o] 2 |3 wmsea0 |8 s
ALLEGAN PUBLIC 2700} 1 ' 1] osse] 1 [ ICTH B ° a forass] 3 s vaoaseceo | 5 asas
WAYLAND UNION 2305) 1 1 1 %6 | 1 1 1 51 1 ° . AREL I $ 107680045 | § 46716
FENNVILLE PUBLIC 1s20f 1 ] 1] oss] o o ° ] o0 0 2 oos] 2 |5 eveseseo | s asees
MARTIN PUBLIC 0| 4 ] LB BECHY B 0 ° |0 [ 1 s 1 |s asersoss |8 4360
HOPKINS PUBLIC 1070} 1 1 1 505 1 o o - o ] 2 ses) 2 $ 51700383 | § 48318
SAUGATUCK PUBLIC ssi| o 1 LB BEC'Y B o ° | o ° 1 s 1 |s gesesn |5 uman
HAMILTON COMMUNITY 1650f 1 a 1 2L B 1 ° - ° ° s 93] s | s 123300600 | $ 0836
TOTAL COUNTY 15350 9 6 9 Jases| o 5 a fam 4 [} 2 8| o $ ssar9ms | $ 56338
PROPOSED MODEL 153s50] 1 L) s Jases] s B 6 Jaan 6 o 16 26m) 16 | s searisys |8 56338
5YR PROJECTED MODEL a0 1 a s faso] s s s Jaao 5 o 16 2270p 16 | $ 1002470359 | $  69.41
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Table 9
The ber of admini in Allegan County; present, proposed model, five-year
i and the gain between i
SUBJECT SUPT ASUPT HsP HSAP WP JHAP EP
1. PRESENT NUMBER 9 6 9 5 a o 2
2. PROPOSED MODEL NUMBER 1 a 5 5 6 o 16
3. SYRPROJECTED NUMBER 1 a 5 H 5 o 16
& 1Mmus2 3 2 4 - .2 - s
5. 2MINUS3 - - - - -1 - -
Table 10
Th ber of ildings in Allegan County; present, l, five-year
i d th gain between i
SUBJECT HIGH SCHOOLS JH SCHOOLS EL SCHOOLS
1. PRESENT NUMBER 9 a 2
2. PROPOSED MODEL NUMBER s 6 16
3. SYRPROJECTED NUMBER s H 16
4 1MINUS2 - .2 £
5 2MiNUS3 - 4 -
LEGEND
SUPT = SUPERINTENDENT JHP = JUNIOR HIGH PRINGIPAL
ASUPT = ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT IHAP = JUNIOR HIGH ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
HSP = HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL ELP = ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL

HSAP = HIGH SCHOOL ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
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In the proposed model, Alpena County School District would serve
5,938 students; of this total, 2,204 students would be in the two high
schools, 969 students would be in the two junior high schools, and 2,765
students would be in the six elementary schools. In this model, the
administration would be composed of one superintendent, two assistant
superintendents, two high school principals, two assistant high school
principals, two junior high school principals, and six elementary school
principals. SEV for the proposed district would be $392,510,136.00 with an
SEV per student of $66,101.00. This model reduces the number of school
buildings from the existing twelve to ten and the number of
administrators from the existing eighteen to fifteen.

Five-year projections for the proposed Alpena County School District
indicate a student population of 4,823. SEV is projected to be
$433,362,906.00 with an SEV per student of $89,853.00. The projected
model indicates that the number of school! buildings will decrease by one
to nine and school administrators will decrease by one to fourteen.

Tables 11, 12, and 13 exhibit information about the existing school
district in Alpena County, the proposed model for the Alpena County
School District, and a five-year projected model for the Alpena County
School District.

Antrim County

Antrim County is located in the northwestern quarter of the lower

peninsula and encompasses approximately 492 square miles.
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Included Is the following information for Alpena County;

Table 11

and the five-year projected mode).

SCHOOL wop | supr fasuer] ns fuseor | use fusae | fonvor | me | amae | e feeor| we stV VST

ALPENA PUBLIC s9) 1 3 1 2,208 1 4 1 969 1 1 10 f276s 7 $ 392510136 | $ 66,101

TOTAL COUNTY sl 1 3 LI EXN B ) 1| e 1 1 10 Jaes 7 | s as003 ) s est0

PROPOSED MODEL s 1 2 2 Jan) 2 2 2 | ese 2 o 6 far6r 6 | s mas0036 s 6101

SYR PROJECTED MODEL as) 1 2 2 fraea | 2 2 2 | m 2 0 5 fasor 5 | s 4362906 | 3 09853
LEGEND

TPOP = TOTAL POPULATION

SUPT = SUPERINTENDENT
ASUPT = ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT

HS = HIGH SCHOOLS

HSPOP = HIGH SCHOOL POPULATION
HSP = HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL
HSAP = HIGH SCHOOL ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
JH = JUNIOR HIGHS

JHPOP = JUNIOR HIGH POPULATION

JHP = JUNIOR HIGH PRINCIPAL

JHAP = JUNIOR HIGH ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL

EL = ELEMENTARIES

ELPOP = ELEMENTARY POPULATION

ELP = ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL

SEV = STATE EQUALIZED VALUATION

SEVST = STATE EQUALIZED VALUATION PER STUDENT

i)
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Table 12
The number of administrators in Alpena County; present, proposed model, five-year
A and the net loss or gain i
SUBJECT . s | asuer | mse HSAP P ap ar
1. PRESENTNUMBER 1 3 1 s 1 1 7
2. PPOSED MODEL NUMBER 1 2 2 2 2 0 6
3. SYRPROJECTED NUMBER 1 2 2 2 2 ) H
4 tMiNus2 - a - 2 -t El B}
5. 2MNUS3 - - - - . - a
Table 13
ber of ildings in Alpena County; present, proposed model, five-year
i and the net loss or gai i
SUBJECT HIGH SCHOOLS JHSCHOOLS BLscHoOLS
1. PRESENTNUMBER 1 1 10
2. PROPOSED MODEL NUMBER 2 2 6
3. SYRPROJECTED NUMBER 2 2 s
4 1MiNus2 . -1 <
5. 2MNUS3 - - Kl
LEGEND
SUPT = SUPERINTENDENT JHP = JUNIOR HIGH PRINCIPAL
ASUPT = ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT JHAP = JUNIOR HIGH ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
HSP = HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL ELP = ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL

HSAP = HIGH SCHOOL ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
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At present, there are 6 school districts (Alba Public Schools, Central
Lake Public Schools, Bellaire Public Schools, Elk Rapids Schools, Ellsworth
Community Schools, Mancelona Public Schools). Alba Public Schools serve
178 students; of this total, 178 students are in the K-12 school. Alba’s
administration is composed of one superintendent, who is also the K-12
principal. The SEV of Alba Schools is $20,378,383.00 with an SEV per
student of $114,485.00.

Central Lake Schools serve 520 students; of this total, 260 students
are in the high school-junior high school combination and 260 students are
in the elementary school. Central Lake’s administration is composed of
one superintendent, one high school-junior high school principal, and one
elementary school principal. The SEV of Central Lake Schools is
$52,354,780.00 with an SEV per student of $100,682.00.

Bellaire Public Schools serve 552 students; of this total, 252 students
are in the high school-junior high school combination and 300 students are
in the elementary school. Bellaire’s administration is composed of one
superintendent, one high school-junior high school principa!, and one
elementary school principal. The SEV of Bellaire Schools is $79,588,236.00
with an SEV per student of $144,181.00.

Eli Rapids Schaols serve 1,067 students; of this total, 339 students are
in the high school, 327 students are in the junior high school, and 401
students are in the elementary school. Elk Rapid’s administration is
composed of one superintendent, one high school principal, one junior
high school principal, and one elementary school principal. The SEV of Eik

Ragids Schools is $145,409,160.00 with an SEV per student of $136,278.00.
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Ellsworth Community Schools serve 224 students; of this total, 102
students are in the high school-junior high school combination and 122
students are in the elementary school. Ellsworth’s administration is
composed of one superintendent, one high school-junior high school
principal and one elementary school principal. The SEV of Ellsworth
Schools is $23,132,032.00 with an SEV per student of $103,268.00.

Mancelona Public Schools serve 1,050 students; of this total, 300
students are in the high school, 250 students are in the junior high school,
and 500 students are in the elementary school. Mencelona’s
administration is composed of one superintendent, one high school
principal, one junior high school principal, and one elementary school
principal. The SEV of Mancelona Schools is $98,872,660.00 with an SEV per
student of $94,164.00.

In the proposed model, Antrim County School District would serve
3,591 students; of this total, 1,114 students would be in the high school,
799 students would be in the two junior high schools, and 1,672 students
would be in the four elementary schools. In this model, the administration
would be composed of one superintendent, one assistant superintendent,
one high school principal, one assistant high school principal, two junior
high school principals, and four elementary school principals. SEV for the
proposed district would be $419,735,256.00 with an SEV per student of
$116,885.00. This model reduces the number of school buildings from the
existing thirteen to seven and the number of administrators from the

existing nineteen to ten.
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Five-year projections for the proposed Antrim County School District
indicate a student population of 3,401. SEV is projected to be
$510,672,117.00 with an SEV per student of $150,153.00. The projected
model indicates that the number of school buildings will decrease by one
to six and school administrators will decrease by one to nine.

Tables 14, 15, and 16 exhibit information about the existing school
district in Antrim County, the proposed model for the Antrim County
School District, and a five-year projected model for the Antrim County
School District.

Arenac County

Arenac County is located in the northeastern quarter of the lower
peninsula and encompasses approximately 360 square miles.

At present, there are 3 school districts (Arenac Eastern School District,
Au Gres Sims School District, Standish Sterling Community School District)
serving Arenac County. Arenac Eastern Schools serve 509 students; of this
total 272 students are in the high school-junior high school combination
and 237 students are in the elementary school. Arenac Eastern’s
administration is composed of one superintendent and one K-12 principal.
The SEV of Arenac Schools is $26,963,145.00 with an SEV per student of
$52,972.00.
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Table 14

hool districts, total county,

Included is the following Antrim County;

and tho five-year projected model.

SCHOOL veop | supr Jasuet| ws [useor] wse Jusap | an fuweor | sue | mar e | eeor | e sev SEVST
ALBA PUBLIC 18] 1 (] 1 1”8 1 0 L] - o ] ] - o $ 20318388 | 8 1a44ss
CENTRAL LAKE PUBLIC sof 1 o 1 wof 1 ] 0 - 0 0 1 260 1 |s sa3sa780 ) 8 100602
BELLAIRE PUBLIC ss2f 4 ° LI BELN AN ° ° «| o 0 1 30| 1 s esmas|s reate
ELK RAPIDS SCHOOLS 1067] 1 [ [ BEFCY ° v | ° i 401 | 1 | susacteo |8 wsean
ELLSWORTH COMMUNITY 2af 1 1 1 ] 1 o L] - o 0 1 kil v |8 Banzen s 103268
MANCELONA PUBLIC 10s0f 1 I 1 0] 1 o 1 250 1 0 1 500 1 |s ssnase0 s 9164
TOTAL COUNTY wsa| 6 0 6 Jrma] 6 0 2 | | 2 0 s | v | s | s aemsase | s s
PROPOSED MODEL EXCT] ] 1 LI RELCE B 1 2 s | 2 0 a || a4 | s awmsass| s nsess
5YRPROJECTED MODEL 3am 1 ' [ K271 B 1 s | ° a | res | 4 | s swoenan|s isoass

LEGEND

TPOP = TOTALPOPULATION

SUPT = SUPERINTENDENT

ASUPT = ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT
HS = HIGH SCHOOLS

HSPOP = HIGH SCHOOL POPULATION
HSP = HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL

HSAP = HIGH SCHOOL ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL

JH = JUNIOR HIGHS

JHPOP = JUNIOR HIGH POPULATION

JHP = JUNIOR HIGH PRINCIPAL

JHAP = JUNIOR HIGH ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL

EL = ELEMENTARIES

ELPOP = ELEMENTARY POPULATION

ELP = ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL

SEV = STATE EQUALIZED VALUATION

SEV ST = STATE EQUALIZED VALUATION PER STUDENT

29



Table 15
The number of administrators in Antrim County; present, proposed model, five-year
projected model, and the net loss or gain between these categories.

SURIECT SUPT | ASUPT HSP HsAP e AP 13

1. PRESENTNUMBER 6 0 6 o 2 o H

2. PROPOSED MODEL NUMBER 1 1 1 1 2 ° s

3. SYRPROJECTED NUMBER 1 1 1 1 1 0 a

& TMINUS2 s -1 s -1 - - Bl

S 2MINUS3 - - - - “ - -
Table 16

‘The number of school buildings in Antrim County; present, proposed model, five-year
projected model, and the net loss or gait i

SUBIECT HIGH SCHOOLS. JHSCHOOLS £L.5CHOOLS
1. PRESENT NUMBER 6 2 H
2. PROPOSED MODEL NUMBER 1 2 a
3. SYRPROJECTED NUMBER 1 1 a
4 1MINUS2 K - Rl
5 2MINUS3 - Bl -
LEGEND
SUPT = SUPERINTENDENT JHP = JUNIOR HIGH PRINCIPAL
ASUPT = ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT JHAP = JUNIOR HIGH ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
HSP = HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL ELP = ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL

HSAP = HIGH SCHOOL ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
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Au Gres Sims Schools serve 521 students; of this total, 251 students
are in the high school-junior high school combination and 270 students are
in the elementary school. Au Gres Sims' administration is composed of one
superintendent, one high school-junior high school principal, and one
elementary school principal. The SEV of Au Gres Sims Schools is
$64,396,486.00 with an SEV per student of $123,601.00.

Standish Sterling Community Schools serve 2,177 students; of this
total, 696 students are in the high school, 349 students are in the junior
high school, and 1,132 students are in the two elementary schools.
standish Sterling’s administration is composed of one superintendent, one
high school principal, one assistant high school principal, one junior high
school principal, and two elementary school principals. The SEV of
standish Sterling Schools is $111,306,730.00 with an SEV per student of
$51,128.00.

In the proposed modei, Arenac County School District would serve
3,207 students; of this total, 1,046 students would be in the high school,
522 students would be in the junior high school, and 1,639 students would
be in the three elementary schools. In this model, the administration
would be composed of one superintendent, one assistant superintendent,
one high school principal, one assistant high school principal, one junior
high school principal, and three elementary school principals. SEV for the
proposed district would be $202,666,361.00 with an SEV per student of
$63,194.00. This model reduces the number of school buildings from the
existing eight to five and the number of administrators from the existing

eleven to eight.
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Five-year projections for the proposed Arenac County School District
indicate a student population of 2,952. SEV is projected to be
$246,574,616.00 with an SEV per student of $83,527.00. The projected
model indicates that the number of school buildings will remain at five and
school administrators will remain at eight.

Tables 17, 18, and 19 exhibit information about the existing school
district in Arenac County, the proposed model for the Arenac County
School District, and a five-year projected model for the Arenac County

School District.

Baraga County

Baraga County is located in the western part of the upper peninsula
and encompasses approximately 780 square miles.

At present, there are two school districts (Baraga Township School
District, L Anse Area Schools) serving Baraga County. Baraga Township
Schools serve 606 students; of this total, 300 students are in the high
schooi-junior high school combination and 306 students are in the two
elementary schools. Baraga’s administration is composed of one
superintendent, one high school-junior high school principal, and two
elementary school principals. The SEV of Baraga Schools of $22,642,420.00
with an SEV per student of $37,363.00.

L Anse Area Schools serve 1,059 students; of this total, 405 students
are in the high school, 200 students are in the junior high school, and 455
students are in the elementary school. L Anse’s administration is composed

of one superintendent, one high school-junior high school principal, one
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Table 18
in Arenac County; present, del, five-year
i d th loss or gain between i
SUBIECT surr | asver | wse HSAP e HAP ap
1. PRESENTNUMBER 3 o 3 1 1 o 3
2. PROPOSED MODEL NUMBER 1 1 1 1 1 0 3
3. SYRPROIECTED NUMBER 1 1 1 1 1 ] 3
a 1mmwus2 2 .t 2 - - - -
s 2MINUS3 - - - . - - -
Table 19
The number of school buildings in Arenac County; present, proposed model, five-year
projected model, and the net loss or gail the i
SumsEcT HIGH SCHOOLS IHsCHOOLS ELSCHOOLS
1. PRESENTNUMBER 3 1 ]
2. PROPOSED MODEL NUMBER 1 1 3
3. SYRPROJECTED NUMBER 1 1 3
o 1Mmus2 2 - 4
5. 2MNUS3 - - -
LEGEND
SUPT = SUPERINTENDENT JHP = JUNIOR HIGH PRINCIPAL

ASUPT = ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT

HSP = HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL

HSAP = HIGH SCHOOL ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL

JHAP = JUNIOR HIGH ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
ELP = ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL
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assistant principal, and one elementary school principal. The SEV of L Anse
Schools if $40,218,194.00 with an SEV per student of $37,977.00.

In the proposed model, Baraga County School District would serve
1,665 students; of this total, 605 students would be in the high school, 300
students wouid be in the junior high school, and 761 students would be in
the two elementary schools. In this model, the administration would be
composed of one superintendent, one assistant superintendent, one high
school principal, one junior high school principal, and two elementary
school principals. SEV for the proposed district would be $62,860,614.00
with an SEV per student of $37,754.00. This model reduces the number of
school buildings from the existing six to four and the number of
administrators will remain at seven.

Five-year projections for the proposed Baraga County School District
indicate a student population of 1,475. SEV is projected to be
$72,872,680.00 with an SEV per student of $49,405.00. The projected
model indicates that the number of school buildings will decrease by one
to three and school administrators will decrease by one to six.

Tables 20, 21, and 22 exhibit information about the existing school
district in Baraga County, the proposed model for the Baraga County
School District, and a five-year projected model for the Baraga County

School District.

Barry County

Barry County is located in the southwestern part of the lower

peninsula and encompasses approximately 576 square miles.
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Included is the following information for Baraga County;

Table 20

and the five-year projected model.

scHooL weop | suet Jasuer| us fuseor | wse fusae | fumvor | e | mar | e |ewor| e sev SEvsT

BARAGA SCHOOLS 606] 1 0 ' o0 f 0 0 - 0 0 2 06 2 |s neawls 3136

L ANSE AREA SCHOOLS 109} 1 0 1 405 1 0 1 200 - 0 1 4ss 1 $ 4218088 ) s 9N

TOTAL COUNTY ess| 2 0 2 | s 2 [ v fao | o o 3 | | 3 |s eecera)s  anisa

PROPOSED MODEL (X751 I 1 [ I 1 vl | ] 2 | | 2 }s eecoers|s  3nse

SYRPROJECTED MODEL rams| 4 1 v e 1 0 B ) ] 2 | | 2 |s neneo|s a0
LEGEND

TPOP = TOTAL POPULATION

SUPT = SUPERINTENDENT

ASUPT = ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT

HS = HIGH SCHOOLS

HSPOP = HIGH SCHOOL POPULATION

HSP = HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL

HSAP = HIGH SCHOOL ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
JH = JUNIOR HIGHS

JHPOP = JUNIOR HIGH POPULATION

JHP = JUNIOR HIGH PRINCIPAL

JHAP = JUNIOR HIGH ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL

EL = ELEMENTARIES

ELPOP = ELEMENTARY POPULATION

ELP = ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL

SEV = STATE EQUALIZED VALUATION

SEVST = STATE EQUALIZED VALUATION PER STUDENT
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Table 21
The number of administrators in Baraga County; present, proposed model, five-year
projected model, and the net loss or gain between these categories.

SUBJECT SUPT A SUPT HSP HSAP WP IHAP EP
1. PRESENT NUMBER 2 o 2 o o o 3
2. PROPOSED MODEL NUMBER 1 1 1 1 1 o 2
3. 5YRPROJECTED NUMBER 1 1 1 1 o ] 2
4. 1MINUS2 -1 -1 -1 .1 -1 = -
s 2MiINUS3 - - - - El - s
Table 22
The number of school buildings in Baraga County; present, proposed model, five-year
projected model, and the net loss or gain between these categories.
SUBJECT HIGH SCHOOLS JH'SCHOOLS EL SCHOOLS
1. PRESENT NUMBER 2 1 3
2. PROPOSED MODEL NUMBER 1 1 2
3. SYRPROJECTED NUMBER 1 o 2
4 1MNUS2 4 - El
5. 2MINUS3 = - =
LEGEND
SUPT = SUPERINTENDENT JHP = JUNIOR HIGH PRINCIPAL
ASUPT = ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT JHAP = JUNIOR HIGH ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
HSP = HIGH SCHOOL PRINCIPAL ELP = ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL

HSAP = HIGH SCHOOL ASSISTANT PRINCIPAL
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At present, there are three school districts (Delton Kellogg School
District, Hastings Area School District, Thornapple Kellogg School District)
serving Barry County. Delton Kellogg Schools serve 1,850 students; of this
total, 568 students are in the high school, 288 are in the junior high school,
and 994 students are in the elementary school. Delton Kellogg's
administration is composed of one superintendent, one assistant
superintendent, one high school principal, one assistant high school
principal, one junior high school principal, and one elementary school
principal. The SEV of Delton Kellogg Schools is $98,828,921.00 with an SEV
per student of $53,421.00.

Hastings Area Schools serve 3,186 students; of this total, 1,065
students are in the high school, 540 students are in the junior high school,
and 1,581 students are in the four elementary schools. Hastings’
administration is composed of one superintendent, one assistant
superintendent, one high school principal, one assistant high school
principal, one junior high school principal, and four elementary school
principais. The SEV of Hastings Area Schools is $157,632,237.G0 with an
SEV per student of $49,476.00.

Thornapple Kellogg Schools serve 1,902 students; of this total, 600
students are in the high school, 480 students are in the junior high school,
and 822 students are in the two elementary schools. Thornapple Kellogg’s
administration is composed of one superintendent, one assistant
superintendent, one high school principal, one assistant high school

principal, one junior high school principal, and two elementary school
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principals. The SEV of Thornapple Kellogg Schools is $92,522,058.00 with
an SEV per student of $48,644.00.

In the proposed model, Barry County School District would serve
6,938 students; of this total 2,233 students would be in the two high
schoois, 1,304 students would be in the three junior high schools, and
3,401 students would be in the seven elementary schools. In this model,
the administration would be composed of one superintendent, two
assistant superintendents, two high school principals, two assistant high
school principals, three junior high school principals, and seven elementary
school principals. SEV for the proposed district would be $348,983,216.00
with an SEV per student of $50,300.00. This model reduces the number of
school buildings from the existing thirteen to twelve and the number of
administrators from the existing twenty-twc to seventeen.

Five-year projections for the proposed Barry County School District
indicate a student population of 5,938. SEV is projected to be
$424,591,442.00 with an SEV per student of $71,504.00. The projected
model indicates that the number of school buildings will decrease by one
to eleven and school administrators will decrease by one to sixteen.

Tables 23, 24, and 25 exhibit information about the existing school
district in Barry County, the propased madel for the Barry County School
District, and a five-year projected model for the Barry County School
District.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



73

AN3ANLS H3d NOILVNIVA QIZITYNDT ILVIS = LS AIS
NOWLLYNIVA Q3Z1IVND3 3LVIS = AIS

VAIDNIYG AHVINIWITI = d13

NOILYINdOd AWVINIWITI = dOd13

SAYVINIWITI = 13

VAIDNIYD ANVLSISSY HOIH HOINNT = dYHI
TVdIINIYG HOIH HOINAF = dHI

NOILVINGOd HOIH HOINNT = dOdHI

SHOIH HOINNF = HI

IVAIDNIY INVLSISSY T00HIS HOIH = dVSH
IVdIDNIYd TOOHIS HOIH = dSH
NOILVINdOd T00HIS HOIH = dOdSH
STOOHIS HOIH = SH

ANIONILNIYIINS LNVLSISSY = LdNSY
ANIGNILNIHIINS = LdNS

NOILVINAOd V104 = d0dL

L LEDEL]
vs'ie s Javiesvar 8 | ¢ wre) ¢ 0 14 us |t T L3 00 t 14 L |ses's T1300W G31J310Ud HAS
oocos s |owwessoe s | ¢ | vove] ¢ ° e | o] € 3 v Jere | 2 t [ (1] 1300W Q350d0¥d
00E0s  § | 9ITERE'IE § t wrel ¢ 0 € ve) € € € ({134 € € € |eees ALNNOD V101
ey § | 8s0'Tes'Te § 3 we T 0 ' o8y ' ' ' 009 ' ' b Jeoss 990713 31ddVNYOHL
awer s feeveesest s | v |ssi] v ° o | ' s | ' [ (3 3118Nd SONILSYH
wves s | ueeees § |y v66 ' o ' o | o ' ' ' ' s fosen 990113 NOL1ICQ
1535 A3 a1 Jaoau| 1 | avur | aur Jaoanr| wr | avsu | asu | oasn | su Juensv) sans | soar 100K$

“Japow pajaford 1eak-any) ayy pue
‘japouu pasodosd *A3uno) 12303 'SIINSIP [00Yds Juasaid !Ayuno) A11eg 10j uopeunoju) Bumoljoy 23 s PAPNPUL

€2 djqey

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



74

Table 24
The number of administrators in Barry County; present, proposed model, five-year
projected model, and the net loss or gain between these categories.
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