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Homecroft Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2005
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Lakewood Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2005
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Laura MacArthur Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2005
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Lincoln Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2005
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Lowell Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2005

# of K6 Students

2000

2 Miles
1

2005

# of K6 Students
0
11-10
1n-20

2 Miles
|




Nettleton Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2005
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Piedmont Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2005
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Rockridge/Lester Park Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2005
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Stowe Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2005
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Maps of

Middle School Attendance Areas and their Census Block Population Trends
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Morgan Park Middle School Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2011
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Ordean Middle School Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2011
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Woodland Middle School Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2011
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Maps of

High School Attendance Areas and their Census Block Population Trends




Central High School Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2014
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Denfeld High School Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2014
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East High School Census Block Projected Trends 2000-2014
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Maps of

Population Trends by School Attendance Area (Maximum Enrollment Potential)




Elementary Enroliment Projected Percent Change 2000-2005
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Middle School Enroliment Projected Percent Change 2000-2011
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High School Enroliment Projected Percent Change 2000-2014
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Maps of

Potential Population Turnover (measured by population over age 60)




Age 60 and Older Census Blocks Trends
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Age 60 and Older Census Tract Trends
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Table 1: Uncorrected Projections of School Attendance Area Populations 2000-2014

Uncorrected
census Data )
Predictions Pop 00 Pop 01 Pop 02 Pop 03 Pop 04 Pop 05 Pop 06 Pop 07 Pop 08 Pop 09 Pop 10 Pop 11 Pop 12 Pop 13 Pop 14

Chester Park 731 688 659 630 621 603
Congdon Park 620 589 573 568 542 508
Homecroft 712 710 666 622 584 570
Lakewood 308 289 273 262 241 233

Laura MacArthur 765 750 747 745 756 722

Lester
Park/Rockridge 731 723 745 730 694 685

Lowell Music 447 434 417 386 396 395
Nettleton
Science/Math 534 557 560 595 619 657

Piedmont : 372 364 342 339 315 294
- Stowe 589 568 571 539 524 513
Grant Magnet 559 565 559 588 584 615
Lincoln Park 904 893 861 860 850 861
Morgan Park 637 654 654 689 660 691
Ordean 1055 1027 989 930 927 883
Woodland 1319 1285 1280 1245 1247 1206
Central 1843 1805 1792 1786 1693 1691 1590 1612
Denfeld - 1499 1505 1516 1488 1533 1501 1360 1369 1635
East 1709 1699 1665 1639 1588 1521 1165 1110 1354




Table 2: Corrected Projections of School Attendance Area Populations 2000-2014 (One regression)

Corrected w/
one regression

Pop 00 Pop 01

Pop_02 Pop_03

Pop_04 Pop_ 05

Pop 06 Pop_07

Pop 08 Pop 09

Pop_10

Pop 11

Pop 12 Pop 13 Pop 14

Chester Park
Congdon Park
Homecroft

Lakewood
Laura
MacArthur
Lester
Park/Rockridge

Lowell Music
Nettleton
Science/Math

Piedmont
Stowe

Grant Magnet
Lincoln Park
Morgan Park
Ordean
Woodland
Central
Denfeld

East

546
465
532

237

571

546
339

402
284
442
420
672
477
782
974
1357
1106
1259

514
442
530
223

560

540
329

419
278
427
425
664
490
762
950
1329
1110
1252

493
431
498
212

557

556
317

421
262
429
420
641
490
734
946

1319

1118

1227

472
427
466
204

556

545
294

447
260
406
441
640
515
691
921
1315
1098
1208

466
408
439
188

564

519
301

464
242
395
439
633
494
689
922
1247
1130
1171

452
383
428
183

539

512
301

492
227
387
461
641
517
657
892
1246
1107
1122

1172
1004
862

1188
1011
822

1205
1000
789




Table 3; Corrected Projections of School Attendance Area Populations 2000-2014 (Three regressions)

Corrected School Enroliment Predictions: 3
Regressions 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Chester Park 519 489 468 448 441 429

Congdon Park 441 419 407 404 385 361

Homecroft 506 504 473 442 415 405

Lakewood 220 206 195 187 172 166

Laura MacArthur 543 533 531 529 537 513

Lester Park/Rockridge 519 514 529 519 493 487

Lowell Music 600 590 577 553 561 560

Nettleton Science/Math 380 396 398 423 440 467

Piedmont 265 259 244 242 225 210

Stowe 419 404 406 383 373 365

Grant Magnet 397 402 397 418 415 437

Lincoln Park 642 634 611 611 604 611

Morgan Park 453 465 465 489 469 491 442 432

Ordean 749 729 702 660 658 627 560 529

Woodland 936 912 908 883 885 856 747 776

Central 1122 1095 1086 1081 1015 1014 902 880 942 957 974
Denfeld 1063 1068 1075 1055 1087 - 1065 1019 995 965 971 961
East 1563 1556 1530 1510 1471 1420 1244 1195 1148 1106 1071

Total Elementary 5450 5349 5237 5158 5060 5011
Total Middle School 2137 2105 2075 2033 2012 1973
Total High 3749 3718 3691 3647 3574 3498




Table 4: Projections of School Attendance Area Population Change 2000-2014 (Potential of Enrolled Students)

Potential Enrolled
Population

% of 2000
enroliment

% change from 2000

% change from 2000

Chester Park
Congdon Park
Homecroft
Lakewood

Laura MacArthur

Lester Park/Rockr.

Lowell Music
Nettleton
Science/Math

Piedmont
Stowe

Grant Magnet
Lincoln Park
Morgan Park
Ordean
Woodland
Central
Denfeld

East

2005
0.825360641
0.819918036

0.80110346
0.758016914
0.943932961

0.93723898
0.933843055

1.229503723
0.791409839
0.871391129
1.099832599
0.952535437
1.084515108
0.837265919
0.914454794
0.903361435
1.001332499
0.908203559

0.954612257
0.706700202

0.829666626

0.784470569
0.93604004
0.764161273

0.867757753
0.90339381
0.685060084

2005
-0.174639359
-0.180081964

-0.19889654
-0.241983086
-0.056067039

-0.06276102
-0.066156945

0.229503723
-0.208590161
-0.128608871

0.099832599
-0.047464563

0.084515108
-0.162734081
-0.085545206
-0.096638565

0.001332499
-0.091796441

-0.045387743
-0.293299798
-0.170333374
-0.215529431

-0.06395996
-0.235838727

2014

-0.132242247
-0.09660619
-0.314939916

2005.0
-17.5
-18.0
-19.9
-24.2

-5.6
-6.3
-6.6

23.0
-20.9
-12.9

10.0

-4.7
8.5
-16.3
-8.6
-9.7
0.1
-9.2

2011.0

2014.0




Table 5: Actual enrollment in ISD# 709 schools in 2004 (Source: ISD# 709 Superintendent’s Office)

School Year 04-05 Sept Oct Nov Dec Jan Feb Mar Apr May June

Chester Park 273 277 268 0 0 . 0 0 0 0 0
Congdon Park 460 461 462 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Grant 179 180 188 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Homecroft 320 322 319 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lakewood 285 283 283 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lester Park 303 303 302 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Rockridge 162 162 161 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0
Lincoln Park 603 604 614 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Lowell 521 519 520 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
MacArthur 455 457 456 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Nettleton 317 319 311 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Piedmont 237 239 237 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Stowe 427 429 431 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Morgan Park 540 533 526 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Ordean 772 773 775 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Woodland - 851 835 831 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Central 1,050 1,038 1,027 0 0 0 0 0 -0 0
Denfeld 1,224 1,208 1,170 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
East 1,402 1,395 1,392 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Merritt Creek Academy 97 97 97 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Unity 58 55 58 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chester Creek Academy 66 66 67 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Woodland Hills 71 70 69 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Chisholm House* 27 28 29 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
AJC (Arrowhead Juv. Ctr.) 29 29 16 0 0 0. 0 0 0 0
Bethany Crisis Shelter* 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hospitals* 13 13 24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
North Star Middle School 3 3 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Teen Parent 9 10 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total: 10,754 10,708 10,649 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

76




Chart 1: Total Duluth Schools Trends for Potential Enrollment
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Chart 2: Duluth Elementary School Trends for Potential Enrollment
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Chart 3: Duluth Elementary Schools with Increasing Potential Enrollment
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Chart 4: Duluth Elementary Schools with Decreasing Potential Enrollment
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Chart 5: Duluth Middle School Trends for Potential Enrollment
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Chart 6: Duluth High School Trends for Potential Enrollment
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Almanza

research

EDUCATION: New enrollment
projections from UMD weren't
reviewed before the School Board
made decisions on closing schools.

BY LISA MICHALS
NEWS TRIBUNE STAFF WRITER

Some of the most sophisticated
enrollment projections sanctioned in
recent years by the Duluth school dis-
trict suggest eastern neighborhoods
will lose the most students in coming
years as the city's population shifts
toward central and western Duluth.

Those research-based predictions
could play a prominent role in any
decisions to close middle schools and
high schools, but they were left out of
the recent discussions about closing
elementary schools.

UMD’s Center for Community and
Regional Research was approached two
years ago by Superintendent Julio
Almanza to prepare the projection.
Work was completed in September.

But findings have not been shared
with School Board members, who made
clementary school closure decisions in

See SCHOOLS, Page 6A

ALMANZA:
k4 Superintendent says

¥ research, which projects -
that eastem Duluth neigh-
borhoods will lose the
most students in coming
years, was incomplete
and not easily understood.
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SCHOOLS I Almanza dzdn t share prOJec

From Page 1A

October and November using
less-detailed information.
“This data was available to
the school district,” said Olaf
Kuhlke, the UMD researcher
who led the project, and it was
available before decisions were
made to close Grant Language
Magnet School and Chester
Park Elementary Lab School.

PIECE OF THE PUZZLE

The findings are one more
ingredient that could have
been considered in the board’s
decisions, said Kuhlke, an
assistant professor of geogra-
phy with an interest in popula-
tion and migration studies.

Kuhlke said his interests
are not political, and he’s will-
ing to impartially help board
members understand the data.

“I'm not going to help any-
body say, “This is exactly what
this data says,” he said. “I can
certainly say what this data
suggests. The data might sug-
gest different things, and you
can draw a number of differ-
ent conclusions.”

For example, Kuhlke said,
the data are intriguing in
regard to the East and Central
hillside neighborhoods. The
research suggests that Grant
and Nettleton magnet schools
are the only two that have the
potential for enrollment
growth.

Historically, though, Grant’s
enrollment has been far short of
the number of students living
within its attendance bound-
aries. That's because the dis-
trict allows students to open
enroll in other elementary
schools, and many from the
Grant neighborhood have done

Nonetheless, Grant parent
- Doug Bowen-Bailey said, he
would have welcomed access to
the new data before a school-
closing decision was made.
“Obviously, those kinds of
numbers are significant, soI'm
not quite sure why they
wouldn't have been shared,”
said Bowen-Bailey, who is
among the leaders of an effort
to enhance the school’s pro-

New enrollment ptedlctlons

The following enroliment predictions aré the most detailed analysis
of Census 2000 data and Duluth school enroliment data ever done.

Duluth elementary school enroliment predictions R

2000 (acrual) 2005 (PreDicTED)  PERCENT CHANGE

11 DO
441

Chester Park

COngdon Park
"Homecroft

‘Lakewood

‘Laura MacArthur ~
Lester Park/Rockridg
LowellMusic
Nettieton SclenceIMa‘ ]
Pledmont

‘Stowe .
GrantMagne\
Lincoln Park (K-8)

Bututh middle school ensoliment predictions
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(acTuar) (PREDICTED)
.. 453 491
Ordean B C IOV L
‘Woodland 936 856

Duluth high school enroliment predictions
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2000 2005
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n22
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1014
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1020
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CHANGE
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2011
(PREDICTED)
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1195

2000
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5450 .
2137
3749

Total Elementary B
‘Total Middle Schoof
- Total High School

(PREDICTED)
501

2005 2014

(PrepicTeD)

1973

3498 3005

SOURCES: Olat Kuhike, University of Minnesota Duluth assistant professor

ol geography, and the Center for Community and Regional Research at UMD

gramming to attract more stu-
dents in the hopes of keeping
the building open.

“It definitely would have
helped our cause for the board
to see that that's where the pop-
ulation growth would have hap-
pened,” Bowen-Bailey said.

' UNTAPPED RESEARCH

The research project was
completed early in September
— slightly later than Kuhlke
and  Almanza anticipated.
Kuhlke said he delivered a CD-
ROM and paper copies of the
data to the superintendent’s
office but subsequently heard
gtﬂe from district representa

ves.

NEWS TRIBUNE GRAPHICS

He has not publicized the
research, deferring questions
to Almanza.

“There were certain groups
who might not have been inter-
ested” in circulating the
research, Kuhlke said. “I want-
ed to stay out of the political
discussions. My job is simply
to provide data to those who
are involved in the decision-
making process.”

In an interview ’l‘uesday,
Almanza said he felt the data’s
presentation was too complex
to be readily understandable,
and, “I've never been able to
run that CD-ROM.”

Kuhlke, meanwhile, said he
was never contacted about any
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tions from study with the School Board

s of biology graduat
dent'Béth: Holbmck 'spen

W Keepirig with the sharp projected decline in‘east Dulut
Ordean Mlddle Schoo! will lose 29 percent of its sfudents b

problem nor asked to maké a

simplified presentation to the
School Board.

“When the data was finally
there, I guess I was a little bit
disappointed that it was not
used,” he said. “It would be
nice to see these numbers
used, especially because the
school district asked for
them.”

But Almanza said he did not
consider the project complete.
Therefore, he didn’t present it
for the discussions about clos-
ing elementary schools.

“I think it’s useful informa-
tion,” he said. “I would like to
use this data.”

But “I don't think, the way
it sits right now, it’s going to be
easily understood by a lot of

people.” ,

That reaction to: the
research was unexpected.

“Obviously we like to see
that our projects are put to
some Kind of practical use,”
said Larry Knopp, director of
the UMD Center for
Community and Regional
Research, which spent $3,300
on the project. The school dis-
trict added $800. “It’s not com-
mon that the community-
based agency and the universi-
ty researchers disagree on the
usefulness of what’s produced
through one of these projects.”

opp called the district’s
reaction “unfortunate,” and
said Kuhlke *has comported
himself responsibly and pro-
fessxona.lly and with great gen-
erosity”

“He has produced a solid
product,” Knopp said. “I am
fully supportive of what he
did. I can fault him for nothing.

“Why the results were
deemed insufficiently usable
by the superintendent, I don't
know,” Knopp continued. “If
he’s saying that we can’t use
statistics because they’re too
complicated for School Board
members to understand, then I
guess there’s an awful lot of
research that would never get

School Board members said
they would like to have made
that decision themselves.

“I'd like to be able to draw
my own conclusions on
whether I can understand it or
not,” Tim Grover said.

“If hedidn’t think we would
understand it, he could have
brought the people in who did
it to make a presentation to
us,” Mary Cameron said.

Mike Akervik recalled that
the superintendent had touted
this research project a year
and a half ago as an important
tool for long-range planning.

“I would have liked to have
known that it had been done,”
Akervik said. “We knew that it
was a work in progress. If they
indeed put in two years on this
project, I think it would have
been nice to know what the
results were — whether some-
body thinks it was difficult to
understand or not.”




Study mapped population,
not school enrollments

Regarding the Dec. 21 letter, “Du-
Juth school enrollment projection
unfathomable,” which was a re-
sponse to the Dec. 19 article on the
School Enrollment Projection Proj-
ect sponsored by UMD's Center for
Community and Regional R 3

The Dec. 19 article was neither
bad journalism, nor was bad re-
search involved. The letter-writer
simply misunderstood some of the
fundamental aspects of the project.

As reporter Lisa Michals cor-
rectly stated, the research mapped
the future development of popula-
tion of ages 517 in Duluth — not ac-
tually enrolled students. Based on
{his future development of popula-
tion in each census block, it is possi-
ble to predict how many children of
a certain age are going to live ina
school attendance area.

In short, the research provides
the number of children that potenti-
ally can attend a school in the at-
tendance area they live in. The
research does not predict how many
children are actually going to attend
the school in their attendance arca.
And the research does NOT predict
any future actual enrollment in Du-
luth schools, but simply maps out
how many children potentially
could attend each school, based on
the most recent census data.

The letter writer misrepresented

READERS' VIEWS

many of the findings of the research
to which he had no complete access
and mixed up actual enrollment fig-
ures with predicted population de-
velopment. Our study predicts
declining population for all attend-
?nce areas but for Grant and Nettle-
on.

Superintendent Julia Almanza |
was right in his assumptions when
stating that this data could certainly
be easily misunderstood. This, how-
ever, does not explain why this data
was not used in the past process of
decision-making and why I was
never given the opportunity to ex-
plain the process of data collection
and analysis to a larger public audi-
ence.

I could have provided insight
an;i clar;ﬁcation, and prevented any
misreading of the information I was
akid to provide to the school dis-

c

DR. OLAF KUHLKE
OULUTH

The writer is assistant professor of
geography at UMD.




Bibliography

Fabricanf, R. and Weinman, J. 1972. “Forecasting First Grade Public School Enrollment
by Neighborhood”. Demography 9 (4), 635-633.

Folger, J.K. 1974. “On Enrollment Projections: Clearing up the Crystal Ball”. The
Journal of Higher Education 45 (6), 405-414.

Michaels, L. 2004. “Almanza Dismisses School Research”. Duluth News Tribune,
December 19, pages 1A and 6A.

‘Peasleé, A.L. 1967. “Primary School Enrollment and Economic Growth”. Comparative
Education Review 11 (1), 57-67. ‘

Schroeder, K. 1996. “Enrollment Projections”. Educational Digest 62 (3), 73.

Smith, K.B. and Meier, K.J. 1995. “Public Choice in Education: Markets and the Demand
for Quality Education”. Political Research Quarterly 48 (3), 461-478.

Smith, M. B. 1952. “A Comparison of the Growth of School Enrollment in Public and
Non-Public Schools of the United States, 1927-28 to 1947-48”. Journal of
Educational Psychology 25 (9), 495-511.

Stronge, W. B. and Schultz, R. R. 1981. “Models for Projecting School Enrollment”.
Educational Evaluation and Policy Analysis 3 (5), 75-81.

Zehr, M.A. 2004. “Evangelical Christian Schools See Growth”. Education Week 24 (15),
1-2.






