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FOREWORD 
 
 

In June of 2019, Genesis Partnership (Genesis) was retained to conduct a school plant survey 

related to the educational facilities of Lindsay Independent School District. 

 

This report is the result of the study made by Dr. Paul Trautman of Genesis Partnership.  I 

especially want to thank Superintendent Trevor Rogers, the central office staff, school 

principals and staffs, and cafeteria, maintenance and custodial staffs for their cooperation.  To 

all who assisted, I express my deep appreciation.  Without their interest and willingness to 

give of their time, the preparation of this report would have been most difficult. 

 

 
Study Team 

 

Project Director:  Paul Trautman 

Educational Consultant 

 

Production:  Trisha Nagel 

Editorial Coordinator 
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PREFACE 
 
 

Study Procedures 

The fieldwork for this study was conducted during September of 2019 for the purpose of 

determining the population trends and the condition and capacity of the school plants in order 

to have information essential to long-term planning for future school building needs.  

Specifically, the Lindsay ISD administration charged the Genesis consultants with: 

1. An examination of enrollments, historical and current trends, and projected future 

trends 

2. A capacity and utilization study of all district schools 

3. An inventory and evaluation of all existing facilities 

4. The development of options available to the district to meet facility needs based on 

enrollment projections and priorities developed during the study 

5. A discussion of long-range facilities planning alternatives leading to a facilities master 

plan 

 

Our inquiry focused on (1) a demographic analysis of school population information and 

enrollment forecast, (2) an objective evaluation of physical and educational features of the 

total school plant, (3) a uniform capacity analysis and space inventory of the existing 

facilities, and (4) an evaluation of the best use of existing facilities based on information 

obtained from on-site visits and information provided to us by the district. 
 
 

Enrollment Forecast 

The principal methodology used in enrollment forecasting is known as the cohort-survival 

method.  This technique requires calculating the ratio of the number of students enrolled in a 

specific grade in one year compared to the number of students who survive and are enrolled in 

the next grade the following year.  This survival rate is calculated using historical membership 

data.  It is affected by such factors as net migration, school promotion, and withdrawal rates.  

Fluctuations in the data from year to year create a pattern between grade levels from which 

average survival rates can be calculated and used to project future student enrollment.  For 

example, if during a period of several years an average of 96 percent of grade 3 membership 

becomes grade 4 membership the following year, and if 100 children are now enrolled in 

grade 3, the forecast can estimate that next year’s grade 4 will have 96 children.  These 

average survival rates are then adjusted based on specific growth assumptions for each 

attendance area and on local growth data.  The local data includes regional employment data, 

census data, county population forecasts, utility connection information, transportation plans, 

construction lending activity, and subdivision development activity.  This data allows the 

formulation of appropriate growth assumptions. 
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Evaluation of Existing Facilities 

To determine the condition of existing schools, the procedures include inspecting the existing 

school facilities using a validated evaluation instrument based on nationally accepted 

standards that have been specifically adapted to Texas standards, regulations, and 

recommendations.  The survey instrument is an updated and edited version of a validated and 

nationally recognized instrument that has been used for evaluating school buildings nationally 

since the 1950s.  It is designed to guide the evaluation process in an orderly and 

comprehensive manner.  It also is designed to make the evaluation process as objective as 

possible despite the fact that there are many subjective judgments that the evaluator must 

make in the process. 

 

The survey instrument consists of 111 questions evaluating the six functional characteristics 

of an educational facility.  Those characteristics are (1) educational adequacy, (2) health and 

safety, (3) accessibility, (4) efficiency, (5) flexibility, and (6) appearance.  Each of those 

characteristics is further divided into three subdivisions—the site, student areas, and general 

features.  The survey instrument evaluates the building on a theoretical 1,000-point value 

score, weighing each of these characteristics of the school plant.  More than half the total 

value score (535 points of 1,000) is assigned to the educational features of the facility.  The 

remaining 465 points are assigned to the site (205) and the general features (260).  A sample 

of the survey instrument is included in the Appendix.  The following definitions are an 

excerpt from the survey instrument. 

 

FUNCTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS DEFINED… 

Educational Adequacy of the School Plant — Refers to the relationship between the size of the 
site and the overall size of the buildings on one hand, and the number of students to be served on 
the other.  Those building features that are more appropriately judged on an educational 
sufficiency basis are also evaluated here. 

Safety and Healthfulness of the School Plant — Refers to those features of the school plant that 
make the building and its occupants safe from hazards of traffic, fire, toxins, and accidents; and 
the degree to which occupants are provided adequate lighting, heating, cooling, ventilation, 
sanitation, and are free from intrusive and excessive noise.  Are the building’s features intended 
to protect and promote the safety and good health of its occupants? 

Accessibility of the School Plant — Refers to the proximity of the school building to the student 
population it serves, its central location, and convenient accessibility by streets and walkways, as 
well as ease of access to the site and building. 

Efficiency of the School Plant — Refers to the occupants’ ability to receive maximum effect for a 
minimum of invested effort.  An efficient building requires a minimum of student travel for daily 
routines; it has facilities located for maximum utilization. It isolates areas of noise, has finishes 
that are easy to clean from convenient custodial facilities, and operates at minimum of cost, 
conserving energy for heating, cooling, and lighting. 

Flexibility of the School Plant — Refers to the building’s capacity, as designed and constructed, 
to meet new and changing demands of curriculum.  Also refers to the possibility for enlarging the 
building and developed site to meet expanding educational needs and/or population.  It finally 
refers to the possibility that the building may change its use(s) during its functional life.  This is 
provided primarily through design, construction details, and considerations in the electrical and 
mechanical systems. 
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Appearance of the School Plant — Refers to the look, the impression made by the building, and 
whether it is, in the aggregate, pleasing to the eye.  Attention is given to texture, color, shape, 
scale, landscaping, and the appropriateness of furnishings and use of decoration. 

 

Both the survey instrument’s weighted functional characteristic scores and facility composite 

score are translated into percentage scores for ease of comparison.  The facility composite 

score represents the facility’s total score of all functional characteristics.  This composite 

score is valuable in assessing how well the facility serves the educational needs of the learners 

through the program being offered and is evaluated in relation to the following Scale: 

 

Condition Scoring Scale 
             

 Facility Score General Evaluation           

90–100% A school facility of exceptional quality 

75–89% Serves program needs well; some minor or component improvements 
are needed 

60–74% Facility needs substantial or major rehabilitation 

46–59% Complete renovation or replacement indicated; a more detailed study 
may need to be completed prior to a final decision 

00–45% Abandon and/or replace the facility 
 

Facilities that score between 900 and 1,000 points are of exceptional quality.  Facilities that 

score 750–899 points are satisfactory/good, but their component parts should be studied, as 

they may need some alteration or renovation to put them in first-class condition.  Those that 

score 600–749 have substantial need for rehabilitation and upgrading.  If the facility’s score is 

450–599, conditions are so bad that a complete restudy is indicated to determine if the 

building should be rehabilitated or abandoned for school use.  For those scoring below 450, 

speedy abandonment is the only economical or justifiable course. 

 

For each facility surveyed, the composite score and the scores for the six functional 

characteristics are reported graphically in Section II, Condition of Existing Facilities, of this 

report. 

 

Capacity of Existing Facilities 

The operational capacity of a school reflects the ability of the building(s) to accommodate the 

program it is intended to house.  Capacity analysis of the school plant is based on nationally 

accepted standards and procedures, modified to be consistent with state standards, space 

requirements adopted by the State Board of Education, and local policies.  Floor plans of 

buildings, current organization and operating schedules, and room-by-room inspection are all 

utilized in making a space inventory and capacity analysis report that is part of the survey. 
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One standard unit for measuring capacity of schools is the number of workstations for 

students, or student stations.  This standard is normally used for determining capacity in 

departmentalized programs, which are typically found in the upper grades.  The student 

stations assigned to classrooms in this study reflect the desired class size relative to room size 

based on standards approved by the State Board of Education; it also is an appropriate 

measure for all schools having classrooms smaller than state standards.  These standards are 

effective for all new construction or major renovations approved by a local school board.   

 

The space requirements approved by the State Board of Education are divided into two 

categories:  Classrooms and Specialized Areas. 

 

 Revised STATE STANDARDS, Effective 1/1/2004

   State Standards -- Classrooms

 Elementary School      Middle School        High School

          PK - 6      6-8, 7-8 or 7-9       9-12  or 10-12

Min S/F Min. S/F Min S/F Min. S/F Min S/F Min. S/F

Per Room Per Pupil Per Room Per Pupil Per Room Per Pupil

PK-1 800 36 S/F

 2-12 700 32 S/F 700 28 S/F 700 28 S/F

State Standards -- Specialized Areas

 Elementary School      Middle School        High School

          PK - 6      6-8, 7-8 or 7-9       9-12  or 10-12

Min S/F Per Min. S/F Per Min S/F Min. S/F Min S/F Min. S/F

Room (25)  Pupil (26+) Per Room Per Pupil Per Room Per Pupil

Computer Labs 900 41 S/F 900 36 S/F 900 36 S/F

Computer Resource Lab 700
classroom 

or less
700

classroom 

or less
700

classroom 

or less

Science  Lecture/Lab* 900 41 S/F 1,200 50 S/F 1,400 58 S/F

Gym/PE 3,000 n.a. 4,800 n.a. 7,500 n.a.

* @ 22 pupil stations

Enrollment Range 100 or less 101-500 501-2,000 2,001 +

Library/Media Center 1,400 1,400 4 S/F over 101 3,000 3 S/F over 501 7,500 2 S/F over 2,001

Examples of LMC Requirements 1,600 150 3,375 625 8,100 2200

1,800 200 3,750 750 8,700 2400

2,000 250 4,125 875 9,300 2600

2,200 300 4,500 1000 9,900 2800

2,400 350 4,875 1125 10,500 3000

2,600 400 5,250 1250 11,100 3200

2,800 450 5,625 1375 11,700 3400

6,000 1500 12,300 3600

6,750 1750 12,900 3800

7,500 2000 13,500 4000
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The rules state that for each type of instructional space, “a district may satisfy the 

requirements of the rule by using either the standard for the minimum square feet per student 

or the standard for square feet per room, as appropriate.”  Size requirements are based on 

rooms that will house 22 pupils at PK–grade 4 and 25 pupils for academic classrooms at other 

grade levels. 
 

Within these rules two issues strike this writer as noteworthy.  The requirements relative to 

minimum classroom size state, “classrooms shall be designed on the basis of expected 

maximum class size, and not expected average class size.”  For many districts, the rules 

also will relate to the new and more demanding International Building Code and the 

International Fire Code, which are replacing the current building (UBC and SBC) and fire 

codes in most jurisdictions. 

 

The other standard unit for measuring capacity of schools is the number of teaching stations, 

or classroom equivalents.  This measure is typically applied to elementary schools where the 

program is offered in self-contained classrooms.  As a check, this method also is applied to 

schools with departmentalized programs and smaller student bodies or with an unusually high 

number of class offerings relative to the school’s size.  In those cases, the classroom 

equivalent (teaching station) measure is often more appropriate. 

 

It is important to understand that a school’s capacity is not static.  Rather, it is a fluid number; 

that is, it changes in response to the program it houses.  The capacities reported in this study 

take into consideration the existing programs and the current size of grade groups and classes.  

Unless there is significant program or scheduling changes, or there is rapid growth in the next 

few years, these capacities represent useful capacities for district planning purposes. 

 

A variety of factors influence the fluid capacity of a facility, including small special facilities; 

resource programs; advanced placement programs; small, inadequate, or too few laboratories; 

athletic periods; and pupil scheduling.  Among the most common factors reducing a school’s 

capacity are resource programs and the adequacy and capacity of special areas. 

 

For calculating school capacities in this study, resource programs (often also called pull-out 

programs) are defined as those programs that remove students from other classrooms 

according to a schedule that does not free the student station the student leaves so that it can 

be regularly used by another student.  In self-contained classroom schools, programs like 

music, physical education, Title I, and others that remove students from their self-contained 

classroom for special assistance or enrichment are resource programs.  In departmentalized 

programs, resource programs are those programs that remove students on a random and 

irregular schedule, such as content mastery (where the pupils are given special assistance as 

needed with regular assignments).  Both kinds of resource programs can significantly affect 

the capacity of a building.  In this way, classrooms are said to have been absorbed by program 

requirements; these classrooms have no student capacity when calculating a school’s capacity. 

 

Often, specialized spaces that were operationally adequate for the original design capacity 

have become limiting factors; they may not have been expanded to accommodate the larger 

enrollment resulting from classroom additions.  This is typically seen in cafeterias, kitchens, 
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administrative areas, restrooms, teacher workrooms, dressing rooms, storage rooms, and 

corridor traffic, as well as in special facilities for music, art, science, computer education, 

gymnasiums, vocational education, and special education resource programs.  Evaluation of 

the total school plant has to consider the relationship of instructional and auxiliary space to 

ensure a smooth operation. 

 

The operational capacity of a school that is reported in this study reflects its functional 

operating capacity, and includes application of a utilization factor calculated for the school 

and compared to the optimal utilization factors (secondary, 85 percent; middle, 90 percent; 

and elementary, 95 percent).  The calculated utilization factor for elementary schools 

generally ranges from 88 to 95 percent (see illustration below).  For secondary schools, it 

generally ranges from 67 to 83 percent.  This account for such issues as students not 

enrolling/electing in multiples of 22 or 25 students for either required subjects or electives, 

and the fact that rooms will generally have no students in them during the teachers’ planning 

periods.  In secondary schools with smaller enrollments or with many electives, the utilization 

factor may be as low as 67 percent and still represent efficient use of the building. 

 

The functional capacity of elementary school classrooms in Texas is based on the maximum 

staffing ratios allowed and the number of sections per grade level.  Up through grade 4, state 

rules limit classroom enrollment to 22 students.  Once that number is exceeded, the district 

must either add an additional section or seek a variance to allow a larger enrollment (NOTE:  

Some districts address this issue with multi-age grouping at the elementary level).  The 

effective average capacity for self-contained elementary programs is the midpoint between the 

number of sections involved (by grade level), as seen below. 

 

 

Operational capacities for all the schools included in this study are calculated and reported in 

Section III, Capacities of Existing Facilities, of this report. 

 

Range of Enrollment; Midpoint, Class size UtilizationEnrollment; Midpoint,Class size Utilization

Sections add section  @ 22 at Midpoint Factor add section  @ 25 at Break Factor

1-2 23 33 16.5 75% 26 38 18.8 75%

2-3 45 55 18.2 83% 51 63 20.6 83%

3-4 67 77 19.3 88% 76 88 21.9 88%

4-5 89 99 19.8 90% 101 113 22.5 90%

5-6 111 121 20.2 92% 126 138 22.9 92%

6-7 133 143 20.4 93% 151 163 23.2 93%

7-8 155 165 20.6 94% 176 188 23.4 94%

8-9 177 187 20.8 94% 201 213 23.6 94%

9-10 199 209 20.9 95% 226 238 23.8 95%

ELEMENTARY CAPACITY: UTILIZATION FACTORS
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 
 
Introduction 

This study analyzes a district’s facilities compared to state and similar established standards, and it 

identifies the range of deficiencies compared to those standards.  The nature of a deficiency analysis 

is to draw attention to items that do not meet the standards.  Because the report identifies 

shortcomings, the reader should not misunderstand that all is wrong with the district’s schools.  It is 

the function of this analysis to report shortcomings in relation to adequately housing the district’s 

current instructional program for the next few years. 

 

The study team director consulted with the superintendent and other staff regarding pertinent district 

information and spent time in September of 2019 on-site conducting the fieldwork associated with 

this study.  The field evaluations and information solicited from Lindsay ISD staff constitute the 

primary data for this study. 

 

Findings:  Population Projections 

In the last 10 years, the historic population patterns in Lindsay ISD have been relatively stable.  

There have been more years when the district has experienced a loss of students when compared to 

the prior year than have shown growth.  The overall change has been negligible however, only about 

-0.3% annually. 

 

The cohort survival ratios based on grades 1–12 enrollment data forecast a relatively stable 

population.  Two scenarios were evaluated, one based on 5 years and the other based on 10 years of 

total enrollment history; they both forecast stabile and modest growth.  Table I follows; it reports the 

district’s historical enrollments along with the projected enrollments, by year and by grade, based on 

10 years of historical data.  The scenario based on 10 years of history is normally considered the 

more probable, unless unique local circumstances make the five-year scenario more likely. 
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Table 1 
District Enrollment History and Projections 

 

The conclusion of this study is that the district’s enrollment is expected to remain relatively stable for 

the coming 10 years. 

Findings:  Facility Evaluation 

The school buildings in for the instructional program range between 14 and 62 years old.  The 

academic buildings at each school average between 24.7 years old (HS/SS) and 50.8 years old (ES).   

Their condition scores are 44.7% (ES) and 60.6% (HS/SS).  The relative score of each school reflects 

their overall condition, as well as their educational functionality.  All schools represent blended 

scores because of varying building and addition ages and conditions and/or shared facilities.  The 

scoring falls into categories with representative descriptors, and is reported on Figure 1, below.  As a 

collection of school buildings, they score an average of 52.6 percent; the scores are defined below.   

Figure 1- Condition Scoring Scale 

  Facility Score General Evaluation         (For additional information refer to page vii of the Preface)    

90–100% A school facility of exceptional quality 

75–89% Serves program needs well; some minor or component improvements are needed 

60–74% Facility needs substantial or major rehabilitation 

46–59% Complete renovation or replacement indicated; a more detailed study may need to be 

completed prior to a final decision 

00–45% Abandon and/or replace the facility 

The composite score for the High School is 60.6%.  Much of the high school is housed in buildings 

less than 30 years old; the noticeable exceptions are the Ag lab/classroom, and the old gym.  Nearly 

all of the core instructional spaces are in sub-standard classrooms when compared to the current state 

minimum standards.  The contiguous site is adequate. The campus includes separate buildings 

Year EE PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 Total
%age 

Growth

10 Yr. 

Ave.%

2009-10 0 0 34 37 44 38 40 40 46 44 36 43 42 43 45 532

2010-11 0 0 35 37 39 47 39 41 43 42 49 41 44 42 43 542 101.9%

2011-12 0 0 38 35 40 41 47 39 39 42 42 51 40 39 42 535 98.7%

2012-13 0 0 33 37 37 41 40 46 36 44 43 42 47 37 38 521 97.4%

2013-14 0 0 43 32 37 37 34 41 41 35 42 34 37 40 34 487 93.5%

2014-15 0 0 34 45 34 39 39 36 44 46 38 42 33 38 39 507 104.1%

2015-16 0 1 34 36 41 32 42 36 35 40 45 36 42 36 36 492 97.0%

2016-17 0 1 26 36 38 41 34 41 37 35 44 50 35 38 34 490 99.6%

2017-18 0 3 43 24 37 34 41 38 39 36 34 44 50 36 37 496 101.2%

2018-19 0 2 37 51 28 41 37 42 40 40 39 37 45 49 37 525 105.8% 99.7%

2019-20 0 2 37 38 53 28 42 38 42 40 41 40 36 43 48 528 100.5%

2020-21 0 2 37 38 40 54 29 42 37 42 41 42 38 35 42 520 98.5%

2021-22 0 2 37 38 40 41 55 29 42 37 43 42 41 37 34 518 99.6%

2022-23 0 2 37 38 40 41 41 56 29 42 39 44 41 39 36 524 101.2%

2023-24 0 2 37 38 40 41 41 42 55 29 43 39 43 39 38 527 100.6%

2024-25 0 2 37 38 40 41 41 42 41 55 30 44 38 41 38 528 100.2%

2025-26 0 2 37 38 40 41 41 42 41 41 57 30 43 37 40 529 100.3%

2026-27 0 2 37 38 40 40 41 42 41 41 43 58 30 41 36 530 100.0%

2027-28 0 2 37 38 40 40 41 42 41 41 43 43 56 28 40 533 100.7%

2028-29 0 2 37 38 40 40 41 42 41 41 43 43 42 54 28 533 99.8% 100.1%
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crossed by two public streets and separated by as much as 1/4 mile, contribute to the low overall 

score of the school.    

Lindsay Elementary School’s blended score is 44.7%, meaning this school should be taken out of 

service for regular instructional use as soon as possible.  About ½ of the regular classrooms fail to 

meet the current State minimum standard for elementary classrooms (700 sq.ft.), and only two meet 

current State standards for PK-1 classrooms (800 sq.ft.); unfortunately none are large enough to 

support contemporary ES instructional programs and teaching strategies.  The school does not have 

space to absorb current program needs, let alone any growth.  Unfortunately, some of the core 

support spaces are at or over their programmatic capacities, including the library, science lab, and 

computer lab. The site is too small; it has many shortcomings.  Vehicular circulation is a significant 

problem for this campus; it does not have adequate provision for parents queuing at dismissal. 

Vehicular circulation with safe pedestrian routes is a substantial challenge at both schools, but 

especially at the elementary.  In Lindsay ISD, this is probably its most immediate problem and need.   

Immediate options for easing the congestion could include modifications to dismissal procedures and 

times.  The best long-term solution will include moving some students to an alternate location with 

independent routes of ingress and egress, to ease congestion at this shared site. 

It is said that school facilities become a priority only when they get in the way of good instruction. 

The majority of Lindsay ISD’s school buildings are currently in that position or approaching it.  The 

task facing the district is two-fold.  First, the district should establish/confirm planning guidelines.  

The district will then need to evaluate the most instructionally supportive way to use the existing 

buildings as the more deficient buildings are replaced or renovated and the school buildings are 

sequenced through a plan for relocation, redevelopment, expansion, and/or refurbishing.   

   

It is important that Lindsay ISD create a facilities master plan for its long-term use.  The district 

needs to deal with existing space needs and program needs. Lindsay ISD should become as 

aggressive with the process of replacing and upgrading schools for long-term use as it might if it 

were addressing growth needs.  The needs are substantial and will become more serious.  Solutions 

for both program and space needs should be based on well-defined planning guidelines that reflect 

the district’s instructional program and values. Lindsay ISD has facilities, especially the elementary 

school, which have reached the end of their useful lives serving the instructional program.  While 

replacing these classrooms is the district’s highest priority, decisions made regarding the ultimate 

location of the high school and the advisability of updating or converting the original high school 

building should be the product of a facility master plan.  A district-wide master plan will also help 

determine the sequence of schools to be built, updated, and/or redeveloped and whether and where 

additional land should be acquired. 

 

Findings: Program Profile  

In keeping with the character of this study (a deficiency analysis), the district’s instructional program 

and its elements have been reviewed in the context of an “exceptions report” model.  Using the 

existing program as the baseline, the study sought information through staff interviews that identified 

instructional programs and methods of instructional delivery that are needed and not fully 

implemented to accomplish the district’s instructional goals.  Within that context, the statements that 

outline the district’s direction and leadership are found in Section III regarding Capacities, focusing 

on both the instructional program and the methods of instructional delivery. 
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This outline of the instructional program and methods of instructional delivery (exceptions report) 

was used, together with the programs and procedures in place, to determine the current capacity of 

the district’s existing schools.  It also was used as a template to evaluate the “best uses” of the 

various existing school buildings and campuses for long-term use.  The component with the most 

substantial impact on LISD schools and planning is the commitment to some form of whole-

group/small group instructional delivery 

 

Findings:  Building Capacities 

Lindsay ISD staffing ratios are slightly higher at the elementary school and secondary levels than 

those found in other smaller Texas districts. Maintaining these larger average class sizes along with 

the appropriate instructional support programs creates added tension to avoid the need for more 

teaching stations.  These ratios suggest limits on the potential for electives growth, including CTE 

and fine arts.   The elementary staffing ratios are also higher than those in similar sized Texas 

districts. These ratios reflect limits on the potential for growth, All class sizes will likely shrink 

marginally with growth, as grade levels and/or courses will exceed acceptable levels and will require 

added sections. Any growth will likely add some financial strength for staffing in LISD.   

Based on Lindsay ISD staffing patterns, and making adjustments for small existing classrooms and 

other space deficiencies and reflecting the current LISD staffing practices, the district currently has a 

net overall deficiency of -15 teaching stations and -207 student stations.  The projected enrollment 

over the next 10 years would result in deficiencies of about -219 student stations and -16 teaching 

stations.   If the schools’ current capacities are adjusted to reflect the space needed to support the 

district’s instructional initiatives and differentiating instruction, the current overall net deficiency 

would be a -258 net student station shortfall, and that shortfall would be to both existing schools, 

with the high school/secondary school being the slightly more overcrowded school. 

When compared to the instructional program needs (implementing the teaching strategies referemced 

earlier in this section), the two Lindsay ISD schools now average over 100% over their respective 

state-programs-based capacities (average 205%, where 100% is at full capacity).   Based on current 

staffing patterns and minimum state standards, the schools now average 67 percent overcrowded. 

With the forecast enrollments in 2027-28, all schools will continue to be overcrowded, averaging 70 

percent overcrowded.  Stated another way, the district will be short nearly the equivalent of a 3
rd

 

school of similar size. 

 

Overcrowding that exists in Lindsay ISD is the result of: (1) instructional program expansion and 

changes, (2) a significant number of small permanent academic classrooms, (3) too few and/or too 

small special spaces, (4) too little instructional support space, and (5) obsolescence and near-

obsolescence among some of the district’s inventory of buildings.  It includes changes and growth in 

instructional support programs, in response to both regular program students and special needs 

students, and is most evident at the elementary levels. 

 

Districts are not required to bring existing buildings up to current standards, except under certain 

circumstances.  Generally, if major renovation is planned, local districts are required by Texas 

Education Agency (TEA) rules to meet all current standards.  It also should be noted that state 

minimum standards allow districts to have smaller spaces if the governing body confirms that the 

student load in those classrooms will never exceed an appropriate reduced number of students.  

However, realizing that personnel (staffing) is the single greatest annual cost to a district and 

anticipating the 40–55 year life of a traditional school building, most governing boards find it 
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inappropriate to handicap future boards and administrations by limiting room occupancy below a 

level that state staffing ratios allow. 

The district has existing facility needs that are significant, and they will only get greater with time 

and age.  The degradation that occurs accelerates as the buildings reach and/or exceed their useful 

life.  The district needs a master plan for the potential replacing/redeveloping/updating of both 

administrative units over the long term (5-15 years or within a window of affordability). 

The plan for upgrading and new construction should conform to expectations, Planning Guidelines, 

and EdSpecs established and/or confirmed by the board of trustees and community.  Once these 

practices and guidelines are defined, the district should move aggressively toward establishing 

priorities and meeting needs.   

 

Findings:  Best Use 

An objective long-term look at the district’s facilities recognizes these realities:  

1) Elementary School is overcrowded; it has shared ownership with parish; it is on a very 

constrained site.  It is educationally and economically obsolete; it should be taken out of service 

for regular instruction. 

2) The HS academic classrooms are also over-crowded; most (8 of 10) are of substandard size.  

Most also need major updating and some program driven renovations and/or additions. 

3) The campuses share one primary route of vehicular access, amidst daily congestion.  There is no 

identified and safe route for walkers or bikers.  Some students should be relocated to a site with 

points if ingress/egress separate from those for the current HS campus. 

4) The district should evaluate Lindsay High School’s academic buildings to see if they warrant 

significant renovation and upgrades for long-term use, either as a high school or as an elementary 

school.  This will required preliminary EdSpecs; this information is needed before LISD 

addresses how and where to replace a school. 

5) 5) The district will be best served by developing a facilities master plan for the potential 

replacing, redeveloping, and/or upgrading all school administrative units over the long term 

(within 5–15 years), and is encouraged to develop such a plan.   .    

 

Findings:  Site Sizes 

The most significant site challenge for LISD is the too small elementary school site.  It constrains the 

improvements with no expansion options.  The most visible of the shortcomings are the daily 

queuing lines, especially at dismissal. School safety dictates that all such queuing lines should be off 

public streets and rights-of way.  That is not a realistic option at Lindsay ES.  It is also apparent at 

the scattering of parking, and the separation of school and play areas by active streets and drives. 

The proximity of the two sites has allowed the secondary school to share the use of some facilities at 

the ES (gym & cafeteria).  This proximity is also a challenge, in that they share the primary route of 

ingress and egress, the road loop of 7
th

 Street, Knight Street, and 6
th

 Street.  The ES queuing lines at 

dismissal back up on 6
th

 and Knight Streets to the main entrance of the HS, blocking some curb-side 

HS parking. 

One strategy for addressing this problem is to reduce the number students dependent on this shared 

access route; that probably will entail relocating one school to a site that will access routes 
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completely independent of the existing campuses.  As an interim step, the district, in concert with the 

city/local police, might investigate solutions to more effectively control traffic, as well as add access 

options, and in that way improve flow. 

Site needs and location(s) will also depend on decisions emanating from the Planning Guidelines, 

and preliminary EdSpecs.  The existing and potential school sites will each need carefully developed 

site master plans that are complementary to and consistent with the district’s planning guidelines and 

instructional goals and strategies. 

Sites better serve the needs of schools if each school has direct access from at least two or three 

points of ingress and egress on different local/regional roads, and that no significant elements of a 

specific school are separated by streets or public driveways. 

 

There are other issues that may impact the scope of improvements needed/required, once a district 

begins a construction project.  There are various levels of improvement that will trigger additional 

requirements.  Those requirements include: 

• Handicapped accessibility (Texas Accessibility Standards) 

• Building code requirements 

• State/local fire marshals’ requirements 

• Commissioner’s Rules regarding minimum sizes for instructional spaces 

• Lindsay ISD’s educational program priorities 

 

General Conclusions and Recommendations 

Lindsay ISD has serious facility’s needs; the most obvious need is to replace the Elementary School 

as soon as possible.  Other significant needs include upgrading and/or renovating of Lindsay HS/SS.    

Recommendations related to the priority of these needs will be, to a large extent, a condition of 

district facility planning policies and EdSpecs that should be re-evaluated prior to any decisions 

regarding improvements.   

Certain physical issues may need immediate attention, such as vehicular circulation, and there may 

be only temporary solutions, such as responding to spot overcrowding. It will likely require three to 

five years before solutions involving construction could be in place.  The facilities’ deficiencies will 

have become more acute, because of age, program changes, and continued use.  It is likely that all 

schools will need replacing or remodeling and major refurbishing in a 5-15 year span (or within a 

window of affordability); however, such work should occur only after the district has established a 

clear direction and facilities master plan.  To wit, the study team recommends the following relative 

to facility needs considerations in Lindsay ISD (not necessarily in order of priority). 

 

Specifically, the study team recommends that the following be considered: 

1. Develop Planning Guidelines — regarding school organization, classroom size, staffing ratios, 

transfer policies, and others as appropriate. 

2. Develop educational programming statements (Educational Specifications, or EdSpecs) for 

both schools, to serve as a guide for space needs for planning uses of existing buildings, as well 

as for planning new additions/ or new schools and major renovations.  
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3. If not part of Planning Guidelines, establish a policy regarding the use of temporary or portable 

buildings (may be part of #1). 

4. Identify and select a professional design and planning team with demonstrated master-planning 

skills at both the district-wide level and with specific school sites. 

5. Develop reasonable trend estimates for probable population changes within the district’s 

boundaries, accessing the best judgment of local, knowledgeable leaders, for up to 20-25 years. 

6. Develop a comprehensive facilities master plan based on the Planning Guidelines, updated 

EdSpecs, and site master plans that will replace, expand, and/or upgrade all district schools 

within the next 5-15 years or within a window of affordability. 

The following recommendations illustrate some of the long-range planning options available to 

Lindsay ISD.  Sound Planning will make for better decision-making for your District, based on 

data-based best judgments. 

7. Evaluate and modify vehicular circulation as soon as possible, to minimize shared vehicular 

and pedestrian traffic, and to eliminate the need for queuing lines on or blocking public streets.  

The goal is to reduce congestion, avoid hazardous pedestrian routes, and move queuing onto 

school or private property. 

8. Make replacing the Elementary School as the district’s highest priority, at a suitable location 

consistent with adopted planning guidelines and EdSpecs; at a new site or at an expanded and 

redeveloped current site, considering specifically:  

a. Evaluate options that would allow either an EE-5 or EE-6 school organization (from 

Planning Guidelines).  

b. Evaluate options that would locate the elementary classrooms on a new or expanded site 

with separate routes of vehicular access. 

c. Evaluate options that would relocate the elementary school to the current HS/SS campus. 

9. Lindsay Elementary School should be taken out of service as soon as possible for regular 

instructional program use and be evaluated for reduced occupancy uses, both by LISD and by 

the parish. 

10. As part of a master plan, evaluate LISD evaluate both expanding and updating the current HS 

as the district’s HS for about 25 more years, and/or as the district’s elementary school for about 

25 more years. 

11. Lindsay HS/SS site should be evaluated for expansion options; consider expanding 1) in the 

event an expansion would allow for the necessary separate points of ingress and egress for 

another school and 2) allow enough added land for the site with independent routes of access to 

accommodate both an ES and SS/HS. 

12. Lindsay ISD should plan safe and secure schools, severely reducing entrances and exits, and 

create secure vestibule entrances that direct all daytime visitors through the office reception 

area. 

13. For improved security, Lindsay ISD plan future school environments that are compact in 

nature, so all daily classrooms activities are accessible within a single, connected school 

campus. 
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14. Make implementing the district’s technology and infrastructure goals a high priority part of all 

planned improvements.  

15. Provide adequate and just-in-case housing options for all special needs programs, especially 

self-contained environments.  Expect more severe handicapping conditions; don’t be surprised 

if LISD or others will find it feasible/beneficial to withdraw from special education co-ops. 

16. Master-plan the use of all sites; providing for the 3 site functions (4 for high school) and  

evaluating alternative sitings/locations of improvements, This should help proper placement of 

buildings, circulation, parking, playgrounds, fields, & stadium so Phase 1 will fit the build-out 

(final) plan. Weigh options carefully before any final development decisions are reached. 

17. Expect to build projects in phases; so, master plan the phasing of all projects involving new 

construction, allowing the occupied buildings to operate safely; also give the builders separate 

site access and adequate staging area, with worker parking areas.  

18. Plan all schools through the schematics phase as they are expected at build-out, especially 

phased projects; also consider a plan that will reserve part of site for expansion of buildings and 

support for up to 20-25 percent for unanticipated growth. 

19. Plan all school sites, long term, so that there are two or more routes of ingress and egress, 

preferably from different public roads and with separate/safe pedestrian route(s); for high 

school use, strive for three ingress/egress routes with one reserved only for student drivers. 

20. Create contingency plans for housing students and programs during construction in the event of 

construction delays or other delays affect/delay the use of improvements. 

21. Look at alternate uses for any existing schools/buildings where costs of renewal and upgrading 

may not return value.  Such uses generally include reduced occupancy (fewer people) and may 

be for district uses, other public uses, community or nonprofit uses, or if none, liquidation. 

22. In the future, plan to refurbish and renovate all school buildings as they reach about 20–25 

years of age to maintain effective instructional support and to control and delay obsolescence. 

23. Commit to a planning process so that any redeveloped facility and/or site will have functional 

interior and site spatial relationships and vehicular circulation flow. 

24. Provide a phased plan for making all school buildings handicapped accessible. 

25. Most of LISD’s current general classrooms are small for the anticipated classroom-based 

technology and/or differentiated instruction.  Consider modifying any classrooms kept in use 

long term to 900–950 square feet (a Planning Guidelines consideration), which is a reasonable 

minimum classroom size for needs. 

26. Continue to address issues related to differentiating instruction and the problems of doing so 

small classrooms as well as integrating and making technology more accessible.  Encourage 

creative staff members to find solutions to both that can be modeled by other teachers. 

27. Consider providing community use, parental education, and volunteer program space, 

especially at the elementary-level area, to bolster the community support and involvement 

programs, as well as any volunteer programs now present or planned. 

In all of this, it should be noted that we found that Lindsay ISD has a parent community and a 

dedicated staff that teamed to have successfully offered a good educational programs, even in those 

facilities that limit and handicap instruction.   
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POPULATION 
PROJECTIONS 

 
 
Background 

This section addresses demographic data applicable to Lindsay ISD, including trends in future 

enrollment within the district.  

 

The principal methodology used in enrollment forecasting is known as the cohort-survival method.  

The basic technique requires calculating the ratio of the number of students enrolled in a specific 

grade in one year compared to the number of students who survive and are enrolled in the next grade 

the following year.  This technique is described in more detail in the Preface to this study. 

 

A good population forecast is driven by assumptions.  If the assumptions behind the forecast are 

considered reasonable and the methodology employed professionally acceptable, the forecast will 

represent a credible attempt to predict future school district enrollment for long-range planning 

purposes.  Enrollment projection input has been solicited from the local administration.  Population 

and economic growth data from other local and regional sources also are examined to formulate 

appropriate growth assumptions. 

 

Population Forecast 

The projections for grades 1–12 were made by the cohort survival ratio method1.  Past enrollment 

data supplied by the district and Texas Education Agency were used to estimate the survival ratios 

based on the following formula: 

 

The Survival Ratio for a grade in a particular year = 
 

enrollment in the grade this year 

enrollment in the previous grade in the previous year

 
Survival ratios were calculated for grades 1–12 and all years from 2008-09 through 2018-19.  The 

average ratio observed in the past enrollment data was used to forecast future enrollments by grade.  

Pre-kindergarten and kindergarten enrollments are normally projected by constant enrollment rate 

extrapolation based on the historic enrollment patterns of the district as a whole; in Lindsay ISD this 

process was applied to early childhood, pre-kindergarten and kindergarten enrollment.  

 

In the last 10 years, the historic population patterns in Lindsay ISD have been relatively stable, as 

seen on Table 1, page 2, of this report.  There have been more years when the district has 

experienced a loss of students when compared to the prior year than have shown growth.  The overall 

change has been negligible however, about -0.3% annually. 

 

Two enrollment scenarios were evaluated, one based on 5 years and another based 10 years of total 

enrollment history, and they produce slightly differing projections. The 5 year projection forecasts a 

slight increase in enrollment, averaging 1.3% annually, or about 70 more students in 10 years.  The 

                                                 
1 For an explanation of the survival ratio method, see Castaldi, Basil. "Creative Planning of Educational Facilities," 

Chicago, 1968. 
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more likely scenario based on 10 years of history forecast stability, with a growth in students of less 

than ten in 10 years (0.3% annual increase). 

The following table (Table 2-A) shows both the previous 10 years of enrollment, as well as the two 

forecast models for the projected enrollment.  The historic enrollment surges and declines are usually 

a reflection of both larger and smaller grade groups working through the 13 years of school (K-12).  

Otherwise, it is easy to visualize the relative stability of ±500 pupil average enrollment for the 

district. In fact, the prior 10 years averaged 512.7 pupils per year, and the next 10 years are forecast 

to average between 527 (based on 10 years of history) and 559 pupils (based on 5 years of history) 

per year.  

Table 2-A 
Enrollment History & Trends 

Lindsay ISD 
 

  

School districts, at their Board’s discretion, can consider allowing transfer students to enroll.  This 

option is usually afforded employees who live out of district, but can also be granted non-affiliated 

families who choose to make application. 

The initial administrative interviews suggested that the district does have more transfers in than out; 

based on those observations, the 10-year history of transfers in to Lindsay ISD was evaluated by the 

study team.  The results of that evaluation, found that the district does have a relatively large transfer 

population, but that population has been relatively stable over the last 10 years.  That information is 

reported on the following table, Table 2-B. 

The district actually provided 20 years of transfer history; the actual number and percent of the total 

population has decreased slightly.  For the years 1998-9 through 2007-8, the percent of transfer 

students tended to be higher, averaging 27.6% of total enrollment, vs. the 23.3% in the most recent 

ten years (see Table 2-B which follows). 
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Table 2-B 

Lindsay ISD  
Resident & Transfer Student Enrollment Trends 

 
 

Having made these assessments, the study enrollment projections are based on the assumption that 

the best indicator of future enrollment is the recent historical enrollment, as the patterns that 

collectively produced the current situation are most likely to continue.  The transfer students have 

clearly been a significant contributor to the total enrollment; unless advised of a change in practice, 

the study team expects this to continue, and therefore will use the total enrollment history as the basis 

for projecting the likely future enrollment patterns for Lindsay ISD. 

 

The projections reported on Tables 2-A and 2-B above were compared to other sources of regional 

data.  Specifically, historic growth rates and projections from three sources were evaluated:  (1) U.S. 

Census Bureau, (2) the Texas State Data Center (TxSDC) projections for Cooke County, and (3) the 

Texas Water Development Board’s (TWDB) forecasts for Cooke County.  Table 2-C reports the 

pertinent data from sources (2) and (3).   

 

The U.S. Census reports indicate that the populations of Lindsay city has been small (fewer than 

1,100 residents) over the last two decades.  Because of its size, Lindsay city does not have population 

projections separately, but is included in the totals for Cooke County.  Cooke County’s historical 

population peaked in 1900 (27,494), then declined through 1950 (22,146), when it began a pattern of 

modest growth, reaching 38,437 in the 2010 census.   

 

Looking at the projections for the county from the two other sources of data, this pattern of low to 

modest growth is expected to continue for the forecast period (through 2050), and it reported on 

Table 2-C, which follows 
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2009-10 139 393 532 73.9% 26.1%

2010-11 133 409 542 75.5% 24.5%

2011-12 122 413 535 77.2% 22.8%

2012-13 117 404 521 77.5% 22.5%

2013-14 91 396 487 81.3% 18.7%

2014-15 119 388 507 76.5% 23.5%

2015-16 112 380 492 77.2% 22.8%

2016-17 116 374 490 76.3% 23.7%

2017-18 115 381 496 76.8% 23.2%

2018-19 131 394 525 75.0% 25.0%

Averages 120 393 513 76.7% 23.3%
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Table 2-C 
Cooke County Population Trends 

Three Scenarios: Two by TDC, One by TWDB 

 

The primary source of regional data is TDC’s (Texas Demographic Center) county-by-county 

population forecasts.  Their projected Cooke County forecasts a very stable County population, 

growing by less than 600 residents by 2050 (shown in blue).  They also provide forecasts for various 

age groups within the County.  The study selected the group that includes nearly all K-12 students, 

the under age 18 population segment (shown in maroon); this group is forecast to decline each of the 

coming decades through 2050, from about 9,881 in 2010 to 8,540 in 2050. 

The second source of regional data is TWDB (Texas Water Development Board) county population 

forecasts.  They report forecasts in 10 year increments for the years 2020 through 2050.  The Cooke 

County data by TWDB is reported on Table 2-C as a third forecast, beside the TDC information.  

TWDB projections forecast some County population increases by 2050, an average of about 0.8% 

per year and reaching an estimated population of 53,532. 

To put this in context, Lindsay ISD should begin to plan improvements so they will ‘fit’ the 

probability their enrollment will probably not change dramatically in the next 30 years, unless 

residential development increases between the city of Lindsay and I-35.  However, because of the 

ages of the existing improvements, Lindsay ISD should create a facilities master plan than would 

evaluate both condition and educational adequacy, and plan to replace and/or significantly upgrade 

its schools.  
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In the case of Lindsay ISD, we compared the live births to entering 1
st
 graders six years later for 

Cooke County and found no statistical significance – in other words the historical number of Cooke 

County live births did not forecast the entering 1
st
 graders in Lindsay ISD six years later.  Because 

Lindsay city is small, no data was available specifically for this community. So, the constant 

enrollment rate extrapolation methodology was used for Lindsay ISD’s projections of entering 

students. 

 

The separate school forecasts that follow are from the survival ratio methodology based on 10 years 

of history, and are presented to assist in evaluating anticipated space needs. Note that low and peak 

enrollment years on each table are highlighted by a colored cell. 
 

Table 3-A 
Ten-Year Forecast 

Lindsay Elementary School 

 

 
 
 

Year PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total

2018-19 2 37 51 28 41 37 42 40 278

2019-20 2 37 38 53 28 42 38 42 280

2020-21 2 37 38 40 54 29 42 37 279

2021-22 2 37 38 40 41 55 29 42 284

2022-23 2 37 38 40 41 41 56 29 283

2023-24 2 37 38 40 41 41 42 55 296

2024-25 2 37 38 40 41 41 42 41 282

2025-26 2 37 38 40 41 41 42 41 281

2026-27 2 37 38 40 40 41 42 41 281

2027-28 2 37 38 40 40 41 42 41 281

2028-29 2 37 38 40 40 41 42 41 281

Sidebar:  A challenge with projecting enrollments relates to estimating the numbers of entering 

children, at either kindergarten or 1
st
 grade.  Applying the cohort survival methodology, two 

procedures can be used.  The most common methodology is to project by constant enrollment rate 

extrapolation based on the historic enrollment patterns of the district (that is, using the district-

wide average rate of change for a period of history, either 5 years or 10 years).  

An alternate methodology is to track historic live births and compare those to the entering group 

of choice (usually the number 1
st
 graders is used).  On the surface it is difficult to have an 

“apples-to-apples” comparison, because live births are reported on a calendar year, and by other 

than school district political jurisdictions – counties and cities of more than 5,000 within the 

counties are the jurisdictions used.  Since there is a four month discrepancy between the two sets 

of data (9/1 to 8/31 vs. 1/1 to 12/31), because the geographic areas usually don’t correspond, and 

because society has relatively high mobility, it isn’t likely that the live births will help forecast the 

entering 1
st
 graders.  

Nonetheless, the study team generally looks at historic live births on the outside chance that there 

is a consistent and similar pattern in the historic, known information.   
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Table 3-B 
Ten-Year Forecast 

Lindsay High School/Secondary School 

 

Tables 3-A and 3-B show the projected enrollment by year and by grade-level.  The grade-by-grade 

projections at the elementary level suggest the district will need to expand or replace overcrowded 

elementary facilities.  Given that need, considerations should address a range of issues and only after 

alternatives for each have been considered, should the district move toward establishing such a plan. 
 

Table 3-C, which follows, reports the school-by-school configuration forecast in a side-by-side 

comparison to assist the reader with comparing forecast changes at both school levels.  The table also 

reports the respective projected school enrollments as a percent of the total projected enrollment (the 

%age of total row at bottom of Table); this number is the average percentage for the yearly projected 

enrollments through 2027-28. 

Table 3-C  
Ten-Year Forecast 

Lindsay ISD  

 
 

Lindsay ISD is a smaller than average sized district among Texas schools. The prospect of continued 

growing county population together with improving infrastructure access to and from the Metroplex 

will likely reinforce the enrollment growth projections.  All such developments in the local and 

regional economies and demographics should be monitored, and, if significant new trends are 

observed, new projections should be made that incorporate the changes. 

  

7 8 9 10 11 12 Total

2018-19 40 39 37 45 49 37 247

2019-20 40 41 40 36 43 48 248

2020-21 42 41 42 38 35 42 240

2021-22 37 43 42 41 37 34 234

2022-23 42 39 44 41 39 36 240

2023-24 29 43 39 43 39 38 231

2024-25 55 30 44 38 41 38 246

2025-26 41 57 30 43 37 40 248

2026-27 41 43 58 30 41 36 249

2027-28 41 43 43 56 28 40 253

2028-29 41 43 43 42 54 28 252

ES HS Total

2018-19 278 247 525

2019-20 280 248 528

2020-21 279 240 520

2021-22 284 234 518

2022-23 283 240 524

2023-24 296 231 527

2024-25 282 246 528

2025-26 281 248 529

2026-27 281 249 530

2027-28 281 253 533

2028-29 281 252 533

%age of total 53.7% 46.3% 100.0%
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CONDITION OF 
EXISTING FACILITIES 

 
 
Background 

This section provides some of the most useful information for Lindsay ISD’s immediate and long-

term planning—information on both the educational adequacy and general condition of the existing 

schools.   

Information on the gross amount of school facilities, such as square footage of buildings, number of 

rooms, or type of special rooms, is useful but inadequate by itself for determining the functionality 

and usability of the actual school plant.  A more exact description in terms of physical features, 

educational features, and site features is required.  Accordingly, an on-site survey of the entire school 

plant has been made and analyzed relative to the facility’s capabilities and needs.  In the context of 

this report, the term facility refers to both the school buildings and the school site. 

The survey instrument (Citizens Workbook for Evaluating School Buildings) used for evaluating 

school buildings is based on nationally recognized standards and is specifically adapted to Texas 

standards, regulations, and recommendations.  It consists of 111 questions that evaluate the six 

functional characteristics of an educational facility (both buildings and site).  The characteristics are 

(1) educational adequacy, (2) health and safety, (3) accessibility, (4) efficiency, (5) flexibility, and 

(6) appearance.  It evaluates the school on a theoretical 1,000-point value score, weighing each of 

these characteristics of school plant and site.  More than half the total value score (535 points of 

1,000) is assigned to the educational features of the facility.  The remaining 465 points are assigned 

to the site (205) and the general features (260). 

With respect to the 6 characteristics evaluated and their weighted scores, the instrument is 

intentionally geared to the schools’ primary functions, supporting education in a safe and 

nurturing and encouraging environment.  The six functional categories, with their weights follow 

(see pages vi-vii in the Preface for definitions and explanations of functional categories). 

Educational Adequacy  32% 

Safety & Health  20% 

Flexibility 15% 

Efficiency 15% 

Accessibility 10% 

Appearance 8% 

Both the survey instrument’s weighted functional characteristic scores and facility composite score 

are translated into percentage scores for comparison.  The facility composite score represents the 

facility’s total score of all six functional characteristics.  The facility composite score is valuable in 

assessing how well the facility serves the educational needs of the learners through the program 

being offered.  A more detailed explanation of the survey instrument and survey procedures is found 

in the Preface and the Appendix (for definitions of the six characteristics, refer to the Preface). 
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Significant Facts about Lindsay ISD Schools’ Condition  
 …a summary of conditions & related information, based on findings discussed in this report… 

 The classroom buildings and additions in use range from 22 to 62 years old; the average age of 

all the elementary school buildings is just over 51 years, and the average age of all the HS/SS 

buildings is 24.7 years.  Recognize that School Facility Experts suggest the life of a school is 40 

to 50 years, and 50 years only if unusually aggressively maintained. 

 The district’s school traffic is a serious safety problem, exacerbated by sharing Knight Street and 

6
th

 Street as a primary source for vehicular traffic, including school buses, parents, and student 

drivers. 

 The district must reduce the concentration of students coming and going by way of 6
th

 and Knight 

Streets, and offer safe alternative routes, including safe routes for walkers and bike riders, as part 

of any program for improvements. 

 The Elementary is the lowest scoring facility; influenced by condition, age, educational 

obsolescence, and very small & inadequate site.  Replacing it and/or relocating pupils should be 

the highest priority for the district.   

 Both Lindsay ES and Lindsay HS/SS require students to cross active streets on a daily if not 

hourly basis; relieving this should be integral to a long-term facility plan for the district. 

 Security is enhanced by security vestibules at the main entrances of schools, but defeated by 

unconnected buildings leaving multiple side entrances vulnerable to uncontrolled access. 

 Life-safety must be addressed with adequate monitoring and alarm systems, emergency lighting, 

safe egress, and spaces designed to be resistant to tornadic and straight-line winds (storm shelter). 

The district is facing a future that will probably need to replace the ES and expand/refurbish the high 

school building Existing sites won’t readily accommodate that.  Before planning any permanent 

improvements, the district should create a plan that addresses the instructional program needs, 

addresses the use of existing improvements – both short-term and long-term, and creates a vision for 

handling modest growth in a safe and secure manner. 

 

Lindsay ISD Schools 

Planning for space needs is a continuing process, and is based on current and projected student needs.  

Planning for space needs also must be consistent with the community’s aspirations for its youth and 

the resources available to accommodate those aspirations and needs.  The findings regarding the 

district’s schools is similar to that typically found in Texas schools; the newer schools generally 

score better and the older schools score as marginal or with serious needs that can dictate 

replacement.   

The elements in use for the instructional program range between 14 and 62 years old.  The academic 

buildings at each school are between 22 (Lindsay HS/SS) and 62 (Lindsay ES) years old.   The 

relative score of each school reflects their overall condition, as well as their educational functionality.  

All schools represent blended scores because of varying building and addition ages and conditions 

and/or shared facilities.  The various ages of buildings/additions/renovations are reported on Figure 

2, below.  As a collection of school buildings, they score an average of 52.7 percent, placing the 

average score in the category where major renovations or replacement may be in order.  
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Lindsay Elementary School’s blended score is 44.7%, making this the lower scoring school in LISD, 

scoring within the category designating replacement as the most appropriate action.   Only ½ of the 

regular classrooms meet the current State minimum standard for elementary classrooms (700 sq.ft. 

for grades 2-6 & 800 sq.ft. for K-1); unfortunately none are large enough to support contemporary 

ES instructional programs and teaching strategies.  Further, none of the buildings offer reasonable 

remodeling options for regular instructional use.  There is also a shortage of spaces to house some 

support programs, especially those delivered by itinerant staff.  Unfortunately, many of the core 

support spaces are at or over their programmatic capacities, including the library, computer lab, 

science lab, and the special education classroom; the kitchen/cafeteria is also too small to serve 500 

students and the current school offices are inadequate.  Parking is disjointed and includes some 

street-side parking.  Vehicular circulation is a significant problem; it does not have adequate 

provision for parents queuing at dismissal and there is no clear and safe route for walkers and bike 

riders. 

The composite score for the High School/Secondary School is 60.6%.  The high school is mostly 

housed in buildings between 22 and 46 years old; the exceptions the new gym (2005) an agricultural 

barn.  All but two of the core instructional spaces are in sub-standard classrooms when compared to 

the current state minimum standards, averaging 608 sq.ft. vs. the minimum of 700 sq.ft.  All the labs 

and special programs spaces are substandard or inadequate; the only exception is one science 

(chemistry) lab.  The library is too small; the cafeteria is at the elementary school and also too small 

for a student body of ±500 pupils.  The contiguous site is adequate, but the field house and related 

athletic competition/practice venues are off-site about 2 blocks. The campus includes five separate 

buildings, some separated by two public streets/drives; this also contributes to the low overall score 

of the school.   

Vehicular circulation with safe pedestrian routes is a substantial challenge at both schools, but 

especially at the elementary.  In Lindsay ISD, this is probably its most immediate problem and need.   

Immediate options for easing the congestion could include modifications to dismissal procedures and 

times.  The best long-term solution will include moving some students to an alternate location with 

independent routes of ingress and egress, to ease congestion here. 

The district is strongly encouraged to develop a long-range facilities master plan before it moves to 

address any of the significant facilities needs on current sites.  The master plan should reflect LISD’s 

professional educators input on the ISD’s mission, goals, and teaching strategies and instructional 

initiatives, and also ensure appropriate access routes and tailoring on-site spatial relationships as part 

of the plan.  Otherwise, the district may risk capital expenditures that are either inappropriately 

located on the site(s) or may restrict long-term development options.  The facility composite score 

for each regular program school is reported in the following table. 

The risk of making any improvements without a long-range facility plan is that some taxpayer funds 

will be miss-spent on solutions that don’t correspond to the longer term needs, and thus the long-term 

uses, of the district or on functionally obsolete buildings. 
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Table 4 
Facility Composite Score 

 

  

 
 

The profile of each of the schools reported above is a quick reference for comparison.  The charts 

present a summary of the six functional characteristics and the composite score for each facility, as 

well as provide a graphic view of the relative strengths and weaknesses of the facility as an 

educational support tool as observed during the on-site inspections. 

Keep in mind that the ratings are based on the consultant’s professional observations about the 

particular facility and are objectively judgmental.  These profiles can be used to assist with setting 

priorities for overall district facility improvements in the context of further study by the district and 

in light of existing financial resources.  The two most significant functional characteristics relative to 

long-term use of facilities are the sub-scores for both the educational adequacy and flexibility 

components.  If these scores both fall below the sixtieth percentile, it is often a hallmark of a facility 

that may not justify the investment needed to support long-term use, especially if these two 

categories also score below the composite score of the facility being evaluated.  Please understand 

that some deficiencies noted in the Comments section for each facility may already be scheduled for 

correction by the district. 
  

60.6%

44.7%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Lindsay HS/SS

Lindsay ES

KEY 

90–100% A school facility of exceptional quality 

75–89% Serves program well; some minor or component improvements needed 

60–74% Facility needs substantial or major rehabilitation 

46–59% Complete renovation or replacement; a detailed study may be needed 

00–45% Abandon and/or replace the facility 
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Table 5-A 
School Plant Profile 

Lindsay Elementary School 

 

KEY 

90–100% A school facility of exceptional quality 

75–89% Serves program well; some minor or component improvements needed 

60–74% Facility needs substantial or major rehabilitation 

46–59% Complete renovation or replacement; a detailed study may be needed 

 00–45% Abandon and/or replace the facility 

 

Comments/Deficiencies:  

This school is challenged by collective conditions due to its age and the limitations of the site; this 

evaluator has assisted over 200 school districts in the State of Texas and this campus is among the 

most challenged campus among those evaluated.  This is not intended to bias the reader, but to put 

this review in context of 25 years of experience conducting needs assessments throughout our state. 

 The original building of this campus was opened in 1957 (62 years old) subsequent additions. 

The complex of permanent buildings averages 52 years old 

 The school’s site and building ownership is shared by the diocese and Lindsay ISD. Over ½ the 

classrooms are in buildings and on land owned by the diocese (see photos below) as well as the 

larger play area and playfield.  Those facilities owned by the diocese are leased and maintained 

by Lindsay ISD.  

  

44.7% 

57.4% 

31.3% 

47.2% 

52.0% 

49.2% 

43.0% 

0.0% 10.0% 20.0% 30.0% 40.0% 50.0% 60.0% 70.0% 80.0% 90.0% 100.0%

BLDG. COMPOSITE SCORE

Appearance

Flexibility

Efficiency

Accessibility

Safety & Health

Educational Adequacy

BUILDING FUNCTIONS

These two dedication plaques 
trace the history of the oldest 
current classrooms in use at 
today’s Elementary School, 
under the auspices of the 

Sisters of Divine Providence. 
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 The collective site available to Lindsay ES is approximately 4.5 acres, much smaller than the 13 

acres recommended for a school of this size.  This includes land under the ES buildings, parking 

and old gym, the playfield and playground south of the school, the fenced play area & parking 

lot, both north of ES and across 6
th

 Street. 

 Primary access is from what appears to have been a private drive that has become a public street 

and an extension of 6
th

 Street.  A walk abuts and lies between both 

the building grade-beam and the pavement of the street, a very 

unusual condition suggesting this has developed into a ‘street’ by use 

and over time (see adjacent photo).   

 This school has no clear 

entrance; the side entrance is 

located where a visitor 

would not normally expect 

to find it.  The identity of a 

school is important to a 

school community.  This 

location lacks that identity 

(see adjacent photo).  

 Parking is quite limited, and is relatively poorly located and scattered, making it very difficult to 

monitor and secure.  There are spaces (approximately 12) off Ash Street nest to the building 

housing the primary grades, an additional 10 spaces adjacent to the cafeteria building, some street 

parking on the extension of 6
th

 Street, on the gravel ‘bus parking’ lot, and west of the old gym.  

Visitors acquainted with the site may also choose to use parking primarily intended for St. Peters 

Catholic Church. 

 The school has vehicular circulation issues; all queuing 

lines (drop-off and pick-up) are on public streets, contrary 

to recommended safe school standards.  The queuing for 

pick-ups stack on 6
th

 Street and onto Knight Street, 

extending to the HS main entrance (see adjacent photo).   

 The site’s playgrounds and playfields all require children 

to cross streets/drives potentially used by vehicular traffic; 

cones are used to prevent that on the extension of Main Street, but only provide a safe 

environment if they are honored.  The space available for these functions is much less than 

required by a typical elementary school program; none are convenient to the gym for PE, 

although the current HS practice field may be available 

when not in use by middle school or high school students. 

 The play areas are reasonably well equipped, although 

they do include equipment considered inappropriate due to 

safety considerations.  The equipment areas have some 

cover to reduce injury from falls; the choice, gravel, is less 

appropriate that other materials and it is much too shallow 

to provide for the intended cushion (see adjacent photo).  

Generally commercial pads or wood chips are safer; the 

depth required varies but most loose material must be 9 

The building and 6th  street are unusually 
close; pupils were seen to use this walk 

The “main” entry of the ES is 
this side door abutting 6th St. 

The ES queuing line extends back as far as 
the HS main entrance. 

Scuff shows fall-safe cover too shallow; 
gravel not a good choice for protection. 
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inches or more deep under the equipment to offer a 

protected fall environment for children playing see 

adjacent photo).   

 Approximately ½ of the academic classrooms in this 

school are smaller than current state minimum standards 

(such standards have been in force since 1994).  The 

smallest classrooms war only about 85% of the State 

minimum standard size see photo below).  

 Some specialized spaces are also below standard.  

The sizes of the science and computer labs are between 

70% and 75% less than minimum standards.  The library as 

also substandard: it is only about 40% of the size required 

for an elementary school of Lindsay ES’s size.  

 The cafeteria support space is now serving all 500+ 

Lindsay ISD students.  This functional capacity is suitable 

for between 350 and 400 students in a K-12 environment.  

Current seating is crowded and not safe for an evacuation 

(see adjacent photo).  

 The school has evidence of roof or condensate leaks in various 

locations (see photo below).  The exterior of the building has 

moisture related staining, also from condensate line fluids (see 

adjacent photo)  

 Many classrooms HVAC units are of concentric diffuser design, a 

design intended to eliminate the need for traditional duct-work by 

providing a single air diffuser to both supply and return air to each 

rooftop unit (see photo below).  The units are characteristically 

inefficient at providing uniform heating and cooling in a classroom, 

and often get very noisy as 

bearings (only a few feet from 

the classroom) wear and 

deteriorate.  

  

Swings have no fall-safe protection under 
them; should have 9” of approved material 

Classroom aisle is just 13” wide; should be 
24”+ for safety.  Shows need for more room 

Cafeteria aisles need to be wider for exiting  
or evacuation, even for normal movement. 

This mortar staining is from 
regular HVAC dripping. 

HVAC unit is of less efficient concentric 
diffuser design; also source of leak? 
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 The interior halls are relatively narrow, even for a smaller 

student body.  Between student lockers (still in use) and 

open classroom doors, the functional width of the hall in 

the upper grade building is reduced from a nominal 10 feet 

to 4 to 6 feet of passing space (see adjacent photo).   

  Doors, hardware plumbing fixtures, and restroom 

equipment have generally reached their useful life-

expectancy.  Some interior finishes appear to be original 

installations, like the ceramic tile pictured here (see photo 

below).    Some restroom stall panels have also aged beyond their useful lives. (see photo below).     

 

 

 

 

 Much of the original flooring material, a nine-inch VAT (vinyl asbestos tile), remains in place; 

some appears to have been encapsulated with carpet.  Both the tile and the mastic generally 

include asbestos fibers, and become potentially dangerous when damaged or broken (see photo 

below).  All asbestos containing material needs to be removed or encapsulated, based on 

regulations administered by the EPA.  

 

 

 The exterior windows are also original installation, single pane casement style windows.  They 

include caulking material that contains asbestos fibers, based on information in the District’s 

most recent asbestos report.  This material becomes dangerous when disturbed and fibers 

potentially becoming airborne (see photo above).   

 This school’s electrical service varies by addition; typically each system is an original 

installation, with some of the older wings supplemented by added circuits in surface conduit.  

Classrooms have as few as 4 duplex outlets, most with original equipment breaker boxes.  All 

Halls become narrow for passing, with 
doors ajar & students using lockers. 

Urinal splatter is a common problem for 
stalls around urinals; troughs are unusual. 

Example of typical wear and tear on 
finishes; the material has survived well. 

Asbestos containing caulking seen broken 
and loose on this classroom window sill. 

Damaged and broken 9” tile seen in gym 
(here), and in regular classrooms. 
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these components are beyond their expected useful lives 

and more, and are likely candidates for failure.  

 Most ceiling tiles have been in place beyond their useful 

lives (generally considered to be about 10 years).  This is 

evidenced by multiple patterns tile in the same room as 

well as ceilings tile that is ‘bowling’ (see adjacent photo), 

likely exacerbated by the limited to no humidity control 

during off-hours and summer months.   

 Handicapped accessibility is a challenge for many older buildings; 

that is the case for the ES buildings as well.  The Ash Street entry is 

not accessible; the ramping adjacent to the cafeteria building is non-

conforming (too steep, no handrails, wrongly located landings), the 

non-conforming interior ramp in the upper grade building, and the 

gym, both the ramps up to the playing floor as well as the ramps on 

the emergency exits (see photos below and beside).  

 

 

 

 
 Restrooms are generally not handicapped assessable; some have original fixtures, finishes, and 

stall partitions.  Older units have entry doors and/or entry areas that are too narrow for 
handicapped accessibility.  

 This school’s hardscape (paved and concrete walks, lots, etc.) shows signs of aging; aging and 
settling crack are evident in a number of locations on the sidewalks. 

 There is limited evidence of building settling; the most notable visual occurrence is on the outer 
masonry wall of the old gym, where the separation has been filled with a caulking material (see 
photo below),  Other structural issues with the gym relate to steel beams showing rust that should 
be removed, treated, and sealed (see photo below), 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The shadows highlight the ‘bowling’ of the 
ceiling tile in this classroom. 

This ramp it too steep, no handrails, and 
has a wrongly located intermediate landing 

The shadows highlight the ‘bowling’ of the 
ceiling tile in this classroom. 

This gym exit doesn’t have 
the necessary 5’ landing &  

handrails for safe accessibility 

The ramp up to the gym surface doesn’t 
meet standard & likely of asbestos tile 

The steel structure of gym has rust; should 
be removed, inspected, & sealed 

The gym wall has a settling crack in the 
exterior masonry wall – see patch. 
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 Areas of the site next to building foundations/grade beams do not have positive drainage; because 

of drainage patterns, water drains back against the 

building’s grade-beam and collects until it is absorbed by 

the soil or evaporates.  In either case continuous ponding 

can do damage to the foundation of a building. 

 The limited classroom floor space is reduced by the old 

cloak closet areas built in to the end-wall of some 

classrooms (see adjacent photo).  

 Emergency alarms are not in place, including smoke and 

fire alarm systems with pull-boxes or an automatic 

emergency audio and visual alarm system.  In addition, 

emergency lighting is limited to accessional battery-pack 

lights on hallway walls (see adjacent photo).  

 Inadequate administrative office space; what is available 

is poorly located.  Should be easily accessible to the 

school’s main entrance, and located in a common suite 

that includes suitable reception area, principal’s office, 

suitable secretarial and staff work and storage areas, and 

conferencing space.  This area typically includes the 

nurse’s suite, unless there is full-time staff assigned to this 

office. 

 No dedicated spaces for conferences such as ARDS, and for some itinerant professionals; these 

could be small spaces (i.e., 150 sq.ft.-300 sq.ft.), and are best located central to the students the 

respective programs serve.  Others are assigned to larger spaces than the programs require, such 

as dyslexia.  

 The old gym floor has had a replacement Tartan-like 

material installed (see adjacent photo). The Tartan 

product was originally manufactured by 3M, and their 

manufacturing process used mercury and other heavy 

metals.  If it has not done so, the district may want to 

verify the material on the old gym floor does not contain 

traces of such metals.   

  

This hallway wall emergency lighting does 
not meet current requirements. 

The ‘cloak closet’ area reduces the useful 
classroom space by 10%  or more. 

Some Tartan-like gym floors become slick 
with age (10+ years); no evidence of that 

here. Some contain traces of heavy metals. 
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Table 5-B 
School Plant Profile 

Lindsay High School/Secondary School 
 

 

KEY 

90–100% A school facility of exceptional quality 

75–89% Serves program well; some minor or component improvements needed 

60–74% Facility needs substantial or major rehabilitation 

46–59% Complete renovation or replacement; a detailed study may be needed 

 00–45% Abandon and/or replace the facility 

 

Comments/Deficiencies:  

 Lindsay Secondary School, usually called the High School (HS), was built in three phases 

between 1992 and 1997 (one source of records shows 1987 as the first HS building construction 

date).  The first phase of the agricultural building was opened in 1973, with additions at the lab 

building and at the farm as recently as 2011.  The new gym was dedicated in 2005.  The average 

known age of HS buildings is about 25 years old. 

 Other than the new gym, the only athletic facilities with known dates of construction are the 

fieldhouse (1992 and a 2009 addition), and the baseball and softball diamonds (2008).  No 

information was available regarding the age of the stadium and bleachers.    

 The HS site is about 38 acres; the stadium and ball diamonds are on a separate site of about 17.8 

acres, south of the old gym and St. Peter’s property. The primary site also includes the 

agricultural farm buildings.  The 38 acres is a site that could house a HS/SS of up to 500 

students, including the necessary PE and athletic practice fields, but excluding a stadium (which 

would need an additional 8-12 contiguous acres).  A site housing all functions is often preferred; 

the entire campus could benefit from the added stadium parking that can be shared for other 

large-group functions. 

 The site has adequate parking for school-day needs.  Parking adjacent to/convenient to the 

competition gym is insufficient for most uses, as the high school’s lot is inconveniently located 

for supplemental gym parking.  

60.6% 

67.2% 

58.9% 

64.0% 

70.4% 

64.4% 

52.6% 
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 The HS does not have enough routes of ingress and egress; it should have three vehicular routes 

that are independent of the access routes to the ES.  The primary HS lot, used by some staff and 

student drivers, does have primary access by way of 7
th

 Street, to Ash Street.  That limited 

separation does reduce the likelihood that student driven cars will mix with ES traffic, to the 

extent that ES queuing lines for pick-ups don’t extend to the north end of Knight Street and the 

HS lot drive, and that all drivers respect the two-way traffic pattern. 

 The HS buildings have a preponderance of small classrooms (8 of 11) that are well below the 

current state minimum standard, and only one lab environment (chemistry) that meets current 

minimum standards.  The small rooms average just over 600 square feet, compared to the 

minimum state standard of 700 square feet. 

 Most specialized spaces are inadequate for the programs they house, including: computer labs, 

MS science, biology lab, theater arts, and family consumer sciences.  Eight of the nine rooms 

housing special programs are inadequate for them. 

 Too few classrooms are available to house current 

programs; some staff is displaced during planning period, 

to allow ‘floating’ staff access to a classroom.  Creates 

hardships for the floating instructor, as well as for the 

planning of the displaced staff. 

 Some classrooms are large enough to require a second 

emergency exit.  In some cases, those exit directly outside, 

and are not handicapped assessable (see adjacent photo); in 

fact, the lack of a door sill-level landing creates a safety 

hazard for all students and staff.  T 

 The library is inadequate by state minimum standards; it 

has only about 70% of the minimum required space for a 

SS library for 250 pupils.  The space shortfall approaches 

950 square feet, or about 1½ HS classrooms.  Fixing this 

shortfall would exacerbate the existing shortage of 

classrooms. 

 The halls are generally too narrow for passing periods; the 

10 foot wide halls have lockers on both sides that, when in 

use, effectively reduce the space for students moving 

between classes to only 4’-5’ (see adjacent photo).  

 The school’s technology infrastructure needs upgrading; this 

includes a stronger signal and expanded electrical service 

with added outlets. 

 The shared cafeteria, located in the heart of the ES, requires 

high school students to travel outside between the HS and 

the cafeteria.  The cafeteria seating area is too small; the 

district has responded by placing more tables in too small a 

space, and does not allow for safe passage between tables 

(see adjacent photo).  

The stacked backpacks remind of their 
bulk; lockers seen on both walls down hall 

The door threshold is substantially higher 
than the landing; a surprise ‘step’ exiting. 

This photo illustrates the lack of passing 
aisles in the crowded cafeteria floor 



 

Facility Needs Assessment Page 27 Lindsay ISD: October 2019 

 

 The campus has too little storage available; the hall leading to the staff restrooms is the storage 

place for the school’s paper supply (see photo below).   

 

 Insects have been able to access the ceiling crawl-space 

directly from outside, and appear to have been attracted to 

the light of the fluorescent fixture (see photo above).   Most 

of these look like crickets.  

 The restroom stall panels appear to be original 

equipment; they show wear in a variety of ways, 

including the rust adjacent to urinals (see adjacent photos 

below).  

 The school has an usually large number of stained ceiling tile; this evaluation can’t determine 

how many of the leaks are active, or if they are older and the source has been repaired.  

According to the staff, the majority are known to be active leaks (see photos below). 

 

 

 

 

 Campus/building security is a challenge; open exterior doors are required for passing between 

buildings.  No suitably secure entry vestibule, and access currently controlled by electronic lock 

release on entry door, to uncontrolled access to all of classroom building.   

 Internal communications is by way of two-way ceiling speakers; this does not allow any private 

communications between the school office and classroom teachers.  At a time when the school is 

refurbished/upgraded, consider installing handsets to afford professional communication that is 

more private. 

  

Storage space is an issue for school-level 
materials, as well as for teachers 

This light fixture lens has many dead 
insects on it, bugs that have direct access 

The stall partition is rusting out from years 
of  urinal spray. 

The school has numerous water stained 
ceiling tile; multiple leaks or inattention 

The roof/condensate leak stains are 
large, suggesting a significant source. 
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 The school has older classroom carpet that is separating from its backing.  This is typically 

from rug cleaning that doesn’t remove enough moisture, allowing deterioration of the 

adhesives and subsequent separation (see photo below).  

 This school has an unusual variety of teaching boards, including black, green, and brown chalk 

boards, metal white boards, and melamine (shower) boards (see photo above).  The melamine 

boards will not clean after some use (6 months to 5 years), and then look like those pictured here, 

even after cleaning.  Replacing them is often difficult, especially if they have been glued in place 

(which is common practice); the entire board then has to be replaced.    

 The agricultural classroom has exposed tube fluorescent 

fixtures; it is recommended for safety that the exposed tubes 

by enclosed by a sleeve, intended to prevent glass showering 

any room users if a bulb fails or is damaged (see adjacent 

photo).   

 The building has poor drainage away from grade-beam in 

some areas.  Drainage from condensate drains and roof 

scuppers is causing stained mortar in some locations (see 

photos below).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

  

The regular flow of conden-
sate allows staining & 
microbiological growth 

Significant staining (probably mold)will 
damage face-brick & flake when cleaned 

The carpet has separated fabric; usually 
from water/cleaner poorly vacuumed. 

The ghost writing on this melamine  
board shows as it will no longer clean. 

The exposed tubes should be in a 
shield, to prevent injury from glass 

Water ponds in area near 
secondary entrance; 1 likely 

cause of no ground cover 

Another example of staining of mortar by 
water run-off 
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 The older HVAC split systems ground level enclosures have 

deteriorating entrance gates, giving easier access to equipment; 

one enclosure has been damaged, separating the masonry wall 

(see adjacent photo).  

 The entry canopy appears to have a ‘bubble’, likely the result 

of trapped moisture.  This should be evaluated and if moisture 

is trapped, it should be released and the source repaired (see 

photo below).  If untended, the ceiling plaster could give way 

and collapse.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 The columns at the building’s entrance would benefit from sealing between the columns and the 

concrete landing, at the school’s entrance (see photo above).   

 The school’s original landscaping plan included trees that, 

over the years, have prevented growth of any ground cover.  

To prevent erosion and unattractive landscaping, the trees 

should be either both pruned and thinned to allow sun to 

penetrate to the soil, or a shade-tolerant ground cover should 

be planted (see adjacent photo).   

 Some soil erosion was found near foundation grade beams, with evidence of ponding ground 

water.  The evidence of such ponding suggests that negative drainage exists in these areas.   

 The school’s hardscape is deteriorating, especially in sidewalks; evidenced by cracks and slab 

separations with grass growing between (see photos below).   

  

This enclosure has been damaged; 
likely by tractor or other heavy equipm. 

The original column caulking seal 
ineffective because of shifting slab. 

There is a depression in the underside 
of entry canopy; likely from water leak. 

The trees planted around the front of the 
HS have no ground cover remaining 

Cracks/damage in sidewalks like the 
above seen in a number of places. 

This sidewalk joint has grass growing in 
it; will likely lead to slab deterioration 
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 Athletics facilities related to the 17.8 acre site 

 The fieldhouse is not large enough to accommodate 7
th

 and 8
th

 grade athletes, along with 

HS athletes.  The middle grades are now using the limited dressing facilities in the old 

gym.  They are inadequate, as well as inconvenient to the weight room and the various 

competition venues. 

 The stadium’s press box is small and inadequate; 

there is no safe provision for filming.  The facility 

is not handicapped accessible; other than electricity 

and some heating, it has no services (see adjacent 

photo).   

 Visitor bleachers show rusting of the metal floors 

and seats.  The handicapped accessibility provisions 

do not conform to current requirements (see photos 

below).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 One light standard was found to have a deteriorating 

foundation/mount (see adjacent photo).  For safety, it 

should be evaluated by a professional and the repair 

planned.  

 Access and parking for spring sports is marginal, at 

best. The access road is gravel, and the parking 

available is on grass fields. 

 The district now has only has one partial practice field, apparently on parish land 

intended for cemetery expansion.  The district should address this issue soon, for the 

safety of its HS athletes and the parish community, either by developing a practice field 

on the 17.8 acre parcel (may not be practical, as it may eliminate parking for baseball and 

softball) or by installing artificial turf on the stadium, for use by practice sessions.  

 

 

 

 

The ramp on the visitor’s bleachers is 
non-conforming. 

The visitors’ bleachers show substantial 
surface rusting; should be removed & 

inspected to avoid perm. damage. 

This press-box is small; has no provision 
for filming (now use its roof). No HVAC. 

The base of this light standard has 
deteriorated. Inspect for safety & repair. 
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CAPACITIES OF 
EXISTING  

FACILITIES 
 
 
Background 

Other and equally critical data needed for planning purposes relates to who and what the district’s 

schools are intended to house.  This discussion of capacities provides an analysis of functional 

planning capacities.  These calculations are generally different from a school’s capacity this current 

year (often discussed in terms of how many pupils can be squeezed into a school), and are intended 

to help with understanding the scope of immediate and long-term needs on a school-by-school basis.  

These assume the ultimate goal is to have schools and rooms that do support the district’s 

instructional program by providing rooms that meet the programs’ reasonable needs.  That is a 

different orientation, in practice, than putting programs into the existing spaces, which often means 

housing them in poorly located, inappropriate, or too-small spaces. 

 

This study’s capacity analysis of each school is based on nationally accepted standards and 

procedures modified to be consistent with 1) Texas state standards, the space requirements adopted 

by the State Board of Education (the Capacity), and 2) local policies as found in the current and/or 

anticipated curriculum offerings described in the Lindsay ISD Program Profile (The Program 

Capacity).  The space requirements approved by the State Board of Education are divided into two 

categories:  Classrooms and Specialized Areas (see Preface). 

 

The capacities reported in this study are functional capacities intended for planning purposes.  The 

capacity of a school reflects the ability of the building(s) to accommodate the program it now houses 

or is intended to house, as the calculations assume that most space needs have been accommodated 

within the walls of existing buildings.  Exceptions would include specialized uses that could not be 

accommodated in space normally occupied by general academic classrooms; refer to The 

Mathematics of School Capacities on the next page  

 

Actual school capacities generally fluctuate modestly from year-to-year, based on grade-level 

enrollments and the current instructional program.  A variety of issues influence the capacity of a 

facility, including core facilities, the number and scope of special and resource programs offered, 

advanced placement programs, too few or inadequate laboratories, athletic periods, pupil scheduling, 

and graduation requirements.  Among the most common issues reducing a school’s capacity are 

resource programs and the adequacy and capacity of special use instructional areas.  Refer to the 

Preface for a more detailed discussion of these influences and the methodology for calculating 

school capacities.  In a smaller district like LISD, a common fluctuation in capacity is the result of a 

larger than usual ES grade level of 45 or more, that may require opening another section to 

accommodate the extra pupils 

 

The capacity of the school is reported, based on, 1) the number of student stations (desks) and 2) the 

number of teaching stations (classrooms) required by the current program.  This study uses the term 

teaching stations for a more inclusive reference.  For example, using ‘classroom’ usually reminds one 

of the general academic classrooms.  It likely omits thoughts of specialized teaching areas like the 

band hall, the gym, and some specialized shop areas.  The term ‘student stations’ is also intended to 
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illicit an understanding that the places a pupil learns in a school includes spaces other than general 

academic classrooms. 

 

The data are gathered and recorded on a worksheet, samples of which are included in the Appendix.  

The results of both calculations are examined to determine which is more appropriate to the school 

being evaluated.  Typically, smaller schools and/or schools with an unusually high number of 

offerings, capacity by teaching stations is the more accurate measure.  Schools with small and below-

standard teaching stations are often more accurately measured by the student stations measure.  

Normally, the measurement procedure that generates the smaller capacity is reported as the school’s 

capacity. 

 

At some schools, the available classrooms and total student stations could include portable buildings.  

They are excluded when summarizing permanent facility assets.  The Net Permanent Teaching 

Stations on Table 7 reports that number. 

 
Assumptions Guiding the Development of School Capacities 

It is appropriate to restate this study’s assumption regarding the state minimum size standards.  They 

are used as a measure for existing spaces, assuming that these rooms will be used for the general 

instructional program for years to come.  In that context, the state standards are designed as 

minimum space standards (minimum square feet allowed), but generally not for contemporary 

educational programs.  Although they are part of the same body of rule & regulations as the state’s 

emphasis on individualizing instruction, differentiated instruction, I.E.Ps, technology, inclusion, and 

similar program directions, the rules regarding space standards aren’t optimum or even adequate for 

many districts.  They should be viewed as no more than minimal spaces, with the local district 

responsible for evaluating its actual space needs and planning accordingly.  In practice, the state 

standards are more supportive of a traditional, lecture-only instructional model, and not 

contemporary instructional models, including those promoted by other state rules and regulations.  It 

is almost a certainty that if a district were to plan spaces solely influenced by the state’s directives 

regarding teaching strategies, the district would plan for classrooms larger than the state minimum 

space standards require. 

 

At the same time that this is said, it also is unreasonable to assume that it would be a prudent public 

investment to immediately remodel entire schools to make them conform to either the minimum state 

standards, or the program-based standards.  It does imply that all future improvements (except those 

for health and safety concerns which should receive prompt attention) should be planned to improve 

a school’s level of support for the program, until it can accomplish the goal of providing adequate 

teaching stations for all its students and the teaching strategies their needs suggest.   

 

The Mathematics of School Capacities 

How did this study determine capacity?   

1. This assessment starts with the assumption that all similar schools should offer comparability, 

i.e., each elementary school should be able to house the same or similar programs in adequate 

and comparable spaces.   

2. Adequacy is judged by two separate measures.   

a. The first measure applies current state minimum standards to the classrooms, and  
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b. the second measure compares the classrooms to spaces needed by the district’s 

instructional strategies. 

The procedure used to calculate capacity makes all inadequate and/or undersized spaces, such as a 

small sub-standard science lab or library, meet the standard by reassigning the appropriate portion of 

a standard classroom unit
1
 to eliminate the shortage.  This reduces the inventory of rooms left for 

instructional uses, thus reducing the capacity of that school.   

The space that was taken away from the classroom inventory and assigned to enlarge spaces may 

also add capacity to those enlarged spaces/functions; that capacity is added back as an adjustment.  

Once these adjustments have been made, the remaining capacity was calculated and reported as the 

schools functional capacity.  

The two most common reasons for reduced capacity are: 

1. small, substandard, or missing teaching stations (usually classrooms), and 

2. the capacity of the school’s infrastructure, including areas like; dining; kitchens, hallways, gyms, 

and science/CT labs– areas difficult to cost-effectively make larger.   

This is usually because these spaces were planned for the school’s opening enrollment and 

before later additions. Classrooms are often added with little thought given this issue; such 

additions are often emergency reactions in the face of growth (and not based on a Master Plan). 

For the purposes of this calculation, inadequate capacities of gyms, cafeterias, narrow halls, and 

similar issues/spaces are not made part of the capacity calculation, on the theory that one cannot 

reasonably use classrooms to expand these spaces.  In the case of such capacity limitations, the 

problem “infrastructure challenged” is simply identified for the reader. 

The same process is repeated, to identify space needed to enable LISD’s instructional strategies; 

those are described as “program” capacities.  Both the minimum standard capacities and the 

program-driven capacities are reported on tables, Table 6, Table 8 and Table 9, which follow.   
_________ 
1 

the ‘classroom unit’ is the average size of all classrooms in the school being evaluated. 

 

Lindsay ISD Program Profile 

In keeping with the character of this study (a deficiency analysis), the district’s instructional program 

and its elements have been reviewed in the context of an “exceptions report” model.  Using the 

existing program as the baseline, the study sought information through staff interviews that identified 

instructional programs and methods of instructional delivery that are needed and not fully 

implemented to accomplish the district’s instructional goals.  Within that context, the following 

statements outline the district’s direction and leadership, as it focuses on both the instructional 

program and the methods of instructional delivery. 

 

Instructional Program — The major characteristics of the instructional program include the 

following, supported by the characteristics of Instructional Delivery cited above.  For the purposes of 

this analysis, the school population is divided by instructional organization, not by school. 

 Self-contained organization at the elementary level (K–6) with supporting programs and/or 

specialists in PE, music, and response to intervention staff, as well as SE inclusion/resource 

support.  These programs will absorb about 25 percent of the available classrooms; the grade-
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level classrooms have an average student-to-section ratio (StS) of 17.9 pupils per 

homeroom/section. 

 Departmentalization for secondary students begins with in grade 7, and produces student-to-

section ratios (StS) of 12.84) per academic core sections.  In addition, the district participates 

in cooperative CTE and dual-credit offerings. Just one of Lindsay secondary academic 

classroom sections (gr. 7-12) has more than 25 students at the time of this study. 

 Program expansion and enhancements centered on:  

 Student engagement, instructional rigor, and academic excellence, 

 expanding opportunities thru technology, with strong connectivity and support, 

 attention to expanding and improving core subject performance, and 

 expanding innovative instructional offerings, through interventions, differentiated 

instruction, and various electronic-based programs. 

 Focus on providing an expanded technology rich learning environment though all grades, 

emphasizing core subjects.  

 Focus on instructional support for accelerating learning for at-risk students and under-

achieving students. 

 Focus on expanded career preparation offerings, with certifications. 

 Focus on a secure, safe, and orderly learning environment, and facilities that support this 

goal. 

The Student-to-Section Ratios (StS) were calculated by school, and are reported above.  This tells us 

that Lindsay ISD, compared to other similarly-sized Texas school districts, has economically 

managed its staffing and course offerings, resulting in larger-than-typical section sizes.  However, the 

district has been able to minimize the number of larger core sections to just two in grades 6-12, an 

unusually small number for the district’s StS ratios.  By their nature, the secondary departmentalized 

programs and offerings result in lower Student-to-Section Ratios than will be found within the 

elementary and self-contained environments where the 22:1 ratio controls through grade 4, vs. the 

secondary grades, where a sufficiently broad scope of course offerings is needed to allow students 

pursuit of varying educational and career objectives. 

 

Instructional Delivery — The instructional staff has identified significant methods that should be 

used to accomplish improved student learning, including the following. 

 Varieties in methodology, with hands-on & interactive teaching, using both large- and small-

group instruction, including spaces for breakout sessions, interest centers, self-learning 

models, and similar tools to focus more directly on individual learner’s needs. 

 Integration of technology into the instructional program/day.  This includes nearly a 1:1 ratio 

of available devices for secondary students’ class day time.  IN addition, computer labs are 

available for (a) skills instruction, (b) academic instruction support [high need], and (c) 

dedicated special programs. 

 Instructional support for individual needs: 

 Increased emphasis on appropriate career and vocational offerings applicable to Lindsay 

ISD’s student demographics and opportunities within the regional economy. 
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 Foster strengthened personal habits and study skills, as well as student engagement, to 

increase support of academic rigor. 

 Increased emphasis on technology applications, expanding and strengthening 

infrastructure for and offerings in those disciplines. 

 Extra assistance in core academic subjects for students who are known to be at risk of 

failure or dropping out, like RTI programs. 

 Continued emphasis on expanded participation and improved performance in UIL 

Academics. 

 

This outline of the instructional program and methods of instructional delivery (exceptions report) 

was used, together with the programs and procedures in place, to determine the current capacity of 

the district’s existing schools.  It also was used as a template to evaluate the “best uses” of the 

various existing school buildings and campuses for long-term use.  
 

 

Lindsay ISD School Capacities 

The capacity of the schools in Lindsay ISD was determined by applying standard capacity measures, 

which are described on the previous page and in more detail in the Preface.  It should be noted that 

room utilization data in this study is based on information furnished by the superintendent, his staff, 

and principals as of the fall 2018-19 school year. 

Lindsay ISD staffing ratios at the elementary schools and the secondary schools are much like those 

found in similar Texas districts.  Both schools already have a short-fall of spaces needed for 

instructional programs; so adequately housing them creates an even greater demand on the buildings, 

and includes the need for teaching stations. Also, these ratios don’t reflect the potential for expanded 

electives, including CTE and alternative placement.   

School capacity is evaluated according to student stations (desks) and teaching stations (classrooms).  

These terms are used to be more inclusive so the diversity of school spaces will be understood; 

classrooms vs. labs, vs. shop work stations, vs. gym floor space, etc.  The next paragraphs look first 

as student stations, followed by teaching stations. 

Based on Lindsay ISD staffing patterns, and making adjustments for small existing classrooms and 

other instructional space deficiencies, the district now has an overall net shortfall of about 15 

teaching stations vs. state and comparable standards; the shortages occur nearly equally at both 

schools (see Table 7, two pages forward).   

In terms of classroom student stations compared to state standards, the district has a net overall 

deficiency of -168 student stations.  The projected enrollment over the next 10 years would result in 

relatively stable enrollment, only with slight increases for very modest growth.    

However, if the schools’ current capacities are adjusted to reflect the space needed to support the 

district’s instructional initiatives and differentiating instruction, the current overall net deficiency 

would be significant; a -258 net student station shortfall, and that shortfall would be distributed  

about 45% at the elementary school and 55% at the secondary school.  

Given Lindsay ISD's current staffing patterns, both schools are overcrowded, between 55% (ES) and 

78% (HS/SS) relative to each schools state-standards-based capacity.   When compared to the 

instructional program needs (implementing the teaching strategies cited earlier in this section), the 
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schools average 70% overcrowded.  Stated another way, the district is short the equivalent of a 3
rd

 

similarly-sized school. 

It is important to remember that these capacities assume that the current programs and student bodies 

would remain housed in the existing buildings.  The capacities below really indicate the scope of 

additions and/or remodeling necessary at the respective school sites if they were to adequately meet 

current state minimum space standards. The additional space required is reported as classroom 

equivalents, and does not indicate the specific kinds of space that would be best, or if the schools/site 

have the ability to be renovated/expanded.  That issue is more directly addressed in the facility 

condition analysis and the best-use assessment. 

Of the state minimum classroom standards, only the science standards and the one HS chemistry lab 

meet most program needs and expectations. Column J on Table 6 is the only reference on the two 

following tables regarding the “Program Capacity” measure. 

Table 6 and 7 (following) reflect the degree of existing overcrowding, based on a comparison of 

current schools to state minimum standards and current space shortages.  Capacities are calculated 

based on Student Stations (think of desks, work stations, etc.) and Teaching Stations (think 

classrooms, labs, shops, etc.) 

Table 6 

Capacity Analysis by Student Stations 
Lindsay ISD 

 

* Deficiencies:  pupil stations designated to provide for space deficiencies in libraries, cafeteria, labs, resource 
programs, etc.  Where existing buildings cannot reasonably accommodate the space deficiency, the need may not be 
deducted; such deficiencies need to be met through an addition. 

** Capacity absorbed by program refers to classrooms/teaching stations used for programs that add no capacity, 
such as music and title programs in schools with self-contained rooms, and content mastery in schools with 
departmentalized programs (see discussion of this issue on page v of the Preface.) 

Table 7 
Capacity Analysis by Teaching Stations 

Lindsay ISD 

 

* Deficiencies:  teaching stations designated to provide for space deficiencies in libraries, cafeteria, labs, resource 
programs, etc.  Where existing buildings cannot reasonably accommodate the space deficiency, the need may not be 
deducted; such deficiencies need to be met through an addition. 

** Capacity absorbed by program refers to classrooms/teaching stations used for programs that add no capacity, 
such as music and title programs in schools with self-contained rooms, and content mastery in schools with 
departmentalized programs (see discussion of this issue on page v of the Preface.) 

 

2017-18 Portable Pupil Statns. Pupil Statns. Pupil Stns. Permanent Available Permanent Available

Grades Total Classrms Lost to Bldg Absorbed by lost: Break-out Operational Pupil Capacity Pupil Stns.

School Housed Membersh. on Site Deficiencies* Program** or Substandard Capacity Stations  @ 900 s/f  @ 900 s/f

Lindsay ES K-6 278 0 (105) (42) 0 218 (60) 163 (115)

Lindsay HS  7-12 247 0 (110) (42) 0 139 (108) 103 (144)

TOTALS 525 0 (215) (84) 0 357 (168) 267 (258)

Total Tchg. Tchg. Statns. Tchg. Statns. Tchg. Statns. Net Perm. Current Available Tchg. Statns.

Grades Stations lost to Absorbed by lost: Pull-out Teaching Prog. Needs Teaching Capacity to Capacity

School Housed On-site Deficiencies* Program** or Substandard Stations [tchg. statns] Stations Pupil Statns. (Shortfall)

Lindsay ES K-6 20 6 3 1 10 17 (7) 179 (99)

Lindsay HS  7-12 22 5 2 1 14 22 (8) 180 (67)

TOTALS 42 11 5 2 24 39 (15) 359 (166)



 

Facility Needs Assessment Page 37 Lindsay ISD: October 2019 

 

Reflecting on the current practices of Lindsay ISD, both schools are below current levels of need.  

Overcrowding is from substantial changes in teaching strategies, as well as program changes put in 

place since the schools were constructed and grade use designated.  This level of overcrowding needs 

to be addressed as part of a facilities master plan.   

 

Capacity Comments 

The following comments help further explain why the individual school capacities reported in the 

two tables above may be lower than one might expect.  Schools today have more programs to support 

instruction that require their own spaces and have no capacity (see discussion of resource programs 

in the Preface), such as resource, dyslexia, RTI, ESL, reading and math specialists, gifted/talented, 

etc.  There also have been changes in allowed class size, such as the 22:1 ratio up through grade 4.  

Capacities are also impacted by the minimum room size standards the state adopted in 1994.  The 

state bases its minimum room sizes for academic classrooms on a maximum of 22 pupils for PK–

grade 4 and a maximum of 25 pupils for grades 5–12; however, these minimum sizes for  K-12 

classrooms are reminiscent of standards for the traditional lecture method of teaching and are not 

sufficient to accommodate differentiated instruction and integrated technology. 

 

Since no state minimum size space standards existed prior to the spring of 1994, often these new 

specifications define a larger standard than local districts previously used.  Furthermore, nearly all of 

the permanent classrooms are smaller than needed to support the district’s instructional program and 

teaching strategies, although the lower student-to-section ratios (StS) reduce the differences.  Lindsay 

ISD’s instructional delivery and technology integration goals will require larger classrooms.  

Generally, small-group breakout spaces should have approximately 50–55 square feet of available 

space each, and most classrooms should provide a minimum of four such spaces for the various 

differentiated activities.  The district is encouraged to consider providing 250 square feet above 

current state minimum standards in general academic rooms for grades 2–12, resulting in all general 

classrooms of at least 900–950 square feet.  For schools where the class size would remain smaller 

by 5-7 pupils for the rest of its useful life, the overall need may be reduced by about 100 square feet.  

The study team recommends against this assumption, to avoid handicapping future enrollment totals 

and forcing (or assuming) more costly staffing ratios. 

 

Following is a summary of issues impacting the capacity of the district’s facilities. 

 

Lindsay Elementary School  

Lindsay ES is the LISD school with the most significant site restrictions; it does not have any 

reasonable site available for expansion, and it would need to grow approximately 50%-65% to 

minimally accommodate the existing student body, without addressing space shortages related to 

contemporary instructional strategies.  It now consists of classroom equivalent spaces that are too 

few to be reconfigured to address space shortages. If it were to remain in use, even with these 

shortages, it is in serious need of aging component upgrades that would likely cost equal to 60% of a 

replacement school.  The current facility needs added spaces to offset space shortages because of the 

following: 

1. The school’s library is much too small for this school; the size shortfall equals nearly 2 of its 

existing classrooms to meet the library state minimum library standards.  
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2. The school needs a suitable entry, office, and reception area, as well as spaces for itinerant 

programs, and a larger and appropriate lab space for elementary science instruction. 

3. All instructional spaces are inadequate to handle contemporary instructional strategies. 

4. Some support spaces are inadequate or not available, including school reception, office, work, 

clinic, conference room(s), and teacher storage, and designated school storage. 

5. The kitchen and dining areas are inadequate to serve all district students; that is now the practice. 

6. The school has inadequate and disconnected parking; the drop-off and pick-up accommodations 

are unsafe and very inadequate. 

 

These calculations produce an estimated functional capacity for about 139 pupils, given the practices 

and characteristics of the existing Lindsay ISD elementary program and staffing levels.  If space 

were to be provided for differentiating instruction in the academic classrooms, the capacity of the 

existing improvements would be reduced, to only about 103 pupils. Any new programs added within 

the existing facility and not identified above will probably reduce the capacity further. 

 

Lindsay High School/Secondary School 

Lindsay High School/Secondary School is housed five buildings (including the fieldhouse/weight 

room and the ag. farm); in addition its programs make use of spaces at the ES. The buildings are 

between 9 and 53 years old; the agric. class and shop and the old gym (ES) are the oldest, and the 

HS/SS buildings are from 8 to 46 years old; the ES buildings used by the HS program are 48 

(cafeteria) and 55 (old gym) years old.  The academic classrooms range between 23 and 27 years old.  

This school is not a stand-alone campus; in that it relies on the ES cafeteria daily.  The number of 

disconnected and separate buildings results in a major safety and security weakness.  In addition, 

shared spaces impose scheduling problems for both schools involved, forcing limitations on 

scheduling options for both.   

The following conditions also contribute to the school’s limited capacity: 

1. Eight of the school’s 10 core academic classrooms do not meet current state minimum standards; 

an additional 5 specialized spaces do not meet the minimum state standard for their function (2 of 

3 science labs, 2 computer labs, and the agric. classroom/shop).  While no state standard exists 

for family consumer sciences its capacity is limited by the 3 kitchens (up to four pupils each) 

found in it. 

2. Other space needs that reduce the overall capacity include a sub-standard library, limited & 

shared dining space that is too small for 2 campuses, and suitable program spaces (ISS, theater 

arts, 7
th

 & 8
th

 athletics/PE dressing spaces, etc.). 

3. In addition, the school does not have spaces for most support and itinerant programs, adequate 

storage for school supplies, suitable teacher work/break space, and there is no conferencing area 

available for the privacy some conferencing uses require. 

4. In summary, 87% percent of the core and academic classrooms and 87% of the specialized 

program spaces are of substandard size. 

5. Furthermore, only one general academic classroom meets the instructional program needs, long 

term, without modification, for the district’s secondary program. The rest need to be evaluated 

further for their potential to be modified/renovated into suitable long-term instructional spaces. 
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These calculations consider all of the above; they produce an estimated functional capacity for about 

140 pupils in grades 7-12.  Considering the goals for instructional strategies, practices, and 

characteristics in Lindsay ISD, the capacity of the existing improvements are reduced further, to no 

more than about 105 pupils.  Any new programs added within the existing facility and not identified 

above will probably reduce the capacity further. 

 

 

Enrollment Projections and Existing Facilities 

The following tables compare the current enrollment in the school to the respective capacities.  The 

capacities utilized are the lower capacity calculations based on teaching stations (classrooms) or 

pupil stations (desks) from Tables 6 and 7, and current LISD staffing ratios. 

The current overcrowding is generally the result of: (1) instructional program expansion and changes, 

(2) a significant number of small and obsolete permanent academic classrooms, (3) too few and/or 

too small special instructional spaces, (4) too little instructional support space, and (5) obsolescence 

and near-obsolescence among some of the district’s inventory of buildings.  The changes and growth 

in instructional support programs, in response to both regular program students and special needs 

students, is evident at all school levels. 

Table 8, which follows, evaluates the schools’ capacities based on current LISD staffing ratios.  It 

reports the capacities and shows the impact based on modestly growing enrollment. 

Table 8 
School Overcrowding based on Student Stations (desks) 

Lindsay ISD 

   

Table 9, which follows, show the same information as found on Table 8 in absolute numbers. By way 

of a reminder, the Prog. Capacity (program capacity) reflects the CURRENT capacity of each school 

IF all general and specialized instructional classrooms were made large enough to support the 

district’s preferred instructional offerings and preferred methods of instructional delivery.   
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Table 9 
School Overcrowding: Reported in Absolute Numbers  

Lindsay ISD 

 

As a final reminder, Tables 6 through 9 report capacity information, assuming that most identified 

deficiencies will be corrected within existing space and under existing roofs.  This may help clarify 

the extent of long-term improvements needed to address space shortages, with appropriately designed 

and flexible spaces.  
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BEST USE AND  
SITE ISSUES 

 

 

Information regarding the long-term best use of existing buildings, along with related site issues 

and/or site needs, is explored in this section. 

 

Background:  Best Use(s) of Existing Facilities 

Best Use Procedures — In order to utilize all existing suitable facilities and grounds to their 

maximum as part of a comprehensive long-range plan, the survey team evaluated the facilities 

regarding best uses.   

In considering long-term best use, a key to evaluating any existing building relates to producing 

suitably sized classrooms within its existing walls.  The building’s bay depth is usually critical to 

efficient modernization; existing buildings with less than 25 or 26 feet (often also with narrow and 

congesting halls) are nearly always poor candidates for upgrading.  Also, the heating, cooling, 

electrical, and plumbing systems need some flexibility to accommodate changes in the number and 

sizes of rooms, etc.  Under-slab utilities (usually waste lines) are an especially important 

consideration; older buildings typically have deterioration and may have insufficient fall for good 

waste-line drainage.  Obviously, they can be costly to access and repair/replace.  Also, consider the 

return on the taxpayer’s financial investment; will the anticipated cost extend the useful life of the 

building long enough to make the investment sensible?  That ordinarily means that the useful life 

should be extended by 20-25 years to recoup the value of the dollars spent in refurbishing/upgrading. 

Classroom size should support your district’s instructional program; districts evaluating this have 

generally concluded that 900–950 square feet is a minimally desirable target for sections of up to 25 

pupils, allowing space for a typical desk arrangement for large-group instruction and additional space 

for small-group breakout centers, small-group interest/study centers, tutorial spaces, inclusion 

instruction, technology applications, etc. 

And we are challenged to step back from the micro and look at the macro as well.  Generally, 

Lindsay schools consist of buildings/additions of differing ages that, under normal circumstances, 

can be expected to reach a point of either economic or educational obsolescence in a time-frame 

related to their ages.  The Lindsay ISD schools have matured in a manner similar to many districts, 

where growth has been addressed by adding classrooms or buildings at convenient locations, with 

relatively little attention to a) comprehensive updating the related older buildings, b) plans that will 

allow the future replacement of older buildings as they age out, or c) be functionally supportive of 

future additions for program changes or growth.   

Over the years a number of significant changes in society are dictating more thoughtful and 

aggressive site master-planning; some of those changes include:  

a. Private autos have become a primary source of transporting many pupils to and from many 

schools. 

b. Society is confronted with unprecedented risks to personal safety and security. 

c. Educators have come to recognize that children learn in many and differing ways, changing 

the look of how we deliver instruction and how we should “house” these learning activities. 
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d. Teaching is driven by continuous assessments in a way never experienced, adding a new layer 

of pressure on students and teachers. 

e. Schools have been given more responsibility for supervising its community’s children, for 

more years of their lives and for more hours of their days. 

These societal changes, and others, challenge us to devote more effort to effective master planning.  

We have made some strides in planning new school buildings, but not so much with planning site 

utilization, with an eye to the ever evolving aging and replacement of improvements and in the 

context of our changing society.  It is becoming necessary that we look more carefully at site master-

planning as well. 

The challenge that Lindsay faces is to evaluate each school campus and site to determine a variety of 

things, including: 

a. The probable useful lives of buildings/components, assuming normal maintenance, both with 

and without major systems upgrades. 

b. The extended probable useful lives of buildings/components, assuming full refurbishing of 

building components and systems  As appropriate; this should also include limited to 

significant remodeling/reconfiguring of spaces.   

c. How the elements can work together to serve the instructional program, given probable 

variable useful lives for components on each campus/building in either scenario, in light of: 

1) Functional and appropriate spatial relationships within each school and on each site. 

2) The distances between and the possible physical connection of buildings with longer 

useful lives. 

3) A safe and secure daytime instructional environment. 

4) A school with the outdoor spaces needed for the program, including apparatus areas, 

playfields, CT education, outdoor education, and athletics fields and competition 

venues or other outdoor programs. 

5) A school with functional, safe, and separated pedestrian and 3 to 4 vehicular 

circulation patterns and parking options. 

6) A plan to phase out elements as they become economically or educationally obsolete, 

and replace them while maintaining a functional and safe environment for school to 

continue during these changes. 

These are not intended to be all-inclusive, merely to illustrate the kind of evaluation and planning 

necessary to make good educational and financial decisions about additions and/or improvements.  In 

any circumstance, the district should also compare the costs involved with renovations/additions to 

the cost of simply replacing elements as the first phase of a new school facility.  Industry standards 

suggest that any major renovation that exceeds 60% to 65% of replacement cost should be avoided; 

rather invest in permanent and suitable replacement spaces/buildings.  If the existing site is big 

enough, look at options to redevelop the existing site, razing older elements and relocating 

appropriate programs to new facilities on the same site. 

 

The evaluation of each school/campus must also be sensitive to the phasing of the various building 

components, most of which were added to address a perceived need for growth or new programs, 

with limited planning regarding future possible needs.  Often the campus has been constructed to 

accommodate a relatively small student body; it has had additions and replacements over the years.  

This development history has also resulted in some awkward and inconvenient circulation patterns, 
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as well as inconvenient site spatial relationships. One of the challenges will be to make 

improvements while addressing and simplifying these and similar concerns. 

Don’t be surprised if the evaluation reaches the conclusion that replacing older buildings, and 

possibly even an entire school, is both the most educationally functional and economically 

reasonable conclusion.  It is often the reality, and nearly as often an option we are reluctant to 

consider.  When such a reality is ignored, the facilities for education are likely to cost more and be 

much less supportive of contemporary instruction.  Communities become trapped by a recent 

investment when new space attached to deteriorating and inefficient space, and the costs of operating 

the aging spaces. In addition, anticipate probable negative impacts on teaching and learning in the 

aging facilities can make what was intended to be a cost saving decision becomes much more costly. 

 

Establishing Planning Criteria (Planning Guidelines) – Before embarking on a major capital 

improvements program of any sort, the district is encouraged to revisit and/or establish some 

planning guidelines, which can become policy and serve as the foundation for the district’s suitable 

comprehensive facilities master plan.  Once such planning guidelines are established, the evaluation 

and master planning process should begin.  

The development of these planning guidelines is best served if the guidelines topics are evaluated 

first by the district’s professional staff, identifying and prioritizing those that have significant impact 

on successful instruction.  Following this exercise, consider taking these to the community for their 

reaction and input prior to being adopted as district policy, guiding all facility planning. 

The district and community should determine the topics and scope of the planning guidelines, which 

will then be addressed to formulate the planning template against which all school projects will be 

measured; some likely topics follow: 

1. School organization (how will students be grouped on campuses—what age groups, grades?) 

2. School feeder patterns (does not yet apply to Lindsay ISD) 

3. School size, by organizational level (minimum and maximum desired sizes, by level) 

4. Neighborhood schools (how important will this issue be to current and future Lindsay residents) 

5. District busing practices (busing on parental request—only outside 2-mile limit, etc.) 

6. Lindsay ISD attendance boundary redistricting policies/practices (likely not yet applicable) 

7. Academic Classrooms—functional goals and desired size(s) 

8. Portable classrooms (acceptable or not—under what conditions to be used?) 

9. Refurbishment and renovation practices regarding schools as they age (updating systems AND 

instructional support by an age-certain [consider at 20-25 years old]) 

10. Safety and security of students/staff (compact building designs, controls needed over building 

access, site access, parking security, etc.) 

11. Bond elections—frequency in relation to bonding capacity, and guiding assumptions 

12. Open campus vs. closed campus (primarily for lunch periods) 

13. School and grade staffing ratios and patterns (expect to decrease, maintain, or increase?) 

14. Strategies for addressing changes in enrollment at the different administrative units. 

15. Strategies and practices regarding transfer students. 

16. Etc. 

In a district of the size and with the characteristics of Lindsay ISD, relevant topics might include 

school organization (where to place 6
th

 grade), classroom size, staffing ratios, transfer policies, 

what pupil population should trigger discussions about a third campus, and others as appropriate. 
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It is the experience—and the conviction—of the study team that supporting instructional excellence 

should be the primary and highest priority influence on setting such planning guidelines.  Sometimes 

districts are tempted to let existing buildings dictate organization for instruction.  While the 

organization deemed best for instruction may not be achievable immediately, it is best to plan all 

improvements with that target in mind so the preferred organization can be implemented when 

possible.   

 

Findings: Best Use(s) of Existing Facilities  

In the case of Lindsay ISD, nearly all Best Uses of Existing Facilities will be governed by decisions 

that are part of developing the district’s Planning Guidelines and the subsequent facility long-range 

master plan.  Specifically, decisions regarding school size and school organization can suggest 

different short-term and long-term uses for each of the existing campuses.  Addressing the ‘what ifs’ 

should be part of the master planning process, when the district evaluates two or more options with 

respect to educational appropriateness.  This will require preliminary EdSpecs) with estimated costs, 

in order to make informed decisions as to which options become part of a Facilities Master Plan. 

The best uses of the existing facilities vary; are discussed in the following paragraphs and the data 

reported on Table 10 below. 

• Lindsay Elementary School — The elementary school should be taken out of service for the 

regular instructional program, and the programs relocated to another facility.  These spaces can 

continue to serve the parish and its weekday and Sunday instructional programs for nursery 

through high school age youth, and return control of uses and facility changes to the parish.  Their 

useful life can be extended by reduced occupancy uses, similar to those that follow.  If agreed, 

these spaces might also remain available to LISD to house instructional support like technology 

services, central administration, heated and cooled storage space, and specialized functions like 

ISS, AEP and DAEP.  The old gym could continue to support LISD programs for the near-term. 

• Lindsay High School/Secondary School — This school can be expected remain in service to the 

regular instructional program, probably for 25-30 more years, but not without major upgrading 

and improvements.  It should be evaluated for its functional ability to serve as either 1) a 

renovated and expanded secondary school, or 2) as a renovated and upgraded elementary school.   

 The existing site of approximately 38 acres could probably house most programs appropriate to 

the High School/Secondary School program of up to 500-600 pupils, excluding a stadium and 

associated parking.  It may be more cost-effective to replace the older classrooms or to repurpose 

them (e.g., separate central administration building) than to refurbish and renovate.  In any case 

the district should focus on creating a campus that is self-contained and connected under one roof 

(for better security), and to the extent practical, connect the new gym to these improvements.  

Ultimately, such a plan should allow a central field house and associated practice/performance 

venues to be housed in this site, with the exception of a stadium…unless the site is expandable by 

15-20 contiguous acres. 

 Central Administration — The central administrative services now inadequately housed in an 

old portable classroom building, and scattered spaces and closets in the schools. LISD would be 

better served if these functions were located to a permanent building.  That could be to one of the 

buildings taken out of service for the ES program, to a portion of the existing HS building, or to 

another available building in Lindsay, or into a building planned and built for this purpose. 
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To accomplish the school master plan, Lindsay ISD should  

1. Review and reach consensus on Planning Guidelines that may be appropriate for Lindsay 

ISD, including issues as a) the desired school organization (which grades are to be housed 

together or separated), b) at what size range should 3
rd

 school be considered, and similar 

issues.  Addressing these will make a quality educational program the priority and focus.   

2. Develop Educational Specifications (EdSpecs) for both schools that reflect the Planning 

Guidelines decisions. 

3. The plan for upgrading and new construction should conform to community expectations and 

planning guidelines established and/or confirmed by the board of trustees and community.  

4. The long-term “best use” of the sites and possible interim uses of buildings will depend on 

educational decisions (Planning Guidelines and EdSpecs) that support the best organization 

for learning in Lindsay ISD.      

Figure 2, which follows, helps explain the relationship between the age of a school and its useful life.  

While the 5 phases of a school building may vary from the 10-year increments and extend a few 

years depending on location and climate, nonetheless the principals and descriptions involved with 

the phases are accurate representations of the life phases of a school building. 

Often there is a tendency to think that the life of a school as based on the durability of its structure.  

A school’s useful life as a school, in opinion of most professional educators, should include an equal 

focus on its educational adequacy…does it support the district’s instructional program effectively.  

Educational adequacy is also a function of other issues.  Health and safety is obviously important.  

Adequate and functioning systems are also necessary; enough outlets and stable electrical service, 

functioning waste lines, adequate ventilation of odors & sewer gases, sufficient lighting, functioning 

and controlled heating and cooling are all important, especially when they are inadequate or have 

failed.  See the following Sidebar and Figure 2 for additional discussions related to adequacy and 

aging buildings. 

 

  

Sidebar - The question regarding the reasonable useful life of a school building enters any 

discussion that involves aging buildings.  While each building and circumstance is unique, it is 

possible to draw general guidelines from experience.  The National Center for Educational 

Facilities (NCEF), edited and updated 2009, developed guidelines to address this concern; its 

conclusions follow in Figure 2. 
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Figure 2 

Phases in the Life Cycle of School Buildings 

As school buildings age, patterns of change and deterioration are common.  Historically, most well-

constructed school buildings are considered to have useful lives ranging between 40 and 55 years; 

some construction, particularly additions, may have a shorter useful life, as they almost always 

depend on the original construction for many vital functions.  Also, it is not uncommon for new 

construction that replicates older designs to also age more rapidly, as the functional deficiencies that 

may be part of the aging design accelerate oncoming obsolescence in the replicated construction. 

The following table is commonly accepted as a recounting of what will typically occur as school 

buildings age. 

 

Phase 1 -- New-20 Years   Necessary maintenance and changes to building are minor and costs are 

normal.  Deferred maintenance creates future negative financial impacts.  Selected functions are 

beginning to be poorly supported. 

 

Phase 2 -- 20-30 Years   Buildings require increasing annual maintenance including more frequent 

replacement of broken equipment.  Costs are increasing.  Deferred maintenance items are becoming 

increasingly more burdensome.  Operational deficiencies emerge and multiple functional deficiencies 

surface. 

 

Phase 3 -- 30-40 Years   Need for general maintenance accelerates rapidly.  Replacement of major 

fixtures and building systems are part of the natural course of this phase.  The original equipment 

will generally have been completely replaced.  Costs increase rapidly or deferred maintenance 

creates additional compounded costs in the future.  Also, efficiencies of operation are hindered, often 

significantly, and functional deficiencies may interfere substantially with teaching methods. 

 

Phase 4 -- 40-50 Years   Building has significantly deteriorated by this time, unless well-constructed 

and well maintained in previous phases.  More importantly, teaching methods and residency patterns 

of the community may have changed; rendering the building functionally obsolete even if it is not 

structurally decrepit. 

 

Phase 5 -- 50 + Years   Building has exceeded its useful life and should be completely renovated or 

abandoned.  The cost of renovation usually exceeds the cost of abandonment and new construction.  

Redirecting the use of the building, with lower occupancy, may be an option. 

 

Findings:  Site Criteria and Existing School Sites 

According to the Cooke County Central Appraisal District, Lindsay ISD owns 66.4 acres in 7 

parcels; three of the parcels are city lots with no acreage designation. One of those lots, property ID 

#12842, may be at least in part, owned by the parish.  Such a possible error is not uncommon; 

verifying property owned by entities that are not taxed can be a low priority for appraisal districts. 

Occasionally property surveys are available as part of a building’s plans, or are part of a district’s 

property deed files; none were found.  Of these sources, only the county appraisal district had any 

credible information about the LISD parcels.   
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The site challenge for LISD is the concentration of school buildings on about 40-45 acres with only 

one effective route of public vehicular access, the loop created by 7
th

 Street, to Knight Street, and to 

6
th

 Street, and with NO designated and safe routes for walkers and bikers.  For safe vehicular and 

pedestrian circulation, each school should have the following; at least two separate vehicular points 

of access, and preferably three access options, for 1) staff, 2) buses, and 3) parent drivers. An 

independent 4
th

 point of ingress/egress is needed at the HS for student drivers.   In addition, each site 

should have a separate and safe route for pedestrians. 

One strategy for addressing this problem is to reduce the number students dependent on the 7
th

, 

Knight, 6
th

 loop. That probably will mean relocating school(s) to sites that will not place traffic on 

any of the aforementioned streets and roads.  The district, in concert with the city, might investigate 

solutions to add access options by way of newly improved streets and in that way improve flow. 

Assigning approximate school-by-school parcels based on each schools location within the larger site 

produces approximate site acreages.  Google Earth measuring tools were used to produce this 

information.  The primary purpose is to show how the various sites compare to recommended school 

site standards.  Those findings are reported on Table 10, which follows. 

Table 10 
Lindsay ISD Sites 

 

Lindsay ISD ES site is much smaller than the recommended standards; The HS, however, appears to 

have enough acreage, assuming it is all useable acreage.  Because the standards are applicable to 

large and small schools, it is possible to have sites for smaller elementary schools that can provide 

for the 3 or 4 necessary functions (refer to next paragraph) on parcels somewhat smaller than the 

recommended standards. 

The district’s sites can be compared to the nationally and Texas state-recommended size standards 

for elementary schools, middle/junior high schools, and high schools on the following table: 
 

 

  Elementary Schools 10 acres, plus 1 acre for every 100 pupils expected 

  Middle/Jr. High Schools  20 acres, plus 1 acre for every 100 pupils expected 

  High Schools 30 acres, plus 1 acre for every 100 pupils expected 
 

 

These standards are for useable or buildable acreage.  They are intended to provide room for (1) the 

building and related improvements; (2) activities fields, including physical education and athletic 

fields, hard surface, and apparatus areas; (3) access, queuing lanes, driveways, and parking (none of 

these uses should spill out onto public thoroughfares); and (4) performance/competition facilities, as 

appropriate.  However, the High School site standard does not include land for a football stadium and 

associated parking.  The aspect ratio of sites (rectangular 3:5 ratio preferred) also should be 

School Acres a Acres B

Lindsay ES 4.5 13

Lindsay HS 38 33

  TOTALS 54.96 46

a Goggle Earth Estimates

b State Recommended size
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considered when evaluating sites, meeting minimum acceptable ratios with adjustments up in size for 

irregular shapes. 

In summary, Lindsay ISD’s main school campus houses both administrative units; some of the ES 

buildings and land are the property of St. Peters parish.  Both campuses share a common route of 

access, a loop consisting of 7
th

 St., Knight St., and 6
th

 St., creating congestion and safety concerns.  

The district should address this issue as soon as possible, using both temporary and long-term 

solutions.  Regarding the facilities, the elementary school scores as educationally and economically 

obsolete for regular instructional program use, and the HS/SS, is in need of significant systems 

renewals and program driven renovations. 

Removing some students from the contiguous sites by relocating new construction should be 

seriously considered.  However, site needs and location(s) will depend on decisions emanating from 

the subsequent Planning Guidelines, EdSpecs, and facility long-range Master Plan.  The Master Plan 

will provide overall guidance for the needed improvements and the sequencing of the same.   
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CONSIDERATIONS AND 
RECOMMENDAITONS 

 

 

This study analyzes a district’s facilities compared to state and other established standards, and it 

identifies the range of deficiencies compared to those standards.  The nature of a deficiency analysis 

is to draw attention to items that do not meet the standards.  Because the report identifies 

shortcomings, the reader should not misunderstand that all is wrong with the district’s schools.  It is 

the function of this analysis to report shortcomings in relation to adequately housing the district’s 

current instructional program. 

 

This section addresses findings for selected issues, among those that the district will likely include 

among the planning guidelines it adopts.  Additionally this section summarizes prior findings and 

includes the study’s detailed conclusions and recommendations. 

 

Planning Considerations:  Grade-Level Configuration and Desired School Size 

One of basic building blocks of planning for all levels of schools relates to organizing the 

elementary-level schools.  It is the contention of the study team that the instructional program and the 

success of its clientele, the pupils, should be at the heart of deciding which grades should be grouped 

together.  In this report this issue is referred to as “grade-level configuration.” 

The final decision regarding the placing of grades and pupils in the same administrative unit will 

depend on a number of issues.  Often, school patrons prefer stability and familiarity.  That can mean 

continuing the current organization, if the community has been comfortable with it, or preferring 

another familiar organization from their recent past, either in Lindsay ISD or in a school district 

previously attended.  In addition, communities may have wrestled with the common questions related 

to what level 6
th

 graders (or 5
th

 graders) should be placed, or at what school level 9
th

 graders should 

be housed. 

The district is encouraged to consider the experience of other districts that have also faced this 

question, as well as review literature with respect to grade configuration, before making a decision 

that is limited by only local experience.  With that thought in mind, the following is the result of the 

research team’s review of literature with respect to this issue, hoping that it may be of use to you and 

your community. 

From that review of literature, two principal findings apply to this issue.  The first relates to the 

circumstance of “transitions”, a term commonly used to identify the first year for a student in a new 

school environment.  In the case of Lindsay ISD, transition years occur in grades 4, 6, and 9.  The 

findings relative to this condition find that students’ learning in their first year in a new school 

environment progress significantly more slowly than in other years.  Apparently, the adjustments 

students must make to a different school environment result in a school year with less than normal 

growth in learning.  This is supported by comparing student performance, especially on test scores, 

and levels of improvement found. 

The second principal finding relates to the impact of student successes with respect to the 

introduction of state-mandated high-stakes testing and tests.  Much field research has been conducted 

into conditions that may impact the success of students as it relates to the first time such tests are 

given to the general school population.  Both research findings and anecdotal information report that 
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elementary students perform more effectively, and successfully, on this battery of high-stakes tests 

when they have attended the same school up through the point of taking those tests. 

Professional and anecdotal observations seem to share the opinion that the success of students relates 

to the attention given to test preparation by the early-grade classrooms; many superintendents and 

instructional supervisors opine that teachers of younger children tend to be more sensitive to 

conscientiously preparing students when they share the same environment with the teachers and the 

pressures associated with these tests. 

In a related finding, there is a growing and relatively strong finding that narrowly configured schools 

(schools with fewer grade spans) and moving between such schools tends to create an environment 

that is not supportive of student success, more noticeably among the more impoverished students.  

There seem to be two factors at play; one is that narrowly configured schools tend to grow larger 

than average, and second is that the moving from one narrowly configured school to another seems to 

disrupt the social structure in which learning takes place.  The findings suggest that narrowly 

configured schools can become a relative distraction to the academic success of students.  Others 

would suggest the condition relates to the number of “transitions”; regardless, the impact seems to be 

a reduced level of learning success. 

Recent responses to student success (or lack of acceptable levels of success) have led to an interest in 

minimizing the transitions.  A few highly publicized efforts have sought to organize schools into just 

two administrative units; K–8 and 9–12 schools have been commonly discussed in professional 

literature and by the media.  In Texas, there seems to be a relatively pronounced trend away from the 

organization of EE–2 and 3–5 (or similar) at the elementary level, in favor of elementary schools that 

include up through grade 5, and occasionally up through either grade 4 or grade 6.  Also in Texas, 

this trend is not as noticeable among smaller districts and smaller schools, where success on the state 

tests seems less affected by the grade-level configuration within the districts. 

Based on the State of Texas testing schedule, the first battery of tests are administered in grades 3 

through 5, with the bulk of those first occurring in grade 3.  Only social studies are now first tested 

later than grade 5; it is first tested in grade 8.  Students in smaller districts are generally more 

successful, and students in schools with grade configurations through grade 5 are also more 

successful than their counterparts in those first tests of reading, math, writing, and science (the only 

one of these subjects first tested as late as grade 5). 

There is another associated finding as it relates to the economy of schools.  Because of the limitations 

on the amount and scope of information available, there is little substantiated support of specific 

school sizes.  One school of thought has been to expand the number of students in an effort to offer a 

more diverse program (especially thought to be true at secondary levels).  A contrary school of 

thought has been to reduce the size of schools to enhance the likelihood of students’ success as 

learners.  There is no clearly defined best size; academicians (university staff) tend to favor much 

smaller schools, and practitioners (superintendents and staff) tend to be more supportive of larger 

schools with more diverse offerings.   

The issue of school size also plays into decisions regarding how small is too small for a school; 

historically, schools with fewer than 300 pupils have been evaluated as less cost-effective than 

schools with 300 pupils or more, and this test is most often used at the elementary level. 
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It is likely that the varying positions relative to school size are also a function of both the cost of 

establishing and the cost of maintaining multiple campuses.  Opinions on what constitutes schools 

that are too large appear to be a matter of professional opinion and experience, as well as community 

values and expectations. 

Operationally, educators in Texas seem to feel that the best organization at the elementary level, 

assuming a K–5 grade configuration (as it is the most common), is to organize a school based on 

grade levels with four teachers per grade.  This is the finding from inquiries of elementary teachers 

and principals who are involved in the planning of new schools.  For K–5 schools, this will generally 

result in schools with about 450 to 500 students; it will be larger if the school includes pre-school 

programs for three-year-olds and/or four-year-olds. 

Research does not reveal significant findings relative to early childhood education and later success 

with state achievement tests.  The research reviewed generally did not address the question of where 

to place early childhood programs relative to later success on the state-mandated tests.  However, 

there is a substantial body of evidence that supports the notion that the advantages offered by early 

childhood programs are neutralized in the early elementary grades, when comparing the successes of 

those students participating in early childhood programs vs. those not doing so.  It would be an 

inappropriate conclusion to suggest that early childhood education is not productive, but as this 

information relates to grade-level configuration, there is no evidence that separating the early 

childhood experience (for 3- and 4-year-olds) has either a positive or negative impact on future test 

success. 
 

Certainly, there are additional factors to be considered, but when one focuses on success as measured 

by student achievement on state test scores; the most common grade configuration in Texas (EE–5, 

6–8, and 9–12) seems reasonably well-supported.  Although not addressed by the available data, a 

logical argument might also be made for locating the early childhood programs (for 3- and 4-year-

olds) independent of K–5 elementary schools. 
 

Planning Consideration:  Academic Classroom Size 

One of the other significant considerations relates to the size of the basic academic classroom.  The 

conclusions of the following discussion apply equally to the elementary and secondary school. 

 

There are two primary factors in determining classroom size for regular academic classrooms: (1) the 

teaching strategies employed by the teachers and (2) the number of students being instructed 

(guidelines suggest that one should target class size at the 90
th

 percentile of the biggest academic 

section). Generally, classrooms will be planned for multiples of 5; since the state minimum standards 

are based on 25 pupils (other than for elementary grades @ 22:1), classrooms are generally planned 

for 25 or 30 pupils (the larger size usually only at the secondary level). 

 

The District’s superintendent and building principals interviewed for this study agreed unanimously 

on the critical issues relative to the desired teaching strategies.  The leadership concluded that the 

traditional instructional model of whole-group lecture-only was not acceptable in dealing with 

today’s students and the demands of society.  Their expectation is that all teachers will educate in 

ways that address students’ unique needs and learning styles.  While there are a number of 

educational “buzzwords” that describe various instructional strategies, all involve a combination of 

large-group and small-group instruction, and a significant characteristic of the small-group activities 

is that both the membership and the task completion times vary, and at irregular intervals.  This 
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indicates that classrooms need space for breakout spaces or interest centers, separate from the basic 

classroom area occupied by student desks.  Furthermore, teachers are able to manage between three 

and five instructional groups at one time, establishing the range of breakout spaces needed. 

 

There are additional instructional initiatives that support the need for these breakout spaces.  Two or 

more adults regularly can work in basic academic classrooms at the same time. Inclusionary teachers 

enter the classroom to assist students, and teachers co-teach; both introduce a second teacher into the 

classroom.  At the elementary level, adults and older teens serve as instructional assistants, 

volunteers, and tutors may also go into the classroom to assist with instructional activities.  In each of 

these cases, the second and third adults will be more effective at a specific space where they can 

work one-on-one or with small groups.  Thus, they will also need access to the “breakout” spaces. 

 

The second instructional initiative is the integration of technology into the classroom.  In Lindsay 

ISD, the goal is to have various technology devices (interactive technology, document projectors, and 

Digital Classroom devices) plus the district currently has laptop or handheld devices approaching a 

one-to-one basis for student use in the HS/SS.  These various technology devices and supporting 

equipment require strengthened infrastructure and additional classroom space.   

 

Determining the space required is a relatively simple planning exercise, once the anticipated 

instructional activities are understood.  Based on planning experience with other districts, the need of 

the above classroom has been established as a minimum of about 900 square feet for up to 25 

students and nearly 1,000 square feet for 30 students. In developing these specifications, the 

architectural design teams assisting with this planning were challenged to produce an academic 

classroom floor plan that was as space efficient as possible.  

The directions, or specifications, that produced the findings included in this report follow. 

1. Meet all handicapped accessibility standards as efficiently as possible (in the example that 

follows, one row is accessible and one station at one of the breakout centers is accessible) 

2. Use the more space efficient student furniture of tablet-arm chairs (a single unit including the seat 

and worktop). 

3. Arrange the desks in the most space-efficient configuration (happens to be to place the desks in 

rows). 

4. Create up to four breakout stations using a commonly found 30 inch by 72 inch folding table 

placed against a wall, with space for four pupils to work at each.  This would allow the more 

capable teachers to have spaces for up to five small-group activities (four breakout stations and 

the space occupied by student desks). 

5. Provide a minimum of space at the front of the room for the teacher, the teacher’s desk, file 

cabinets, etc., and a clear area in front of the board and/or other teaching surfaces. 

6. Place all classroom fixed casework (teacher cabinet, shelves, cubbies, counter and sink, etc.) on 

one wall of the classroom. 

Two examples from these design studies are included as Figure 3, which follows. 
  



 

Facility Needs Assessment Page 53 Lindsay ISD: October 2019 

 

Figure 3 
How Big a Classroom? 

 

 

   25 pupils  896 sq.ft.  30 pupils  989 sq.ft. 

These examples illustrate the minimum space requirements for a classroom for up to 25 and up to 30 

pupils, each with four breakout spaces.  The actual shape and arrangement of the classroom can 

differ, but to function in this manner at about the same size, two of the classroom walls need to be 

free of built-ins or other fixed furnishings.  It is also important to adjust window placement to 

support this arrangement, or plan to expand the classroom appropriately. 

 

Summary of Existing Conditions 

This summary of existing conditions is included for readers who may read only this last section, 

“Considerations and Recommendations”.  For readers of the report in its entirety, please skip 

forward four pages to “Scope of Lindsay ISD’s Space Needs”. 

Forecast Enrollment — In the last 10 years, the historic population patterns in Lindsay ISD have 

been relatively stable.  There have been more years when the district has experienced a loss of 

students when compared to the prior year than have shown growth.  The overall change has been 

negligible however, about -0.3% annually. 

 

Two enrollment scenarios were evaluated, one based on 5 years and another based 10 years of total 

enrollment history, and they produce slightly differing projections. The 5 year projection forecasts a 

slight increase in enrollment, averaging 1.3% annually, or about 70 more students in 10 years.  The 

more likely scenario based on 10 years of history forecast stability, with a growth in students of less 

than ten in 10 years (0.3% annual increase).   

The conclusion of this study is that the district’s enrollment is expected to remain relatively stable for 

the coming 10 years. 
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Facility Conditions — The building elements in use for the instructional program range between 14 

and 62 years old.  The academic buildings at each school average between 24.7 years old (HS/SS) 

and 50.8 years old (ES).   Their condition scores are 44.7% (ES) and 60.6% (HS/SS).  The relative 

score of each school reflects their overall condition, as well as their educational functionality.  All 

schools represent blended scores because of varying building and addition ages and conditions and/or 

shared facilities.  Generally, these scores mean that the ES should be taken out of service for the 

regular instructional program as soon as possible, and that the HS/SS has major upgrading and 

renovation needs that need immediate attention.  

The composite score for the High School is 60.6%.  Much of the high school is housed in buildings 

less than 30 years old; the noticeable exceptions are the Ag lab/classroom, and the old gym.  Nearly 

all of the core instructional spaces are in sub-standard classrooms when compared to the current state 

minimum standards.  The contiguous site is adequate. The HS/SS campus includes separate buildings 

crossed by two public streets and separated by as much as 1/4 mile, contribute to the low overall 

score of the school.   

Lindsay Elementary School’s blended score is 44.7%, meaning this school should be taken out of 

service for regular instructional use as soon as possible.  About ½ of the regular classrooms fail to 

meet the current State minimum standard for elementary classrooms (700 sq.ft.), two meet current 

State standards for PK-1 classrooms (800 sq.ft.); unfortunately none are large enough to support 

contemporary ES instructional programs and teaching strategies. have space to absorb current 

program needs, let alone any growth.  Unfortunately, some of the core support spaces are at or over 

their programmatic capacities, including the library, science lab, and computer lab. The site is too 

small; it has many shortcomings.  Vehicular circulation is a significant problem for this campus; it 

does not have adequate provision for parents queuing at dismissal. 

Vehicular circulation with safe pedestrian routes is a substantial challenge at both schools, but 

especially at the elementary.  In Lindsay ISD, this is probably its most immediate problem and need.   

Immediate options for easing the congestion could include modifications to dismissal procedures and 

times.  The best long-term solution will include moving some students to an alternate location with 

independent routes of ingress and egress, to ease congestion here. 

The district is strongly encouraged to develop a long-range facilities master plan before it moves to 

address any of the significant facility needs.  The master plan should reflect LISD’s professional 

educators input on the ISD’s mission, goals, and teaching strategies and instructional initiatives, and 

also ensure appropriate access routes and tailoring on-site spatial relationships as part of the plan.  

Otherwise, the district may risk capital expenditures that are either inappropriately located on the 

site(s) or may restrict long-term development options.   

 

School Capacities — Overcrowding that exists in Lindsay ISD is the result of:: (1) instructional 

program expansion and changes, (2) a significant number of small and obsolete permanent academic 

classrooms, (3) too few and/or too small specialized instructional spaces, (4) too little instructional 

support space, and (5) obsolescence and near-obsolescence among some of the district’s inventory of 

buildings.  The changes and growth in instructional support programs, in response to both regular 

program students and special needs students, is evident at all school levels. 

This study’s capacity analysis of each school is based on nationally accepted standards and 

procedures modified to be consistent with 1) Texas state standards, the space requirements adopted 

by the State Board of Education (the Capacity), and 2) local policies as found in the current and/or 
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anticipated curriculum offerings described in the Lindsay ISD Program Profile (The Program 

Capacity).  The space requirements approved by the State Board of Education are divided into two 

categories:  Classrooms and Specialized Areas (see Preface). 

Based on Lindsay ISD staffing patterns, and making adjustments for small existing classrooms and 

other instructional space deficiencies, the district now has an overall net shortfall of about 15 

teaching stations vs. state and comparable standards; the shortages occur nearly equally at both 

schools. 

 

In terms of classroom student stations compared to state standards, the district has a net overall 

deficiency of -168 student stations.  As the projected enrollment over the next 10 years would result 

in relatively stable enrollment, only with slight increases, resulting in very modest growth. 

 

Given Lindsay ISD current staffing patterns, both LISD schools are over their state-standards-based 

capacity; 55% (ES) and 78% (HS/SS).  When compared to the instructional program needs 

(implementing the teaching strategies cited earlier in this section), the schools average 70% 

overcrowded.  Stated another way, the district is short the equivalent of a 3
rd

 school of similar-size to 

the ES and HS/SS. 

It is important to remember that these capacities assume that the current programs and student bodies 

would remain housed in the existing buildings.  The capacities below really indicate the scope of 

additions and/or remodeling necessary at the respective school sites if they were to adequately meet 

current state minimum space standards.  . The additional space required is reported as classroom 

equivalents, and does not indicate the specific kinds of space that would be best, or if the schools/site 

have the ability to be renovated/expanded.  That issue is more directly addressed in the facility 

condition analysis and the best-use assessment. 

Best Use — An objective long-term look at the district’s facilities recognizes these realities;  

1) Elementary School is overcrowded; it has shared ownership with parish; it is on a very 

constrained site.  It is educationally and economically obsolete; it should be taken out or service. 

2) The HS academic classrooms are also over-crowded; they also need major updating and some 

program driven renovations and/or additions. 

3) The campuses share one primary route of vehicular access, amidst daily congestion.  There is no 

identified and safe route for walkers or bikers.  Some students should be relocated to a site with 

points if ingress/egress separate from those for the current HS campus. 

4) The district should evaluate Lindsay High School’s academic buildings to see if they warrant 

significant renovation and upgrades for long-term use, either as a high school or as an elementary 

school.  This will required preliminary EdSpecs; this information is needed before LISD 

addresses how and where to replace a school. 

5) The district will be best served by developing a facilities master plan for the potential replacing, 

redeveloping, and/or upgrading all school administrative units over the long term (within 15–25 

years), and is encouraged to develop such a plan.    

Site Considerations — The most significant site challenge for LISD is the too small elementary 

school site.  It constrains the improvements with no expansion options.  The most visible of the 

shortcomings are the daily queuing lines, especially at dismissal. School safety dictates that all such 

queuing lines should be off public streets and rights-of way.  That is not a realistic option at Lindsay 
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ES.  It is also apparent at the scattering of parking, and the separation of school and play areas by 

active streets and drives. 

The proximity of the two sites has allowed the secondary school to share the use of some facilities at 

the ES (gym & cafeteria).  This proximity is also a challenge, in that they share the primary route of 

ingress and egress, the road loop of 7
th

 Street, Knight Street, and 6
th

 Street.  Thus the ES queuing 

lines at dismissal back up on 6
th

 and Knight Streets to the main entrance of the HS, blocking some 

curb-side HS parking. 

One strategy for addressing this problem is to reduce the number students dependent on this shared 

access route; that probably will entail relocating one school to a site that will access routes 

completely independent of the existing campuses.  As an interim step, the district, in concert with the 

city/local police, might investigate solutions to more effectively control traffic, as well as add access 

options, and in that way improve flow. 

Site needs and location(s) will also depend on decisions emanating from the Planning Guidelines, 

and preliminary EdSpecs.  The existing and potential school sites will each need carefully developed 

site master plans that are complementary to and consistent with the district’s planning guidelines and 

instructional goals and strategies. 

Sites better serve the needs of schools if each school has direct access from at least two or three 

points of ingress and egress on different local/regional roads, and that no significant elements of a 

specific school are separated by streets or public driveways. 

Scope of Lindsay ISD’s Space Needs 

Lindsay ISD should become as aggressive with the process of replacing and upgrading schools for 

long-term use as it might if it were addressing growth needs.  The needs are substantial and will 

become more serious.  Solutions for both program and space needs should be based on well-defined 

planning guidelines that reflect the district’s instructional program and values. Lindsay ISD has 

facilities, especially the elementary school, that have reached the end of their useful lives serving the 

instructional program.  While replacing these classrooms is the district’s highest priority, decisions 

made regarding the ultimate location of the high school and the advisability of updating or 

converting the original high school building should be the product of a facility master plan.  A 

district-wide master plan will also help determine the sequence of schools to be built, updated, and/or 

redeveloped and whether and where additional land should be acquired.   

In making decisions regarding improvements vs. replacements, Lindsay compare the costs and the 

pros & cons of modernizing and remodeling compared to constructing new school buildings.  In the 

case of phased redevelopment of either; (1) remodeling, additions, or renovations; or (2) new school 

buildings, an important part of evaluating the various plans should also include evaluating the 

functionality of the campus for students attending the school during the period of renovation 

construction.  The district is encouraged to apply the industry standard of a 60%-65% cost threshold, 

favoring replacement over renovation and remodeling to each such evaluation should the estimated 

renovation/upgrade costs exceed that threshold. 
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On the following page (Figure 4), a typical facilities master plan sequence is presented.  It is intended 

as a model from which a specific plan for Lindsay ISD can be developed.  

  

Sidebar: Renovation Cost Estimates.  The consultant had access to the original cost estimates 

and the costs at completion for 29 projects of varying scope; some included upgrading of building 

systems [e.g. new HVAC units] while others involved the complete refurbishing of schools with 

additions.  The question was: how did the completed costs compare to the final construction 

estimates? The answer was surprising and somewhat shocking.  The 29 projects were divided into 

two groups; the 1
st
 consisted of complete refurbishing, with additions to 13 schools and the 2

nd
 

consisted of 16 projects of varying scope between $250k and $4.5m.   

The findings were very similar; the 1
st
 set of projects exceeded the original estimates by 35%, 

while the 2
nd

 set of projects exceeded the original estimates by 23.4%.  This helps the reader 

understand the potential scope of the problem in ‘fixing’ existing buildings.  It also points out the 

shortcomings of renovations; structure, foundations, slabs, and under-slab utilities are typically 

NOT addressed by renovation projects. 
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Figure 4 

Master Planning: Possible Sequence 
 

Example: Facilities Master Plan Program 

Phase I – now Identifies and Plans 

+ Define and adopt appropriate facility planning guidelines; develop EdSpecs to define 

needs 

+ Develop a district master plan for existing facilities in keeping with the adopted planning 

guidelines, EdSpecs, as well as master plans for the school sites (see 5
th

 bullet point). 

+ Develop written educational programming statements for each school unit (EdSpecs) 

+ Address the vehicular circulation challenges, with options for immediate, intermediate, 

and long-term solutions. 

+ Develop conceptual site master plans for the 2 or 3 eventual sites, each providing for the 3-

4 site functions: 1] buildings, 2] drives & parking, 3] playgrounds & fields, 4] stadium. 

+ Develop a variety of conceptual master plans for studying the HS, evaluating various uses 

(HS & ES) and configurations, including the relocation to another site. 

- Carefully evaluate Lindsay HS as a candidate for refurbishing the various building 

systems and for renovations/additions; develop conceptual plans with improved access, 

queuing, & circulation. 

+ Address renovations and upgrades with even more focus and vigor than that given new 

buildings; they are almost always more challenging. 

+ Consider temporary/short-term repurposing as one means to address high priority needs, 

and plan to deal with temporary space shortfalls not addressed by Phase I construction. 

Phase II –  1–2 years after Phase I – Finances Construction 

+ Plan and hold a bond election, as needed, to finance first phase classroom replacement and 

improvements, plus other upgrades. 

+ Address other school facility priorities, as well as other high-priority needs (renovation 

and new construction), including security. 

+ Address pressing health and safety issues in all buildings that remain in service. 

+ Address short-term improvements for facilities planned to remain in service for no more 

than 6–10 years. 

Phases III& IV –  5–10 years after Phase II – Finances Added Construction 

+ Address the second tier priority facility needs (renovation and new construction); will 

likely require a second and possibly third bond election, as needed. 

+ Specifically include additional new school building needs, based on Lindsay ISD’s study 

findings, projected demographics, and master plan with updates. 

+ Specifically include renewal/redevelopment of buildings remaining in service, including 

the HS/SS building upgrading with expansion or replacement, based on master-plan 

findings. 

+ Move to the desired school organizational pattern of school units and size, in new and 

fully refurbished facilities. 
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The appropriate combination of facilities should be determined based on planning guidelines related 

to quality instructional environments for Lindsay ISD.  This combination of facilities, prioritized and 

scheduled, will become the district’s facilities master plan. 

 

Policy Issues 

The district should revisit specific policies regarding the size and organization (grade levels) for 

schools in Lindsay ISD.  These policies need to be established in concert and based on educational 

principles that are tempered by community wishes.   

 

Relative to Lindsay ISD’s immediate facility needs, at a minimum the district should establish a 

policy addressing (1) the district’s desired organizational structure, both near-term and long-term, 

addressing the best placement of 6
th

 grade. In addition, LISD would benefit from 2) discussing at 

what point in its enrollment to consider adding a third administrative unit for the middle school 

grades (i.e. 5-8, 6-8, 7-9). These policies should be based on the best options for supporting learning 

in a cost-effective environment, and serve as the basis for planning the use of school sites, of existing 

facilities, and future school building improvements.  In establishing or confirming such policies, it 

should be recognized that they are often achievable only in stages, and over a period of years. 

 

The district has a significant number of issues to address as part of the master-planning process.  

Many of these issues should be heavily influenced by the educational leadership, as they are 

predominantly professional educational issues.  However, some of these issues are planning 

parameters that may be strongly influenced by community values and preferences.  

 

In determining issues like Lindsay ISD’s school organization, a number of issues should be 

considered.  The following are examples of such issues: 

1. The primary reason for selecting a specific organization should be for its educational 

appropriateness.   

• Does it best support the instructional program (including class sizes) for our students?   

2. The strong secondary reason for selecting a specific school organization should be for its 

sustainability, including its affordability.  When evaluating different educationally attractive 

planning options, sustainability should be the primary consideration. 

The values and expectations of the community will influence these decisions.   

• Are there specific grades the community wants to be/remain separate?   

• What are the sizes that are considered too small or big, of any of the following that are 

applicable?  For elementary schools?  For early childhood schools?  For secondary schools?  

For middle schools?  For high schools? 

3. The existing inventory of useable space must be considered. 

• How does each best fit, long term, the organization Lindsay ISD has adopted? 

• Does Lindsay ISD need to phase into the selected organization?  If so, how will that be done? 

If the instructional program can be supported by more than one organizational pattern, and if the 

community is comfortable with alternate organizational solutions, then the district should look to 

alternatives that also offer the most cost-efficiency.  Generally, school units with less than 250–300 

pupils evaluate as economically inefficient, and, the smaller school administrative units are, the less 
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efficient they become.  The exception is that occasionally some schools for the youngest students 

(early childhood schools) can operate efficiently with smaller than normal student bodies. 

 

It is important that facility planning also address the costs of operation and efficient staff utilization, 

as the bulk of operational budget expenditures are for personnel and the ongoing supplies for 

operation. 

 

Recommendations  

Acknowledging the current and projected needs and the limited educational functionality of some 

existing buildings, the study team recommends the following planning considerations.  

 

A. It is recommended that the district’s board adopt new Planning Guidelines or confirm existing 

Planning Guidelines.  In a district of the size and with the characteristics of Lindsay ISD, 

relevant topics might include school organization (where to place 6
th

 grade), classroom size, 

staffing ratios, transfer policies, what pupil population should trigger discussions about a third 

campus, and others as appropriate (refer to pp. 46-47). 

 

B. It is recommended that the district review and commit to writing educational programming 

(Educational Specifications) for all school administrative levels once the administrative 

organization has been established.  The educational programming should be conform to the 

requirements of the Commissioner’s Rules and describe the current program and anticipated 

instructional program, as well as desired techniques for instructional delivery for each level and 

the number and character of the spaces needed to support that instructional program. 

 CONSIDERATIONS: Lindsay ISD is operating under circumstances where space shortages for basic 

academic programs may lead to necessary and desired programs being inadequately supported and 

could keep new programs from being implemented.  Revisit programs; determine their needs and the 

space necessary to properly support or integrate them.  Every effort should be made to conduct this 

evaluation in an environment when the stresses caused by overcrowding and/or deficient buildings 

will not prevent a thoughtful analysis.  As it relates to facility needs, conduct the review in order of 

overcrowding and deteriorating physical condition of plants.  NOTE: See Commissioner’s Rules 

Concerning School Facilities, §61.1036, in the Appendix. 

 

C. If it not incorporated into Planning Guidelines, Lindsay ISD is encouraged to establish a policy 

setting forth a general statement defining when portable classrooms will be used and under 

what limitations they will be used.  Long-term use is discouraged due to the relatively short life 

expectancy, safety considerations, and the added costs associated with operating and 

maintaining such facilities. 

 CONSIDERATIONS: Such policies often address a district’s intention to use such spaces for limited 

periods (5 years is suggested), to be replaced by permanent facilities within a reasonable period, and 

that such uses are to support growth and/or the introduction of new programs.  Such policies also may 

address under what circumstances temporaries/portables may be used for a longer period of time (such 

as programs that are externally funded for 2–5 year cycles).  However, even with such programs, the 

policy should acknowledge the need for permanent space if the program survives for 5–10 years. 

 

It is the conclusion of this study that Lindsay ISD has serious facility needs.  Recommendations 

related to the priority of these needs will be, to a large extent, a condition of district facility planning 

policies and current EdSpecs that should be re-evaluated or established prior to any decisions 

regarding improvements.  Certain physical issues may need immediate attention, and they may be 
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only temporary solutions, such as responding to spot overcrowding. It will likely require three to five 

years before solutions involving construction can be in place.  The facilities’ deficiencies will have 

become more acute, because of age, program changes, and continued use.  It is likely that all schools 

will need replacing or remodeling and major refurbishing in a 10-15 year span; however, such work 

should occur only after the district has established a clear direction and facilities master plan.  To 

wit, the study team recommends the following relative to facility needs considerations in Lindsay 

ISD (not necessarily in order of priority). 

 

D. It is recommended that Lindsay ISD, if it has not done so, identify and select a professional 

design and planning team with demonstrated master planning skills, both at the district-wide 

level and for individual school sites. 

 

E. It is recommended that Lindsay ISD develop reasonable trend estimates for probable population 

changes within the district’s boundaries.  Massage data produced by demographic studies with 

the best judgment of local, knowledgeable leaders, for up to 20–25 years.  Recognize that 

prudent planning should also take into account possible trends, even if they are thought to be 

unlikely by some…as the adage suggests, “It is better to safe than sorry.” 

F. It is recommended that Lindsay ISD develop a comprehensive district facility master plan, 

based on the planning guidelines, programming statements, and site master planning, that will 

address the eventual replacement and/or major renovation and upgrading of all district 

instructional facilities in the next 10 to 15 years or within a window of affordability.  

The following recommendations illustrate some of the long-range planning options available to 

Lindsay ISD.  LISD is urged to develop the recommended Planning Guidelines, in order to focus 

planning on options that have considered multiple ramifications, in addition to the obvious such as 

total cost.  While funding is a critical element, comprehensive planning that starts with Planning 

Guidelines and EdSpecs, will reap dividends through an established Master Plan that will do a better 

job of investing tax-payers dollars.  Based on various Planning Guidelines decisions and updated 

EdSpecs, Lindsay ISD’s master plan might include up to 3 separate schools and campuses.  

Planning will make the decision for your District, based on data-based best judgments. 

G. It is recommended that Lindsay ISD move to evaluate and modify vehicular circulation as soon 

as possible, to minimize shared vehicular and pedestrian traffic, and to eliminate the need for 

queuing lines on or blocking public streets…creating much safer traffic patterns.  The goal 

should be to reduce congestion, avoid hazardous pedestrian routes, and move queuing off 

public streets and on onto private property. 

H. It is recommended that Lindsay ISD address replacing the Elementary School as the district’s 

highest priority, at a suitable location consistent with adopted planning guidelines and EdSpecs; 

at a new site or at an expanded and redeveloped current site, considering specifically:: 

1. Evaluate options that would allow either an EE-5 or EE-6 school organization.  

2. Evaluate options that would locate the elementary classrooms on a new or expanded site 

with separate routes of vehicular access. 

3. Evaluate options that would relocate the elementary school to the current HS/SS campus. 

I. As part of the master plan development, it is recommended that Lindsay Elementary School be 

taken out of service for regular instruction and be evaluated for reduced occupancy uses, both 
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by LISD and by the parish; if such uses are feasible or desirable, plan to implement such as 

soon as the regular ES relocates, to preserve the operating integrity of ES buildings systems. 

J. As part of the master plan development, It is recommended that LISD evaluate both expanding 

and updating the current HS as the district’s HS for about 25 more years, and/or as the district’s 

elementary school for about 25 more years. 

K. It is recommended that Lindsay HS/SS site be evaluated for expansion options; 1) in the event 

an expansion would allow for the necessary separate points of ingress and egress for another 

school and 2) allow enough added land for the site to accommodate both an ES and SS/HS. 

L. It is recommended that Lindsay ISD establish safe and secure schools, severely reducing 

entrances and exits, create secure vestibule entrances that direct all daytime visitors through the 

office reception area.  

M. In addition, it is recommended than Lindsay ISD plan future school environments that are 

compact in nature, so all daily classrooms activities are accessible within a single, connected 

school campus 

N. It is recommended that Lindsay ISD plan for adequate housing for special needs programs at 

appropriate locations, especially those in self-contained environments, in the event a coop is no 

longer an option.  The incidence for these services is growing, and the district has too few such 

spaces that would adequately address the needs of more severe handicapping conditions.  

Recognize that there is also a tendency for larger districts in co-ops to find it is more cost-

effective for them to offer their own programs that may materially change housing options.  

O. It is recommended that Lindsay ISD, as part of their master-planning activities, develop site 

master plans for both campuses, providing for the three site functions (four for high school) 

before committing to specific construction solutions. This will identify appropriate placing of 

buildings, circulation, parking, playgrounds, fields, and stadium, so Phase 1 will fit additions 

that may be part of a later phase or build-out.  

Q. As part of the master plan development, it is recommended that LISD implement its technology 

goals.  Continue development of the media distribution facilities at each school/on each campus, 

and any satellite linkages.  Ensure that appropriate media provisions and wireless strength/band-

width are incorporated into all renovation and improvement plans. 

R. As part of the master plan development, it is recommended that Lindsay ISD  master-plan the 

use of all sites; evaluate a variety of sitings/locations for improvements, Weigh options 

carefully before any final development decisions are reached. 

S. Lindsay ISD should plan and expect to build projects in phases; therefore master plan the 

phasing of all projects involving new construction so all occupied buildings can operate safely, 

free of significant interference, and also provide the builders separate site access and adequate 

staging areas for each phase. 

T. It is recommended that Lindsay ISD consider planning all new schools with the potential to 

expand 20–25 percent, with the accompanying infrastructure, vehicular circulation and parking, 

and site functions.  Such expansion options could be permanent or temporary, and include 

additions as well as placing temporary (portable) classrooms on-site. 
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 CONSIDERATIONS: Identify the plan components and functions that are not readily adjustable and 

lock them in at dimensions suitable for the planned build-out.  Often included in such functions are 

corridor widths, preparation kitchen, and any “big-box” function (cafeteria, gym, library, etc.) that is not 

designed for suitable expansion.  Selected components and functions must be sized for build-out in the 

first phase of construction. 

U. It is recommended that Lindsay ISD plan all school sites, long term, so that there are two or 

more routes of ingress and egress, preferably from different public roads and with separate/safe 

pedestrian route(s); for high school use, strive for access from three routes with one reserved 

for exclusive use by student drivers.  While three and four routes of ingress & egress are 

desirable, one less than desirable will allow separation of bus and parent auto traffic; the 

minimum necessary except for high schools. 

 

V. It is recommended that Lindsay ISD create contingency plans for housing students and 

programs in the event construction delays or other delays substantially change the availability 

of improved facilities at any stage of executing the master facilities plan. 

 

W. It is recommended that Lindsay ISD consider alternate uses for facilities that may be considered 

as problematic instructional spaces and that are not on land needed for long-term use by the 

district.  Such uses could include district lower-density purposes, like alternative education, 

coop offices, and other centralized administrative functions.  Other public agency use (city, 

county, state) also may be appropriate, as well as community use (senior centers, neighborhood 

centers) or nonprofit use (Boys and Girls Clubs, YMCA or YWCA, etc.).   

 

X. If suitable alternate uses are not available or appropriate, it is recommended that Lindsay ISD 

avoid becoming owners of attractive nuisances; rather, demolish such unused structures. 

 

Y. It is recommended that Lindsay ISD consider implementing a procedure that will provide 

upgrading facilities as schools/buildings reach 20–25 years of age to meet then-current 

educational needs, as well as evaluating/scheduling replacement for major components and 

systems.  This will apply to elements the current school, if it is not fully renovated at the time it 

has a repurposed use. 

 

Z. It is recommended that Lindsay ISD commit to a planning process to ensure that any 

redeveloped facility and/or site will have good spatial relationships and vehicular circulation 

patterns that will work for the intended program/purpose. 

 

AA. This item outlines the issues to be addressed through educational programming:  With 

respect to expanding program needs, recognize that many support services and spaces are not 

properly accommodated or are housed in stolen or minimal spaces throughout the district.  

Many of these programs did not exist when buildings were originally constructed.  Plan to meet 

these needs based on program priorities and available funding.  The listing of such 

spaces/services includes the following (not all-inclusive and not all apply to every facility) and 

should be considered as the instructional program needs are defined in space requirements: 

• Adequate number of larger rooms for grades EE through grade 1  

• Larger school libraries where undersized 

• Larger specialized labs and rooms for science, computers, electives, career and vocational 

programs, and the fine arts 
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• Larger general classrooms, where space for student-accessed computers and/or 

individualizing instruction are contemplated; consider 900–950 square feet as reasonable 

minimum standards for regular academic classrooms housing no more than 25 pupils, at 

all grade levels 

• Sufficient and properly equipped space for self-contained special education needs, 

especially for multiple/severe conditions and the emotionally disturbed 

• Suitable and centrally located resource teacher rooms, with storage for materials and 

manipulatives 

• Space for itinerant staff (speech therapists, psychologists, diagnosticians, ESL teachers, 

and similar), with storage (generally, sharing of itinerant space is appropriate) 

• Adequate student and athletic dressing facilities and gym spaces 

• Adequate teacher break areas, work areas, and equipment 

• Adequate classroom boards, casework, technology applications, and storage 

• Adequate classroom lighting, controlled to allow a variety of lighting levels, especially on 

teaching boards and surfaces; and sufficient electrical outlets 

• Suitable student personal and project storage, convenient and accessible 

• Adequate preparation kitchens and serving areas for breakfast and lunch programs 

• Showers, eyewashes, and obvious safety cutoffs for all gas and utilities in shops and labs 

• Sufficient mechanical exhaust ventilation (CFM movement) in restrooms; labs; and 

chemical, custodial, and caustic storage areas, etc. 

• Administrative suites, with administrative offices large enough for conferences with four 

to six people, PEIMS work/records storage, adequate work-production area, reception 

area, parent waiting area, small conference rooms (for ±6–10 people), book room, school 

materials storage, etc. 

• Health clinics that include adequate space for waiting, examination, resting, storage 

(including secure, refrigerated storage for medicines), fully accessible restrooms, etc. 

• Counseling offices/suites large enough for small-group work, especially for lower grades, 

suitably located away from and accessible separately from administrative offices 

• Large conference room(s) to accommodate up to 15 people (for ARDs) 

• Sufficient and centrally located custodial closet(s) and storage 

• Handicapped-accessible buildings, classrooms, restrooms, drinking fountains, etc. 

 

EXTERIOR SPACES/SERVICES 

• Adequate, separated, and convenient parking for staff, visitors, and students (high school) 

with separated points of ingress/egress 

• Suitable hard-surface, all-weather outdoor play and activities areas 

• Suitable safe-use zones for all equipment areas with safe and appropriate cushioning 

materials to protect falls 

• Maintained grass playfields for group and team activities 

• Sufficient updated and safe outdoor apparatus and/or play equipment 

• Fenced and secure playground areas, especially for younger children 

• Separation of auto and bus traffic, providing for safety of students 

 

BB. As part of a facilities master plan, evaluate facilities kept in service for instructional or public 

use relative to handicapped-accessibility issues.  Texas Accessibility Standards requirements 

should be fully implemented as part of any long-term use program. 
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CC. Lindsay ISD should note that the majority of its current general classrooms are too small for a 

full load of students and the additional room needed for the anticipated classroom-based 

technology and/or differentiated instruction.  Lindsay ISD should consider modifying any 

classrooms kept in use long term to accommodate technology and differentiated instruction; 

900–950 square feet is a reasonable minimum classroom size to accommodate both 

differentiated instruction and computers at all grade levels (unless sections are expected to have 

enrollments of 26 or more). 

 

DD. Consider providing community use, parental education, and volunteer program space (work 

and/or storage space), especially at the elementary-level area, to bolster the community support 

and involvement programs, as well as any volunteer programs now present or planned.  
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APPENDIX 
 
 
 

 
SBOE School Facilities Standards 

Texas Education Code, Sections 42.352 and 46.008 

Texas Administrative Code, Part II, Chapter 61, Subchapter CC,  

     Commissioner’s Rules Concerning School Facilities 

Certification of Project Compliance Document, Texas Education Agency 

 
School Facilities Survey Instrument 

Instrument for Evaluating School Buildings, Genesis Facility Planning Consultants 
 
School Facilities Capacity Analysis  

Student Station and Teaching Station Analysis Worksheets 

Lindsay High School Schedule Analysis 

 
The Computation and Selection of Future Projection Scenarios 

 
Hints for Planning New Construction 

Text:  Experience from 30 Years of Planning and Constructing Schools 

 
Help with Site Evaluation and Site Selection 

Text:  Site Selection Criteria, Site Requirements, and Selecting a Site 

 
BOMA’s Building Systems Useful Life 

Text:  Examples of Building Components Useful Life as Rated by BOMA 
 
Facilities Condition Assessment & Facilities Condition Index 

Text:  Discussion of FCA and FCI, using Building Components Useful Life Data 

 

CPTED - Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design  

Text:  Discussion of CPTED and Low Cost Security Measures for School Facilities 

 

Small Schools Site Requirements 

 Text:  Discussion of the 3 or 4 Elements of a Functional School Site 
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CHAPTER 42. FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM. 

 
SUBCHAPTER G. SCHOOL FACILITIES INVENTORY AND STANDARDS 

 

 

§ 42.352. Standards 

 

The State Board of Education shall establish standards for adequacy of school facilities. The 

standards shall include requirements related to space, educational adequacy, and construction  

quality. All facilities constructed after September 1, 1992, must meet the standards in order to be 

financed with state or local tax funds. 

 

Added by Acts 1995, 74th Leg., ch. 260, § 1, eff. May 30, 1995. 

 

 

 

 

CHAPTER 46. ASSISTANCE WITH INSTRUCTIONAL FACILITIES 

AND PAYMENT OF EXISTING DEBT 

 

SUBCHAPTER A. INSTRUCTIONAL FACILITIES ALLOTMENT 

 

 

§ 46.008. Standards 

 

The commissioner shall establish standards for adequacy of school facilities. The standards must 

include requirements related to space, educational adequacy, and construction quality. All new 

facilities constructed after September 1, 1998, must meet the standards to be eligible to be financed 

with state or local tax funds. 

 

Added by Acts 1997, 75th Leg., ch. 592, § 1.04, eff. Sept. 1, 1997. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

For other applicable statutory provisions, 

please consult Chapters 42 and 46, Education Code. 
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§61.1036. School Facilities Standards for Construction on or after January 1, 2004. 

(a)  Definitions and procedures. The following words, terms, and procedures, when used in this section, 

shall have the following meanings, unless the context clearly indicates otherwise. 

(1)  Architect--An individual registered as an architect under the Texas Occupations Code, 

Chapter 1051, and responsible for compliance with the architectural design requirements and all 

other applicable requirements of the Texas Occupations Code, Chapter 1051. 

(2)  Educational program--A written document, developed and provided by the district, that 

includes the following information: 

(A)  a summary of the school district's educational philosophy, mission, and goals; and 

(B)  a description of the general nature of the district's instructional program in accordance 

with §74.1 of this title (relating to Essential Knowledge and Skills). The written 

educational program should describe: 

(i)  the learning activities to be housed, by instructional space; 

(ii)  how the subject matter will be taught (methods of instructional delivery); 

(iii)  the materials and equipment to be used and stored; 

(iv)  utilities and infrastructure needs; and 

(v)  the characteristics of furniture needed to support instruction. 

(3)  Educational specifications--A written document for a proposed new school facility or major 

space renovation that includes a description of the proposed project, expressing the range of issues 

and alternatives. School districts that do not have personnel on staff with experience in developing 

educational specifications shall use the services of a design professional or consultant experienced 

in school planning and design to assist in the development of the educational specifications. The 

school district shall allow for input from teachers, other school campus staff, and district program 

staff in developing the educational specifications. The following information should be included 

in the educational specifications: 

(A)  the instructional programs, grade configuration, and type of facility; 

(B)  the spatial relationships--the desired relationships for the functions housed at the 

facility: 

(i)  should be developed by the school district to support the district's instructional 

program; 

(ii)  should identify functions that should be: 

(I)  adjacent to, immediately accessible; 
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(II)  nearby, easily accessible; and 

(III)  removed from or away from; and 

(iii)  should relate to classroom/instructional functions, instructional support 

functions, building circulation, site activities/functions, and site circulation; 

(C)  number of students; 

(D)  a list of any specialized classrooms or major support areas, non-instructional support 

areas, outdoor learning areas, outdoor science discovery centers, living science centers, or 

external activity spaces; 

(E)  a schedule of the estimated number and approximate size of all instructional and 

instructional support spaces included in the facility; 

(F)  estimated budget for the facility project; 

(G)  school administrative organization; 

(H)  provisions for outdoor instruction; 

(I)  hours of operation that include the instructional day, extracurricular activities, and any 

public access or use; 

(J)  the safety of students and staff in instructional programs, such as science and 

vocational instruction; and 

(K)  the overall security of the facility. 

(4)  Engineer--An individual registered as an engineer under the Texas Occupations Code, Chapter 

1001, and responsible for compliance with the engineering design requirements and all other 

applicable requirements of the Texas Occupations Code, Chapter 1001. 

(5)  Grade levels: 

(A)  elementary school level--a school facility that includes some or all grades from 

prekindergarten through Grade 5 or Grade 6; 

(B)  middle school level--a school facility that includes some or all grades from Grade 6 

through Grade 8 or Grade 9, or a school facility that includes only Grade 6; 

(C)  high school level--a school facility that includes some or all grades from Grade 9 or 

Grade 10 through Grade 12, or a school facility that includes only Grade 9; and 

(D)  secondary school level--a school facility that includes some or all grades from Grade 

6 through Grade 12. 
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(6)  Hazardous chemical--As defined by the Texas Health and Safety Code, Chapter 502, Hazard 

Communication Act. 

(7)  Instructional space--General classrooms, specialized classrooms, outdoor learning areas, and 

major support areas. 

(8)  Library--Library will include the following minimum requirements: 

(A)  reading/instructional area; 

(B)  reference/independent study area; 

(C)  stack area; 

(D)  circulation desk/area; 

(E)  computer/online reference areas; and 

(F)  necessary ancillary areas, such as offices, workrooms, head-end room, and storage 

rooms. 

(9)  Long-range school facility plan--School districts are encouraged to formulate a long-range 

facilities plan prior to making major capital investments. When formulating a plan, a school 

district's process should allow for input from teachers, students, parents, taxpayers, and other 

interested parties that reside within the school district. Major considerations should include: 

(A)  a description of the current and future instructional program and instructional delivery 

issues; 

(B)  the age, condition, and educational appropriateness of all buildings on the campus (in 

district), considering condition of all components and systems as well as design flexibility, 

including an estimate of cost to replace or refurbish and appropriate recommendations; 

(C)  verification of the suitability of school site(s) for the intended use, considering size, 

shape, useable land, suitability for the planned improvements, and adequate vehicular and 

pedestrian access, queuing, parking, playgrounds and fields, etc.; and 

(D)  a timeline and a series of recommendations to modify or supplement existing facilities 

to support the district's instructional program. 

(10)  Major space renovations --Renovations to all or part of the facility's instructional space 

where the scope of the work in the affected part of the facility involves substantial renovations to 

the extent that most existing interior walls and fixtures are demolished and then subsequently 

rebuilt in a different configuration and/or function. Other renovations associated with repair or 

replacement of architectural interior or exterior finishes; fixtures; equipment; and electrical, 

plumbing, and mechanical systems are not subject to the requirements of subsections (d) and (e) 

of this section, but shall comply with applicable building codes as required by subsection (f) of 

this section. 
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(11)  Portable, modular building--An industrialized building as defined by the Texas Occupations 

Code, §1202.003, or any other manufactured or site-built building that is capable of being 

relocated and is used as a school facility. 

(12)  Square feet per student--The net square footage of a room divided by the maximum number 

of students to be housed in that room during any single class period. 

(13)  Square feet per room measurements--The net square footage of a room includes exposed 

storage space, such as cabinets or shelving, but does not include hallway space, classroom door 

alcoves, or storage space, such as closets or preparation offices. The net square footage of a room 

shall be measured from the inside surfaces of the room's walls. 

(14)  Abbreviations: 

(A)  ANSI--American National Standards Institute; 

(B)  ICC--International Code Council; and 

(C)  NFPA--National Fire Protection Association. 

(b)  Implementation date. The requirements for school facility standards shall apply to projects for new 

construction or major space renovations for which the construction documents have been approved by a 

school district board of trustees, or a board's authorized representative, on or after January 1, 2004. For 

projects for which a school district approved the construction documents prior to January 1, 2004, if a 

school district makes changes or revisions to the design of the projects on or after January 1, 2004, and 

before the end of construction, the changes or revisions are subject to the standards specified in §61.1033 

of this title (relating to School Facilities Standards for Construction before January 1, 2004). For projects 

funded from bond elections passed prior to October 1, 2003, and for which a contract for construction has 

been awarded no later than December 31, 2005, a school district may comply with the standards specified 

in §61.1033(d)(2)(B)(ii) of this title in lieu of the standards specified in subsection (d)(5)(C)(iii) of this 

section, and with the standards specified in §61.1033(d)(2)(C)(ii) of this title in lieu of the standards 

specified in subsection (d)(5)(D)(ii) of this section. 

(c)  Certification of design and construction. 

(1)  In this section, the word "certify" indicates that the architect or engineer has reviewed the 

standards contained in this chapter and used the best professional judgment and reasonable care 

consistent with the practice of architecture or engineering in the State of Texas in executing the 

construction documents. The architect or engineer also certifies that these documents conform to 

the provisions of this section, except as indicated on the certification. 

(2)  The school district shall notify and obligate the architect or engineer to provide the required 

certification. The architects or engineer's signature and seal on the construction documents shall 

certify compliance. 

(3)  To ensure that facilities have been designed and constructed according to the provisions of 

this section, each of the involved parties shall execute responsibilities as follows. 



 

Facility Needs Assessment Page 8 Lindsay ISD: October 2019 

 

(A)  The school district shall provide the architect or engineer the educational program and 

educational specifications approved by the board of trustees as required by this subchapter, 

and building code specifications for the facility. If a school district has a long-range school 

facility plan, it shall also be provided to the architect or engineer. 

(B)  The architect or engineer shall perform a building code search under applicable 

regulations that may influence the project, and shall certify that the design has been 

researched before it is final. 

(C)  The architect or engineer shall also certify that the facility has been designed 

according to the provisions of this section, based on the educational program, educational 

specifications, long-range school facility plan, building code specifications, and all 

documented changes to the construction documents provided by the district. 

(D)  The building contractor or construction manager shall certify that the facility has been 

constructed in general accordance with the construction documents specified in 

subparagraph (C) of this paragraph. If the school district acts as general contractor, it shall 

make the certification required by this paragraph. 

(E)  When construction is completed, the school district shall certify that the facility 

conforms to the design requirements specified in subparagraph (A) of this paragraph. 

(F)  The certifications specified in subparagraphs (A)-(E) of this paragraph shall be 

gathered on the "Certification of Project Compliance" form developed by the Texas 

Education Agency (TEA). The school district will retain this form in its files indefinitely 

until review and/or submittal is required by representatives of the TEA. 

(d)  Space, minimum square foot, and design requirements. 

(1)  A school district shall provide instructional space if required by the district educational 

specifications described in subsection (e) of this section. 

(2)  For each type of instructional space, a district shall satisfy the requirements of this section by 

using the standard for square feet per room specified in paragraph (5)(B)-(D) of this subsection. 

For school districts with facilities that have one or more classrooms with maximum class sizes that 

are normally less than 22 students at the elementary level and less than 25 students at the middle 

or high school level, the school districts may satisfy the requirements of this section for those 

classrooms by using the standard for the minimum square feet per student specified in paragraph 

(5)(B)-(D) of this subsection. These classrooms shall be designed on the basis of expected 

maximum class size, and not expected average class size. Upon submission by a district, alternate 

classroom designs with square feet per room measurements less than those specified in this 

subsection may be considered for approval by the TEA division responsible for state funding on a 

case-by-case basis. 

(3)  School districts should consider providing extra square footage in classrooms where the use 

on a regular basis of multiple computers, large furniture, televisions, mobile laptop carts, mobile 

video conferencing carts, monitors on carts, or the like is anticipated. To improve circulation and 

usability of classroom space, school districts with class sizes that are normally larger than 25 

students for Grades 5-12 should also consider increasing the minimum classroom size by adding 
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the appropriate minimum square feet per student specified in paragraph (5)(B)-(D) of this 

subsection for each student in excess of 25. 

(4)  Compliance with the standards specified in paragraph (5)(B)-(D) of this subsection will be 

evaluated based on the school district's intended full-time and/or part-time use of the areas, and 

not the name of the areas as identified in the construction documents. 

(5)  Instructional area size and design requirements. 

(A)  Design criteria. The school district shall provide the architect or engineer with all 

expected class sizes for the facilities, with the list of chemicals to be used in the science 

laboratories or science laboratory/classrooms, and with the number of computers 

anticipated in the library, so that the architect or engineer can adequately design the 

facilities to meet the criteria specified in subparagraphs (B)-(D) of this paragraph. 

(B)  General classrooms. 

(i)  Classrooms for prekindergarten-Grade 1 shall have a minimum of 800 square 

feet per room. School districts with small class sizes may have classrooms that 

provide a minimum of 36 square feet per student. 

(ii)  Classrooms at the elementary school level for Grades 2 and up shall have a 

minimum of 700 square feet per room. School districts with small class sizes may 

have classrooms that provide a minimum of 32 square feet per student. 

(iii)  Classrooms at the secondary school level shall have a minimum of 700 square 

feet per room. School districts with small class sizes may have classrooms that 

provide a minimum of 28 square feet per student. 

(C)  Specialized classrooms. 

(i)  A computer classroom used for the teaching of computer skills shall have a 

minimum of 900 square feet per room. The minimum room size is ideal for 25 

students; 36 square feet per student should be added to the minimum square 

footage for each student in excess of 25. School districts with small class sizes may 

have computer classrooms that provide a minimum of 36 square feet per student. 

School districts should consider the heat output of computers when designing the 

ventilation system that serves a computer classroom. 

(ii)  Computer laboratories that are not used regularly for scheduled instruction but 

that are intended to support other instructional areas shall have a minimum of 25 

square feet per computer station. For computer laboratories where the use of 

portable computers, such as laptop computers, is anticipated, the size may be 

reduced to 20 square feet per computer station. 

(iii)  The following provisions shall apply to combination science 

laboratories/classrooms, where each student has a lab station and where typically 

there is a clearly defined laboratory area and a clearly defined lecture area. 
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(I)  Combination science laboratories/classrooms shall have a minimum of 

900 square feet per room at the elementary school level. The minimum 

room size is adequate for 22 students; 41 square feet per student shall be 

added to the minimum square footage for each student in excess of 22. 

(II)  Combination science laboratories/classrooms shall have a minimum of 

1,200 square feet per room at the middle school level. The minimum room 

size is adequate for 24 students; 50 square feet per student shall be added to 

the minimum square footage for each student in excess of 24. 

(III)  Combination science laboratories/classrooms shall have a minimum of 

1,400 square feet per room at the high school level. The minimum room 

size is adequate for 24 students; 58 square feet per student shall be added to 

the minimum square footage for each student in excess of 24. 

(IV)  School districts with small class sizes may have combination science 

laboratories/classrooms that provide a minimum of 41 square feet per 

student but not less than 700 square feet total at the elementary school level, 

a minimum of 50 square feet per student but not less than 950 square feet 

total at the middle school level, and a minimum of 58 square feet per 

student but not less than 1,100 square feet total at the high school level. 

(iv)  For districts that choose to use separate science classrooms and science 

laboratories, the following provisions shall apply. 

(I)  A science classroom shall be a minimum of 700 square feet regardless 

of grade level served. 

(II)  A science laboratory shall have a minimum of 800 square feet at the 

elementary school level. The minimum laboratory size is adequate for 22 

students; 36 square feet per student shall be added to the minimum square 

footage for each student in excess of 22. 

(III)  A science laboratory shall have a minimum of 900 square feet at the 

middle school level. The minimum laboratory size is adequate for 24 

students; 38 square feet per student shall be added to the minimum square 

footage for each student in excess of 24. 

(IV)  A science laboratory shall have a minimum of 1,000 square feet at the 

high school level. The minimum laboratory size is adequate for 24 students; 

42 square feet per student shall be added to the minimum square footage for 

each student in excess of 24. 

(V)  Science classrooms shall be provided at a ratio not to exceed 2:1 of 

science classrooms to science laboratories at the middle school and high 

school levels. The science laboratories shall be located convenient to the 

science classrooms they serve. 
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(VI)  School districts with small class sizes may have science classrooms 

that provide a minimum of 32 square feet per student, and they may have 

science laboratories that provide a minimum of 36 square feet per student 

but not less than 600 square feet total at the elementary school level, a 

minimum of 38 square feet per student but not less than 700 square feet 

total at the middle school level, and a minimum of 42 square feet per 

student but not less than 800 square feet total at the high school level. 

(v)  If hazardous or vaporous chemicals are to be used in the science laboratories or 

science laboratories/classrooms, a separate chemical storage room shall be 

provided. The chemical storage room shall be separate from, and shall not be 

combined as part of, a preparation room or an equipment storage room; however, 

the chemical storage room may be located so that access is through a preparation 

room or equipment storage room. The chemical storage room shall be secure to 

prevent access to chemicals by students. One chemical storage room may be shared 

among multiple laboratories or laboratories/classrooms. 

(vi)  Each school science laboratory, science classroom, science 

laboratory/classroom, science preparatory room, and chemical storage room shall 

include the following provisions. 

(I)  A built-in fume hood shall be provided in each high school level 

chemistry or advanced placement chemistry laboratory or 

laboratory/classroom. A built-in fume hood should also be provided in each 

high school level integrated physics and chemistry laboratory or 

laboratory/classroom. The exhaust shall be vented to the outside above the 

roof and away from air vents. 

(II)  A built-in eye/face wash that can wash both eyes simultaneously shall 

be provided in each room where hazardous chemicals are used by 

instructors and/or students. The eye/face wash shall comply with the ANSI 

Standards for Shower and Eyewash Equipment (Z358.1). The tepid water 

required by ANSI Z358.1 is not required to come from a heated source; 

however, school districts that commonly experience lengthy periods of 

extremely cold temperatures during the winter season should consider a 

tepid water system with a heated source. 

(III)  A built-in safety shower shall be provided in each high school level 

chemistry or advanced placement chemistry laboratory or 

laboratory/classroom. A built-in safety shower should also be provided in 

each high school level integrated physics and chemistry laboratory or 

laboratory/classroom. The safety shower shall comply with the ANSI 

Standards for Shower and Eyewash Equipment (Z358.1). The tepid water 

required by ANSI Z358.1 is not required to come from a heated source; 

however, school districts that commonly experience lengthy periods of 

extremely cold temperatures during the winter season should consider a 

tepid water system with a heated source. 
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(IV)  Ventilation systems serving science rooms shall be designed and 

constructed so that under normal operation the return air from the science 

rooms is not recirculated into non-science areas. In the chemical storage 

rooms, a ventilation system shall exhaust the air to the outside, and shall not 

be recirculated back into the space. 

(V)  An exhaust fan that is controlled by the instructor shall be provided in 

all rooms where hazardous or vaporous chemicals are to be used or stored. 

The exhaust fan shall be of sufficient size to exhaust the total volume of air 

in the room within 15 minutes. The exhaust shall be vented to the outside 

above the roof and away from air vents. 

(VI)  A minimum of 6 linear feet of total horizontal workspace, such as lab 

stations, lab tables, countertops, desktops, or some combination of these, 

shall be provided for each student in each middle school and high school 

science laboratory and science laboratory/classroom. 

(VII)  If electricity, gas, and/or water are provided in student areas, 

emergency shut-off controls shall be provided for each in a location 

accessible to the instructor but not easily accessible to students. 

(vii)  Special education classrooms shall have a minimum of 400 square feet per 

room. School districts with small class sizes may have rooms that provide a 

minimum of 40 square feet per student. 

(viii)  Specialized classrooms not otherwise identified within these standards shall 

at a minimum comply with the requirements specified in subparagraph (B) of this 

paragraph. 

(ix)  Compliance with the standards specified in clauses (iii) and (iv) of this 

subparagraph will be evaluated based on the average class size in those classrooms. 

(D)  Major support areas. 

(i)  Primary gymnasiums or physical education space, if required by the district's 

educational program, shall have a minimum of 3,000 square feet at the elementary 

school level; 4,800 square feet at the middle school level; and 7,500 square feet at 

the high school level. 

(ii)  A school district shall consider the School Library Standards and Guidelines as 

adopted under Texas Education Code, §33.021, when developing, implementing, or 

expanding library services. Libraries for campuses with a planned student capacity 

of 100 or less shall be a minimum of 1,400 square feet. Libraries for campuses with 

a planned student capacity of 101 to 500 shall be a minimum of 1,400 square feet 

plus an additional 4.0 square feet for each student in excess of 100. Libraries for 

campuses with a planned student capacity of 501 to 2,000 shall be a minimum of 

3,000 square feet plus an additional 3.0 square feet for each student in excess of 

500. Libraries for campuses with a planned student capacity of 2,001 or more shall 

be a minimum of 7,500 square feet plus an additional 2.0 square feet for each 
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student in excess of 2,000. A school district that plans to locate more than 12 

student computers in the library shall add 25 square feet of space for each 

additional computer anticipated. The space allotments within the library shall be 

based on a formula of 30% for the reading/instructional area and 

reference/independent study area; 45% for the stack area, circulation desk/area, and 

computer/online reference areas; and 25% for the necessary ancillary areas. 

Windows shall be placed so that adequate wall and floor space remains to 

accommodate the shelving necessary for the library collection size established by 

the School Library Standards and Guidelines. 

(6)  It is not the intent of these standards to limit the use of nontraditional, alternative, sustainable, 

and/or innovative school designs. A nontraditional design model is one that works to break down 

the scale of the school and to improve the connection of the student to the resources available 

within the school environment. If a school district chooses to use a nontraditional model, the 

following provisions shall apply. 

(A)  The instructional spaces where teachers will instruct groups of students in specialized 

coursework shall meet the standard, as appropriate based on group size, for square feet per 

room or for the minimum square feet per student specified in paragraph (5)(C) of this 

subsection. 

(B)  Large group lecture spaces that do not use tables or desks for the students shall have a 

minimum of 15 square feet per student. Large group lecture spaces that do use tables or 

desks for the students shall meet the standard, as appropriate based on group size, for 

square feet per room or for the minimum square feet per student specified in paragraph 

(5)(B) of this subsection. A minimum of 150 square feet shall be provided for each small 

group, conference, or office space area or room. 

(C)  An individual student learning area that is assigned to a specific student shall have a 

minimum of 35 square feet. An individual student learning area that is not assigned to a 

specific student shall have a minimum of 25 square feet. 

(D)  If necessary under the design model, up to half of the reading/reference area function 

of the library may be dispersed throughout the facility outside the normal library 

boundaries. The sum total square footage of all library-related areas shall meet the 

minimum square feet specified for libraries in paragraph (5)(D)(ii) of this subsection. 

(7)  Other space requirements should be developed from school district design criteria as required 

to meet educational program needs. 

(e)  Educational adequacy. A proposed new school facility or major space renovation of an existing 

school facility meets the conditions of educational adequacy if the design of the proposed project is based 

on the requirements of the school district's educational program, the educational specifications, and the 

student population that it serves. 

(f)  Construction quality. 

(1)  Districts with existing building codes. 
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(A)  A school district located in an area that has adopted local construction codes shall 

comply with those codes (including building, fire, plumbing, mechanical, fuel gas, energy 

conservation, and electrical codes). The school district is not required to seek additional 

plan review of school facilities projects other than what is required by the local building 

authority. If the local building authority does not require a plan review, then a qualified, 

independent third party, not employed by the design architect or engineer, shall review the 

plans and specifications for compliance with the requirements of the adopted building 

code. The plan review shall examine compliance conditions for emergency egress, fire 

protection, structural integrity, life safety, plumbing, energy conservation, and mechanical 

and electrical design. The review shall be conducted prior to the commencement of 

construction and must be conducted by a qualified building code consultant or a third party 

architect or engineer. A qualified building code consultant is a person who maintains, as a 

minimum, a current certification from the ICC. Associated fees shall be the responsibility 

of the school district. The reviewer shall prepare a summary list of any conditions not in 

conformance with the provisions of the adopted building code and is required to send a 

copy to the school district, design architect, or engineer. The design architect or engineer 

shall revise the plans and specifications as necessary and certify code compliance to the 

district. The reviewer, in his or her reasonable judgment and with the approval of the local 

building authority, may allow a limited number of variances from the codes if such 

variances do not negatively affect the quality or safety of the facility. Any disputes shall be 

a matter for contract resolution. 

(B)  For school facilities projects subject to these standards, and where not otherwise 

required by local code, fire alarm systems shall be provided. Fire alarm systems shall be 

designed and installed in accordance with applicable portions of the latest edition of the 

International Building Code (IBC) and International Fire Code (IFC). 

(C)  As part of their school facilities projects and where not otherwise required by local 

code, school districts should consider providing automatic sprinkler systems for fire 

protection, fire suppression, and life safety. In absence of a local code, each automatic 

sprinkler system shall be installed in accordance with the latest edition of the IBC and IFC. 

(D)  If the local building authority does not conduct reviews and inspections during the 

course of construction of the facility, then a qualified, independent third party, not 

employed by the design architect or engineer or contractor, should perform a reasonable 

number of reviews and inspections during the course of construction for compliance with 

the requirements of the adopted building code. The reviews and inspections should 

examine compliance conditions for emergency egress, fire protection, structural integrity, 

life safety, plumbing, energy conservation, and mechanical and electrical design. A 

qualified code inspector is a person who maintains, as a minimum, a current certification 

from the ICC as a combination commercial inspector and commercial energy inspector. 

(2)  Districts without existing building codes. 

(A)  A school district located in an area that has not adopted local building codes shall 

adopt and use the building code and related fire, plumbing, mechanical, fuel gas, and 

energy conservation codes from the latest edition of the family of International Codes as 

published by the ICC; and the National Electric Code as published by the NFPA. As an 

alternative, a school district may adopt the building code and related fire, plumbing, 
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mechanical, fuel gas, and energy conservation codes as adopted by a nearby municipality 

or county. A qualified, independent third party, not employed by the design architect or 

engineer, shall review the plans and specifications for compliance with the requirements of 

the adopted building code. The plan review shall examine compliance conditions for 

emergency egress, fire protection, structural integrity, life safety, plumbing, energy 

conservation, and mechanical and electrical design. The review shall be conducted prior to 

the commencement of construction and must be conducted by a qualified building code 

consultant or a third party architect or engineer. A qualified building code consultant is a 

person who maintains, as a minimum, a current certification from the ICC. Associated fees 

shall be the responsibility of the school district. The reviewer shall prepare a summary list 

of any conditions not in conformance with the provisions of the adopted building code and 

is required to send a copy to the school district, design architect, or engineer. The design 

architect or engineer shall revise the plans and specifications as necessary and certify code 

compliance to the district. The reviewer, in his or her reasonable judgment, may allow a 

limited number of variances from the codes if such variances do not negatively affect the 

quality or safety of the facility. Any disputes shall be a matter for contract resolution. 

(B)  For school facilities projects subject to these standards, fire alarm systems shall be 

provided. Fire alarm systems shall be designed and installed in accordance with applicable 

portions of the latest edition of the IBC and IFC. 

(C)  As part of their school facilities projects, school districts should consider providing 

automatic sprinkler systems for fire protection, fire suppression, and life safety. Each 

automatic sprinkler system shall be installed in accordance with the latest edition of the 

IBC and IFC. 

(D)  A qualified, independent third party, not employed by the design architect or engineer 

or contractor, should perform a reasonable number of reviews and inspections during the 

course of construction of the facility for compliance with the requirements of the adopted 

building code. The reviews and inspections should examine compliance conditions for 

emergency egress, fire protection, structural integrity, life safety, plumbing, energy 

conservation, and mechanical and electrical design. A qualified code inspector is a person 

who maintains, as a minimum, a current certification from the ICC as a combination 

commercial inspector and commercial energy inspector. 

(3)  Special provisions for portable, modular buildings. Any portable, modular building capable of 

being relocated that is purchased or leased for use as a school facility by a school district, whether 

that building is manufactured off-site or constructed on-site, must comply with all provisions of 

this section. Effective September 1, 2007, the following additional provisions shall apply to any 

portable, modular building that is purchased or leased for use as a school facility by a school 

district. 

(A)  A school district located in an area that has adopted local construction codes shall 

have the portable, modular building, including the construction of the foundation system 

and the erection and installation of the building on the foundation, inspected by the local 

building authority for compliance with the mandatory building codes or approved designs, 

plans, and specifications. The school district is not required to seek additional inspection of 

the portable, modular building other than what is required by the local building authority. 

If the local building authority does not perform inspections, then a qualified, independent 
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third party, not employed by the design architect, engineer, contractor, or manufacturer, 

shall inspect the facility, including the construction of the foundation system and the 

erection and installation of the facility on the foundation, for compliance with the 

mandatory building codes or approved designs, plans, and specifications. The inspections 

shall be performed within 30 days of the completion of the construction, erection, and 

installation of the facility on the site, and the school district shall not occupy or use the 

facility until the independent third party makes a final determination that the facility is in 

compliance with all provisions of this section. For a manufactured portable, modular 

building that is an industrialized building as defined by the Texas Occupations Code, 

§1202.003, the factory inspection performed under the oversight of the Texas Department 

of Licensing and Regulation shall suffice to determine compliance of the building 

envelope with the mandatory building codes or approved designs, plans, and specifications 

in lieu of an inspection by the local building authority or an independent third party for a 

portable, modular building constructed on or after January 1, 1986; however, an inspection 

of the construction of the foundation system and the erection and installation of the 

portable, modular building on the foundation shall still be performed. 

(B)  A school district located in an area that has not adopted local building codes shall 

have the portable, modular building, including the construction of the foundation system 

and the erection and installation of the building on the foundation, inspected by a qualified, 

independent third party, not employed by the design architect, engineer, contractor, or 

manufacturer, for compliance with the mandatory building codes or approved designs, 

plans, and specifications. The inspections shall be performed within 30 days of the 

completion of the construction, erection, and installation of the facility on the site, and the 

school district shall not occupy or use the facility until the independent third party makes a 

final determination that the facility is in compliance with all provisions of this section. For 

a manufactured portable, modular building that is an industrialized building as defined by 

the Texas Occupations Code, §1202.003, the factory inspection performed under the 

oversight of the Texas Department of Licensing and Regulation shall suffice to determine 

compliance of the building envelope with the mandatory building codes or approved 

designs, plans, and specifications in lieu of an inspection by an independent third party for 

a portable, modular building constructed on or after January 1, 1986; however, an 

inspection of the construction of the foundation system and the erection and installation of 

the portable, modular building on the foundation shall still be performed. 

(C)  A qualified, independent third party inspector is a person who maintains, as a 

minimum, a current certification from the ICC as a combination commercial inspector and 

commercial energy inspector. 

(D)  A school district that has purchased or leased a portable, modular building for use as a 

school facility on or after September 1, 2007, and before the effective date of this section, 

shall have the inspections required by this subsection performed within 60 days of the 

effective date of this section; any items of noncompliance identified during the inspections 

shall be brought into compliance by the school district within 90 days of the date of the 

inspections. 

(4)  Other provisions. 



 

Facility Needs Assessment Page 17 Lindsay ISD: October 2019 

 

(A)  For school facilities projects subject to these standards, an adequate technology, 

electrical, and communications infrastructure shall be provided. To ensure the adequacy of 

the infrastructure, the school district and the architect or engineer shall seek the input of 

the school district staff, including, but not limited to, the technology director, the library 

director, the program directors, the maintenance director, and the campus staff, in the 

planning and design of the infrastructure. 

(B)  As part of their school facilities projects, school districts should consider the use of 

designs, methods, and materials that will reduce the potential for indoor air quality 

problems. School districts should consult with a qualified indoor air quality specialist 

during the design process to ensure that the potential for indoor air quality problems after 

construction and occupancy of a facility is minimized. School districts should use the 

voluntary indoor air quality guidelines adopted by the Texas Department of State Health 

Services under the Texas Health and Safety Code, Chapter 385. School districts should 

also use the "Indoor Air Quality Tools for Schools" program administered by the U.S. 

Environmental Protection Agency. 

(C)  As part of their school facilities projects, school districts should consider the use of 

sustainable school designs. A sustainable design is a design that minimizes a facility's 

impact on the environment through energy and resource efficiency. 

(D)  School district facilities shall comply with the "Texas Accessibility Standards" as 

promulgated under the Texas Government Code, Chapter 469, Elimination of 

Architectural Barriers, as prepared and administered by the Texas Department of Licensing 

and Regulation. 

(E)  School district facilities shall comply with the provisions of the Americans with 

Disabilities Act of 1990 (Title I and Title II). 

(F)  School district facilities shall comply with all other local, state, and federal 

requirements as applicable. 

Statutory Authority: The provisions of this §61.1036 issued under the Texas Education Code, §46.002 and 

§46.008. 

Source: The provisions of this §61.1036 adopted to be effective June 9, 2003, 28 TexReg 4420; amended 

to be effective September 24, 2008, 33 TexReg 8001. 
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CERTIFICATION Distribution to: 

OF PROJECT District  Architect/Engineer  

COMPLIANCE 
Contractor

  
Texas Education Agency  

 
Other  Building Department  

__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

1. PROJECT INFORMATION: ARCHITECT/ENGINEER: 

(name, address) 

 CONTRACTOR/CM: 
 

 PROJECT NUMBER: 
 

 CONTRACT DATE: 

 

DISTRICT: 
 

 

 

 

 

DATE DISTRICT AUTHORIZES PROJECT: 

 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT: 

 

 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

2. CERTIFICATION OF DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION 

The intent of this document is to assure that the school district has provided to the architect/engineer the 

required information and the architect/engineer has reviewed the School Facilities Standards as required by the 

State of Texas, and used his/her reasonable professional judgment and care in the architectural/engineering 

design and that the contractor has constructed the project in a quality manner in general conformance with the 

design requirements and that the school district certifies to project completion. 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

3.  The District certifies that the enrollment projections, educational specifications and objectives of this 

facility along with the identified building code to be used have been provided to the architect/engineer. 

DISTRICT: BY:  DATE: 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

4.  The Architect/Engineer certifies the above information was received from the school district, and that the 

building(s) were designed in accordance with the applicable building codes. Further, the facility has been 

designed to meet or exceed the design criteria relating to space (minimum square footage), educational 

adequacy, and construction quality as contained in the School Facilities Standards as adopted by the State 

Board of Education, July 1992, and as provided by the district. 

ARCHITECT/ENGINEER: BY:  DATE: 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

5.  The Contractor/CM certifies that this project has been constructed in general conformance with the 

Construction documents as prepared by the architect/engineer listed above. 

CONTRACTOR/CM: BY:  DATE: 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 

6. The District certifies completion of the project (as defined by the architect/engineer and contractor). 

DISTRICT: BY: DATE: 
__________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETION OF "CERTIFICATION OF PROJECT COMPLIANCE FORM 
 
 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Section 1. Identify the following: 

- name and address of the school facility 
- the Architect/Engineer and Contractor 
- the school district's project number (if applicable) 
- the date of execution of the construction contract 
- name, address and telephone number of the school district  
- the date that the school district authorized the  

superintendent to hire an architect/engineer 
- scope of the project. 

 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Section 2. This section outlines the intent of the document. No action required. 
 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Section 3. This section is to be executed by the school district upon transmittal of the information (as listed) to 
the architect/engineer and is to remain in the custody of the school district throughout the entire project. 
 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Section 4. This section is to be executed by the architect/engineer upon completion of the plans and 
specifications and in conjunction with the completion of the plan review for code compliance (ref. 19 TAC 
§61.104, School Facilities Standards and returned to the school district's files. 
 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Section 5. This section is to be executed by the contractor upon substantial completion of the project and 
retained in the school district's files. 
 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
Section 6. This section is to be executed by the school district upon acceptance and occupancy of the project. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
NOTE: DO NOT SUBMIT THIS DOCUMENT TO THE TEXAS EDUCATION AGENCY. The school 
district will retain this document in their files indefinitely until review and/or submittal is required by 
representatives of the Texas Education Agency. 
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SCHOOL FACILITIES SURVEY INSTRUMENT 
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Instrument for Evaluating School Buildings 
 

Based on the 

Citizens Workbook for Evaluating School Buildings 
By Jack Landes and Merle R. Sumpton 

Modified and Edited to Meet Texas Standards:  Paul Trautman, Ed.D. 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 

To effectively evaluate school facilities, evaluators need a standard against which to measure 
that is understandable, and as objective and thorough as possible.  While a number of school 
building evaluation tools are available, the Citizens Workbook… is a format that has been 
successfully used for more than 40 years with modifications and updates.  This current revision 
takes into consideration contemporary practices and trends in education, Texas standards, and 
views school buildings from a matrix of Functional Characteristics and General Features. 
 
 
FUNCTIONAL CHARACTERISTICS OF EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES 
 

FUNCTIONAL  CHARACTERISTICS  DEFINED . . . 
 

Adequacy of the School Plant     Refers to the relationship between the size of the site and the 
overall size of the buildings on one hand, and the number of students to be served on the other.  
Those building features that are more appropriately judged on a sufficiency basis are also 
evaluated here. 
 

Safety and Healthfulness of the School Plant     Refers to those features of the school plant that 
make the building and its occupants safe from hazards of traffic, fire, toxins, and accidents, and 
the degree to which occupants are provided adequate lighting, heating, cooling, ventilation, 
sanitation, and are free from intrusive and excessive noise.  Are the building’s features intended 
to protect and promote the safety and good health of its occupants? 
 

Accessibility of the School Plant      Refers to the proximity of the school building to the student 
population it serves, its central location, conveniently accessible by streets and walkways, as 
well as ease of access to the site and building. 
 

Efficiency of the School Plant     Refers to the occupants’ ability to receive maximum effect for a 
minimum of invested effort.  An efficient building requires a minimum of student travel for 
daily routines; it has facilities located for maximum utilization. It isolates areas of noise, has 
finishes that are easy to clean from convenient custodial facilities, and operates at minimum of 
cost, conserving energy for heating, cooling and lighting. 
 
 
Flexibility of the School Plant     Refers to the building’s capacity, as designed and constructed, 
to meet new and changing demands of curriculum.  Also refers to the possibility for enlarging 
the building and developed site to meet expanding educational needs and/or population.  It 
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finally refers to the possibility that the building may change its use(s) during its functional life.  
This is provided, primarily through design, construction details and considerations in the 
electrical and mechanical systems. 
 
Appearance of the School Plant     Refers to the look, the impression made by the building and 
whether it is, in the aggregate, pleasing to the eye.  Attention is given to texture, color, shape, 
scale, landscaping, and the appropriateness of furnishings and use of decoration. 
 
These Functional Characteristics are best understood displayed on a matrix with the General 
Features of a) the Site and Building Exterior, b) the Student Learning and Activity Areas, and c) 
the General Features. 
 
 
GENERAL FEATURES OF EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES 
 
GENERAL  FEATURES  DEFINED . . . 
 
The Site and Exterior     Refers to the grounds on which the facility is located and the 
surrounding area.  The instrument looks at its size, environment, soils, and location relative to 
the students’ homes.  It is also concerned with utilities, drainage, topography, and the 
development of the various work, activity, parking, and landscaped areas developed on the site, 
as well as the appearance and general condition of the exterior of the building, its roof, walls 
and foundations,. 
 
The Student Areas     Refers to those areas primarily used by students for instructional and 
related activities.  These spaces include all classrooms, laboratories, other special rooms 
including gyms, library/resource centers, cafeterias, commons, guidance and health suites, 
auditoriums, and the activities and related area outside the building. 
 
General Features     Refers to those items, areas and functions essential to the operation of the 
building but not primarily student oriented or instructional in nature.  These include items such 
as the administrative offices, teacher rooms, reception and secretarial areas, general storage, 
facilities for the heating, cooling, ventilation, lighting, plumbing, electrical power, and internal 
communications.  It also evaluates general internal features such as the type and condition of 
the floors, corridors, stairs, entrances, and lobbies. 
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MATRIX for the INSTRUMENT FOR EVALUATING SCHOOL BUILDINGS 
 
A matrix spreads the scoring of the building according to the 6 functional characteristics and the 
3 general features of school buildings.  It defines the emphases and, at the same time, the 
balance of this evaluation tool.  Based on a question-by-question review, the instrument devotes 
about 55 percent of its score to the functional adequacy of the building and site related 
specifically to the educational programs it houses.   
 
 
EVALUATING the RESULTS 
 
The most useful aspect of the evaluation is to understand the assessment as it relates to the 
separate functional characteristics of the building, which will describe how well the building 
serves the educational requirements.  An overall assessment of the building may also be 
obtained by comparing the total percentage score to the following criteria. 
 

Percent Assessment 
 

  0 - 45% Suggests abandonment and/or replacement 
 

46 - 59% Needs major improvements in multiple components; restudy for replacement 
 

60 - 74% Needs improvements and upgrading in one or more major components 
 

75 - 89% Serves program needs; may need limited minor component improvements 
 

90 - 100% Exceptional quality 
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THE EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 
Scoring Assist:  0-non-existent,  1-very inadequate,  3-poor,  5-borderline,  7-satisfactory,  9-excellent,  n.a.-not applicable. 

 

A.  EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY [320 Points] 
 

A-1 Is the school site large enough for the number of students who will attend? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-2 Is the surrounding area free from saloons, taverns, and similar establishments? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-3 Are outdoor instructional, work, & activity areas adequately & suitably developed & equipped? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-4 Are both vehicular and pedestrian approaches to and entrances into the building ample in size, 
 number, and conveniently located? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-5 Is there an adequate amount of parking for staff, visitors, and students that is properly separated  
 from student activity and work areas? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-6 Are the characteristics of the lawn and the plant growing areas appropriate to sustain  
 good plant growth? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-7 Are activity areas, walks, paved areas, and building areas well drained, with evidence  
 that the subsoil is sufficiently stable all buildings and improvements? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-8 Can students locate various rooms without difficulty? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-9 Are instructional areas free from auditory and visual interferences from outdoor activities? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-10 Are academic classrooms of appropriate size and shape? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-11 Are the provisions for the library/media center suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-12 Are the technology centers, and supporting resources & resource communications suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-13 Are provisions for science suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-14 Are provisions for human ecology suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-15 Are provisions for business education suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-16 Are provisions for art suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-17 Are provisions for music suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-18 Are provisions for technology education and related programs suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-19 Are provisions for regionally appropriate vocational education suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-20 Are adequate provisions available for conducting interdisciplinary programs? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-21 Are provisions for health & physical education suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-22 Are laboratories and special rooms of appropriate size and shape? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-23 Are laboratories & special rooms adequately equipped for carrying out program’s objectives? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-24 Are areas and facilities provided for all the activities which should take place in the rooms? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-25 Are suitable technology and/or audio-visual facilities and materials provided? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-26 Are there enough academic classrooms, labs, and special rooms to house the present and  
 projected enrollments [for at least the next 5 years]? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-27 Are student activity areas appropriate? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-28 Are service delivery and general service provisions readily accessible? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-29 Are room support furnishings such as chalk, marker, and display boards, cabinets, tables,  
 shelves, cases, etc., of suitable amounts, heights & types, and versatile? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-30 Are storage units suitable and adequate in both classrooms and special rooms? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-31 Are lockers or other personal storage units suitable for storage of personal belongings, readily 
 accessible to students who use them, easily supervised, & arranged so congestion is minimal? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-32 Are school storage units located for efficient use? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-33 Are the provisions for internal and external communications suitable?? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-34 Are provision for the desired food services suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-35 Are provisions for assembly and public performances suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-36 Are community use facilities provided? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-37 Are provisions for administrative purposes suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-38 Are provisions for guidance suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-39 Are provisions for itinerant personnel suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-40 Are provisions for work space, storage space & equipment for building staff members suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-41 Are provisions for volunteers suitable? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-42 Are custodial spaces, equipment & supplies adequate and conveniently located? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
A-43 Are toilet facilities adequate and sanitary? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
 
TOTAL EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY RATING [320] ________ 
 
PERCENT OF THE TOTAL  ________ 
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Scoring Assist:  0-non-existent,  1-very inadequate,  3-poor,  5-borderline,  7-satisfactory,  9-excellent,  n.a.-not applicable. 
 

B.  SAFETY AND HEALTH [200 Points] 
 

B-1 Is the site removed from hazards, including industrial hazards, pollution producing hazards 
 that produce odors, dirt & noise, and hazards associated with airport approach patterns? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-2 Are sidewalks, streets, and roads traveled by students on their way to school improved, with  
 safe walking paths/sidewalks for pedestrian travel? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-3 Are approaches to the school comparatively free from traffic hazards and the view of oncoming  
 traffic at corners and intersections unobstructed? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-4 Are the grounds comparatively free from hazards and barrier free, and is playground  
 equipment/activities apparatus on the site safe? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-5 Is the site free from hazards of crossing sidewalks & drives; are there safety fences where  
 necessary? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-6 Are students comparatively free from exposure to inclement weather throughout the day? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-7 Does the site plan provide for separation of transportation types and pedestrians, and for 
 separation of parking for staff, visitors, & students? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-8 Is the building free from unnecessary interior and exterior noises? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-9 Are provisions in laboratories adequate for the protection of students’ eyes and for emergency  
 treatment of injuries? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-10 Are all classrooms, laboratories, special rooms, corridors, & other areas properly lighted? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-11 Are the users protected against hazards from these service systems? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-12 Are heating, cooling, and ventilation in all rooms related to the activities to be undertaken? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-13 Are student seats adapted to differences in sizes and handedness of students? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-14 Does the building exhibit structural defects? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-15 Is the building free from water leaks? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-16 Are corridors and exits safe, sufficient in number, properly located, large enough, and  
 lead to direct outlets? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-17 Are corridors and stairways free from “bottlenecks” for student traffic? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-18 Are room and building exits unobstructed, free from hazards, & safe, and well-marked  
 with illuminated signs? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-19 Are a sufficient number of sanitary drinking fountains provided in corridors, gyms,  
 auditoriums, cafeterias, shops, and activity rooms/areas? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-20 Are facilities provided for fire detection and control? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-21 Are the fire alarm systems adequate to alert occupants of problems? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-22 Is the interior of the building free from flammable materials and equipment? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-23 Is emergency lighting provided throughout the facilities? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-24 Are stairways and ramps safe? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-25 Do traffic patterns terminate at an exit or stairway leading to an exit (at least two exits in 
 all two-story buildings/elements)? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-26 Are there traffic provisions and protected areas designated in the event of natural disaster? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-27 Are electrical disconnect switches and surge control devices provided at appropriate locations? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
B-28 Is glass properly located and protected to prevent accidental contact and potential injury? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
 
TOTAL HEALTH & SAFETY RATING [200] ________ 
 
PERCENT OF THE TOTAL  ________ 
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Scoring Assist:  0-non-existent,  1-very inadequate,  3-poor,  5-borderline,  7-satisfactory,  9-excellent,  n.a.-not applicable. 
 

C.  ACCESSIBILITY [100 Points] 
 

C-1 Is the school building located at the approximate center of present & probable future  
 enrollments? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
C-2 Are the distances traveled by all the students within accepted maximum travel distances? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
C-3 Are the activity & outdoor work areas easily accessed by the students, including handicapped 
 students who use them? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
C-4 Are activity areas located so that student traffic is quick, easy, and safe between them  
 and the buildings? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
C-5 Are both vehicular and pedestrian approaches to and entrances into the building provided with  
 appropriate ramping and accessible signage? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
C-6 Are the walks leading to the building adequate, sufficient width, barrier free and properly  
 located (so there is little or no tendency for students to walk over lawns and shrubs)? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
C-7 Can visitors and parents locate various rooms without difficulty? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
C-8 Are classrooms directly accessible from corridors? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
C-9 Are a sufficient number of handicapped accessible drinking fountains provided in  
 corridors, gyms, auditoriums, cafeterias, shops, and activity rooms/areas? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
C-10 Are adequate, accessible toilet facility provisions made for handicapped students  
 and adults? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
C-11 Are barrier-free provisions for handicapped persons appropriate in all locations? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
C-12 Are stairways and ramps, including hand rails, safe? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
 

TOTAL ACCESSIBILITY RATING [100] ________ 
 

PERCENT OF THE TOTAL  ________ 
 
 
 

Scoring Assist:  0-non-existent,  1-very inadequate,  3-poor,  5-borderline,  7-satisfactory,  9-excellent,  n.a.-not applicable. 
 

D.  EFFICIENCY [150 Points] 
 

D-1  Can the site be easily expanded [10-20%] to accommodate growth, if necessary? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
D-2 Is the building located such that a maximum area of the site is readily available for student 
 use? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
D-3 Is the landscaping of a nature that requires minimum effort for  
 caretaker maintenance, including efficient provisions for watering lawns and shrubs? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
D-4 Does the layout of the building permit quick & easy student movement from place to place 
 without congestion? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
D-5 Can rooms for after-school/performing activities be isolated from unused areas of the building? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
D-6 Can areas of the building used by community groups be controlled separately? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
D-7 Do building entrances have outer & inner doors to minimize loss associated with air treatment? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
D-8 Is the interior finish of suitable materials? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
D-9 Does the type of building construction and its furnishing permit economical maintenance? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
D-10 Does the building design & construction, its location on the site, and the furnishings permit  
 economical operation? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
D-11 May repairs to service systems be made at minimum costs? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
D-12 Do conditions exist with the service systems & utilities that do or could impact the  
 building’s operation? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
D-13 Is the building easily cleaned? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
D-14 Is the building free from unusable space? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
 

TOTAL EFFICIENCY RATING [150] ________ 
 

PERCENT OF THE TOTAL  ________ 
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E.  FLEXIBILITY [150 Points] 
 

E-1 Is the building so situated on the site and is the building designed so it can easily expand? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
E-2 Are activity areas sufficiently separated; can they be used for several purposes? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
E-3 Are rooms so designed that multiple use is feasible? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
E-4 Are most walls between adjacent rooms non-load bearing and readily removed & relocated? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
E-5 Are mechanical & related service facilities adequate to meet the demands of an expanding  
 building housing the desired educational and service programs? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
E-6 Are special rooms, gymnasium, cafeteria, library/media center, and other general use  
 facilities either l) large enough or are 2) located & planned for expansion to be readily  
 accessible and to adequately house both the existing and anticipated programs? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
E-7 Do circulation provisions within the building allow for the anticipated maximum expansion? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
E-8 Are service facilities and fenestration so located so that demising walls may be moved  
 and shifted with limited restriction? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 

E-9 Does the overall existing design & plan of construction permit easy expansion of the building? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
E-10 If classrooms in any part or all of the building are smaller now than desired/required, can the 
 be expanded easily and cost effectively? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
 
TOTAL FLEXIBILITY RATING [150] ________ 
 
PERCENT OF THE TOTAL  ________ 

 
 
 

Scoring Assist:  0-non-existent,  1-very inadequate,  3-poor,  5-borderline,  7-satisfactory,  9-excellent,  n.a.-not applicable. 

 

F.  APPEARANCE [80 Points] 
 

F-1 Is the environment adjacent to the site attractive? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
F-2 Is the site attractively planned and landscaped? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
F-3 Are the grounds neat; is there evidence that the site is well kept? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
F-4 Is the building’s exterior kept neat, clean and in good repair? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
F-5 Do the various sections of the building harmonize in design? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
F-6 Does the building’s design and character “fit” into its location; is its scale suited to the sizes  
 of the users? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
F-7 Is the interior finish cheerful, attractive & suited to the use and exposure of the  
 individual rooms? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
F-8 Are the furnishings and fittings harmonious with the finish of the floors, walls and ceilings? 0 - 1 - 2 - 3 - 4 - 5 - 6 - 7 - 8 - 9 - NA 
 
 
TOTAL APPEARANCE RATING [80] ________ 
 
PERCENT OF THE TOTAL  ________  
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School   Elementary School Capacity Form District

No. Ave S/FMax/Oper .Oper .Cap Teaching  Stations Sectns NeededEnro lm. Rat io Oper .Cap

Labs/Large Group* Social Studies               EE/EC

PK-1st Gr. Sized Rooms Math                                    PK

Standard - A Science                                 K

Standard - B Reading                               1st

Standard - C English                                2nd

Seminar Health                                  3th

    Subtotal Modrn. Languages             4th

LESS:  Resource Rooms Electives                              5th

LESS:  Non-Instr. space Physical Educ.                     6th

LESS:  Substandard Rms Special Educ. S.C.

LESS:  "Shortfall"Rms.                

ADD: Recovered Capac. +

TOTAL, Pupil Stations TOTAL, Teachg. Stns.

Labs* & Support Spaces Shortfalls Rm.Eq.  +Cap.

Library L/MC   s ugges t 5.5-6.0 S /F  per pupil

Video Production Video Production

Computer Skills Computer Skills

Computer Resource Computer Resource

In-School Suspension In-School Suspension

Music, Vocal/Gen. Music, Vocal/Gen.

Music, Band Music, Band

Opportun.Lab(sc/art/etc ) Opportun.Lab(sc/art/etc)

Spec. Progr.-Conf. Rooms Spec. Progr.-Conf. Rooms .3&.4

• CM/Compensatory Ed. • CM/Compensatory Ed. 0.5

• Dyslexia • Dyslexia 0.3

• ESL-Bilingual • ESL-Bilingual 0.33

• Gifted/Talented • Gifted/Talented 1.0

• Inclusion Offices • Inclusion Offices 0.25

• Parent Vol./Mentor • Parent Vol,./Mentor .5-1.0

• Reading Recovery/WTR • Reading Recovery/WTR 0.5

• Social Worker • Social Worker 0.25

• Speech/Diagnost. • Speech/Diagnost. 0.25

• Title Progr./WTR • T itle Progr./Accel.Rdg. 1.0

• S.E./Resource • S.E./Resource 1.0

• S.E. Self-Contnd/BAC • S.E. Self-Contnd/BAC 1.3

• S.E. PPCD/Life Skills • S.E. PPCD/Life Skills 2.0

Sports & P.E./Gym Sports & P.E./Gym

    Subtotals     Subtotals

ACADEMIC CLSRMS. ACADEMIC CLSRMS.

TOTALS TO TALS



 

   

School     Secondary School Capacity Form District

Pupi l  S tations No. Ave S/FMax/Oper .Oper .Cap Teaching  Stations Sectns NeededEnro lm. Rat io Oper .Cap

Academic - A Social Studies                     9th

Academic - B Math                                   10th

Academic - C Science                               11th

Seminar English                               12th

Resource Health

    Subtotals from Below P.E.

    Subtotal Modrn. Languages

LESS: Resource Rooms S.E/RESOURCE

LESS: Non-Instr. space S.E./SELF-CONTAINED

LESS: Substandard Rms

LESS: "Shortfall"Rms.                

LESS: Reduced Load Rms

ADD: Recovered Capac. +

TOTAL TO TAL SCHO O L

Labs & Support Spaces Shortfalls Rm.Eq.  +Cap.

Resource Computer Lab. Resource Computer Lab.

Library L/MC    s ugges t 5.5-6.0 S /F  per pupil

Agriculture Agriculture

Art, Visual Art, Visual

Business Ed. Business Ed.

Computer Ed. Computer Ed.

Drama Drama

Home Econ. Home Econ.

Indust. Tech. Indust. Tech.

In-School Suspension In-School Suspension

Journalism;Photo/Video Journalism;Phot/Video

Music, Instrumental Music, Instrumental

Music, Vocal Music, Vocal

Science-Gen/Earth Science - Gen/Earth

Science-Chem/Phys Science - Chem/Phys.

Sports & P.E./Gym Sports & P.E./Gym

Vocational Educ. Vocational Educ.

Spec. Prog.-ESL/Bilingual Spec. Progr.-ESL/Bilingual .5-1.0

• CM/Funct. Acad. • CM/Funct. Acad. 1.25

• S.E. Resource • S.E. Resource 1.0

• S.E. Self-Contnd/BAC • S.E. Self-Contnd/BAC 1.3

• S.E. Life Skills/SevProf • S.E. Life Skills/Sev/Prof 2.0

• Facilitator/Inclusion • Facilitator/Inclusion 0.3

• Compensatory Educ • Compensatory Educ. 0.5-1.0

• Diagnost./Speech • Diagnost./Speech 0.3

• Conference Rooms • Conference Rooms .3 & .4

• • 

• • 

LABS & SUPPORT RMS. LABS & SUPPO RT RMS.

TOTALS TOTAL NEEDS
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LINDSAY ISD LINDSAY ISD LINDSAY ISD

Lindsay Secondary School Sort by TEACHER Lindsay Secondary School Sort by PERIOD Lindsay Secondary School Sort by MEMBERSHIP

Teacher Course Per. Room Memb. Per. Sctns. Teacher Course Room Memb. Memb. Teacher Course Per. Room

BARNHILL, ROSE World History 1 LIB 1 1 BARNHILL, ROSE World History LIB 1 0 BIRDWELL, ZACHARY PE B 7/8 1 Fieldhouse

BARNHILL, ROSE Enviromental Sy 2 LIB 1 BIRDWELL, ZACHARY PE B 7/8 Fieldhouse 0 0 BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Athletics-HS BOYS 8 Fieldhouse

BARNHILL, ROSE Anatomy &Phys* 3 113 6 1 BRENNAN, MATTHEW Government 101 15 0 CORNELISON, WESLEY PE B 7/8 1 Fieldhouse

BARNHILL, ROSE Tutorials 4 LIB 4 CORNELISON, WESLEY PE B 7/8 Fieldhouse 0 0 CORNELISON, WESLEY Athletics-HS BOYS 8 Fieldhouse

BARNHILL, ROSE Medical Termin* 5 112 7 DUNCAN, VIRGEL PE B 7/8 Fieldhouse 0 0 DUNCAN, VIRGEL PE B 7/8 1 Fieldhouse

BARNHILL, ROSE Anatomy &Phys* 6 112 9 GUNTER, LOGAN PE B 7/8 Fieldhouse 0 0 DUNCAN, VIRGEL ATHLETICS- HS BOYS 8 Fieldhouse

BARNHILL, ROSE Medical Termin* 7 112 7 1 HEDRICK, ROBYN Prin HumanServ* 104 12 0 GUNTER, LOGAN PE B 7/8 1 Fieldhouse

BARNHILL, ROSE PE-Freshman 8 OLD GYM 4 HESS, ROBIN PE G 7/8 HS Gym 0 0 GUNTER, LOGAN ATHLETICS- HS BOYS 8 Fieldhouse

BIRDWELL, ZACHARY PE B 7/8 1 Fieldhouse 0 1 KEITH, DENISE Chemistry 102 17 0 HESS, ROBIN PE G 7/8 1 HS Gym

BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Science 7 2 118 19 1 LEE, KAYLA PrnElmFloralDe* AG 18 0 HESS, ROBIN AthleticsHS GIRLS 8 HS Gym

BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Science 7 3 118 20 1 MCCABE, KELLY English 1 117 13 0 NEIGHBORS, MAKALA PE G 7/8 1 HS Gym

BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Tutorials 4 118 10 1 MURPHY, MICAH PE G 7/8 HS Gym 38 0 NEIGHBORS, MAKALA AthleticsHS GIRLS 8 HS Gym

BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Science 8 5 118 17 1(MWF) NCTC, COLLEGE DC US Hist+10 113 15 0 YOSTEN, JOSHUA PE B 7/8 1 Fieldhouse

BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Science 8 6 118 20 1(TTH) NCTC, COLLEGE DC ENG 3 +10 113 27 0 YOSTEN, JOSHUA ATHLETICS- HS BOYS 8 Fieldhouse

BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Athletics-HS BOYS 8 Fieldhouse 0 NEIGHBORS, MAKALA PE G 7/8 HS Gym 0 1 BARNHILL, ROSE World History 1 LIB

BLACKWELL, JANIS Debate 1 7 LIB 1 1 SKEANS, DAVID Principle Ag* AG 2 1 BARNHILL, ROSE Enviromental Sy 2 LIB

BRENNAN, MATTHEW Government 1 101 15 1 SMILEY, JEFFREY PE B 7/8 Fieldhouse 38 1 BLACKWELL, JANIS Debate 1 7 LIB

BRENNAN, MATTHEW US History 2 101 25 1 WESTBROOK, BARBARA BIM2* 105 8 1 WESTBROOK, THOMAS Computer Scie 1 8 110

BRENNAN, MATTHEW History 8 3 101 15 1 WESTBROOK, THOMAS AP Calculus AB 110 5 1 YOSTEN, CHELSEA 8th Math-S 2 116

BRENNAN, MATTHEW Tutorials 4 101 5 YOSTEN, JOSHUA PE B 7/8 Fieldhouse 0 2 SKEANS, DAVID Principle Ag* 1 AG

BRENNAN, MATTHEW English 4 6 101 23 1 13 ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 1 106 23 2 YOSTEN, CHELSEA English 7 S 6 116

BRENNAN, MATTHEW History 8 8 101 22 2 BARNHILL, ROSE Enviromental Sy LIB 1 2 YOSTEN, CHELSEA Algebra 1-S 7 116

CORNELISON, WESLEY PE B 7/8 1 Fieldhouse 0 2 BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Science 7 118 19 3 MEANS, ANDREA Pre-AP Eng 2 2 109

CORNELISON, WESLEY Tutorials 4 113 14 2 BRENNAN, MATTHEW US History 101 25 4 BARNHILL, ROSE Tutorials 4 LIB

CORNELISON, WESLEY Prin Info Techn 6 113 17 2 DUNCAN, VIRGEL Int Phys & Chem 103 16 4 BARNHILL, ROSE PE-Freshman 8 OLD GYM

CORNELISON, WESLEY Invest Careers7 7 113 19 2 FUHRMANN, LINUS Algebra 1 112 18 4 MURPHY, MICAH Money Matters* 6 117

CORNELISON, WESLEY Athletics-HS BOYS 8 Fieldhouse 0 2 HALL, KEITH Math 8 119 19 4 SKEANS, DAVID Ag Mech&Metal* 6 AG

DUNCAN, VIRGEL PE B 7/8 1 Fieldhouse 0 2 HEDRICK, ROBYN Child-Developm* 104 9 4 WESTBROOK, THOMAS Robotics 2* 2 110

DUNCAN, VIRGEL Int Phys & Chem 2 103 16 2 HERTEL, RICHARD Theatre Arts 1 107 6 4 WESTBROOK, THOMAS Physics 6 110

DUNCAN, VIRGEL Enviromental Sy 3 103 21 2 KEITH, DENISE Chemistry 102 11 4 YOSTEN, CHELSEA English 7 S 3 116

DUNCAN, VIRGEL Tutorials 4 103 18 2 MCCABE, KELLY English 1 117 21 5 BRENNAN, MATTHEW Tutorials 4 101

DUNCAN, VIRGEL Biology 5 103 23 2 MEANS, ANDREA Pre-AP Eng 2 109 3 5 HERTEL, RICHARD Theatre Arts 1 3 107

DUNCAN, VIRGEL ForensicSci* 6 103 10 2 MURPHY, MICAH World Geography 114 17 5 HERTEL, RICHARD Tutorials 4 107

DUNCAN, VIRGEL ATHLETICS- HS BOYS 8 Fieldhouse 0 2 NCTC, COLLEGE DC ENG4+10 113 23 5 MURPHY, MICAH Tutorials 4 113

FUHRMANN, LINUS Algebra 1 2 112 18 2 NEIGHBORS, MAKALA English 7 120 20 5 SKEANS, DAVID Adv Welding* 2 AG

FUHRMANN, LINUS Algebra 1 3 112 20 2 SKEANS, DAVID Adv Welding* AG 5 5 WESTBROOK, BARBARA Accounting 1* 5 105

FUHRMANN, LINUS Tutorials 4 112 12 2 WESTBROOK, THOMAS Robotics 2* 110 4 5 WESTBROOK, THOMAS AP Calculus AB 1 110

GUNTER, LOGAN PE B 7/8 1 Fieldhouse 0 2 YOSTEN, CHELSEA 8th Math-S 116 1 5 YOSTEN, CHELSEA Geometry -S 5 116

GUNTER, LOGAN World History 3 114 18 2 18 ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 1 106 12 6 BARNHILL, ROSE Anatomy &Phys* 3 113

GUNTER, LOGAN Tutorials 4 114 17 3 BARNHILL, ROSE Anatomy &Phys* 113 6 6 HERTEL, RICHARD Theatre Arts 1 2 107

GUNTER, LOGAN History 7 5 114 19 3 BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Science 7 118 20 6 WESTBROOK, THOMAS Pre Calculus 7 110

GUNTER, LOGAN History 7 6 114 20 3 BRENNAN, MATTHEW History 8 101 15 6 YOSTEN, CHELSEA Ind Stu Speech 8 116

GUNTER, LOGAN World History 7 114 21 3 DUNCAN, VIRGEL Enviromental Sy 103 21 6 ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 2 8 106

GUNTER, LOGAN ATHLETICS- HS BOYS 8 Fieldhouse 0 3 FUHRMANN, LINUS Algebra 1 112 20 7 BARNHILL, ROSE Medical Termin* 5 112

HALL, KEITH Math 8 2 119 19 3 GUNTER, LOGAN World History 114 18 7 BARNHILL, ROSE Medical Termin* 7 112

HALL, KEITH Math Models 3 119 9 3 HALL, KEITH Math Models 119 9 7 MCCABE, KELLY English 1 3 117

HALL, KEITH Tutorials 4 119 16 3 HEDRICK, ROBYN CarerPrepWork2p 104 10 8 HEDRICK, ROBYN Child-Developm* 7 104

HALL, KEITH Math 7 5 119 20 3 HERTEL, RICHARD Theatre Arts 1 107 5 8 KEITH, DENISE AP Biology 3 102

HALL, KEITH Math 7 6 119 19 3 KEITH, DENISE AP Biology 102 8 8 KEITH, DENISE Chemistry 8 102

HALL, KEITH Ind Study Math 7 119 17 3 LEE, KAYLA PrnElmFloralDe* AG 8 8 LEE, KAYLA PrnElmFloralDe* 3 AG

HEDRICK, ROBYN Prin HumanServ* 1 104 12 3 MCCABE, KELLY English 1 117 7 8 WESTBROOK, BARBARA BIM2* 1 105

HEDRICK, ROBYN Child-Developm* 2 104 9 3 MEANS, ANDREA Literature 8 109 21 8 WESTBROOK, THOMAS Pre Calculus 5 110

HEDRICK, ROBYN CarerPrepWork2p 3 104 10 3 NEIGHBORS, MAKALA English 7 120 18 8 YOSTEN, CHELSEA Tutorials 4 116

HEDRICK, ROBYN Tutorials 4 104 10 3 WESTBROOK, THOMAS Physics 110 11 9 BARNHILL, ROSE Anatomy &Phys* 6 112

HEDRICK, ROBYN Lifetime Nutr* 6 104 10 3 YOSTEN, CHELSEA English 7 S 116 4 9 HALL, KEITH Math Models 3 119

HEDRICK, ROBYN Child-Developm* 7 104 8 3 YOSTEN, JOSHUA Geometry 115 25 9 HEDRICK, ROBYN Child-Developm* 2 104

HERTEL, RICHARD Theatre Arts 1 2 107 6 3 18 ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 2 106 14 9 KEITH, DENISE Tutorials 4 102

HERTEL, RICHARD Theatre Arts 1 3 107 5 4 BARNHILL, ROSE Tutorials LIB 4 9 SKEANS, DAVID Tutorials 4 AG

HERTEL, RICHARD Tutorials 4 107 5 4 BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Tutorials 118 10 10 BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Tutorials 4 118

HERTEL, RICHARD Theatre Arts 1 5 107 13 4 BRENNAN, MATTHEW Tutorials 101 5 10 DUNCAN, VIRGEL ForensicSci* 6 103

HESS, ROBIN PE G 7/8 1 HS Gym 0 4 CORNELISON, WESLEY Tutorials 113 14 10 HEDRICK, ROBYN CarerPrepWork2p 3 104

HESS, ROBIN AthleticsHS GIRLS 8 HS Gym 0 4 DUNCAN, VIRGEL Tutorials 103 18 10 HEDRICK, ROBYN Tutorials 4 104

KEITH, DENISE Chemistry 1 102 17 4 FUHRMANN, LINUS Tutorials 112 12 10 HEDRICK, ROBYN Lifetime Nutr* 6 104

KEITH, DENISE Chemistry 2 102 11 4 GUNTER, LOGAN Tutorials 114 17 10 LEE, KAYLA Tutorials 4 AG

KEITH, DENISE AP Biology 3 102 8 4 HALL, KEITH Tutorials 119 16 10 WESTBROOK, BARBARA Tutorials 4 105

KEITH, DENISE Tutorials 4 102 9 4 HEDRICK, ROBYN Tutorials 104 10 10 WESTBROOK, BARBARA Yearbook 1 8 105

KEITH, DENISE Pre-AP Bio 5 102 18 4 HERTEL, RICHARD Tutorials 107 5 10 WESTBROOK, THOMAS Tutorials 4 110

KEITH, DENISE Chemistry 8 102 8 4 KEITH, DENISE Tutorials 102 9 11 KEITH, DENISE Chemistry 2 102

LEE, KAYLA PrnElmFloralDe* 1 AG 18 4 LEE, KAYLA Tutorials AG 10 11 WESTBROOK, THOMAS Physics 3 110

LEE, KAYLA PrnElmFloralDe* 3 AG 8 4 MCCABE, KELLY Tutorials 117 13 12 FUHRMANN, LINUS Tutorials 4 112

LEE, KAYLA Tutorials 4 AG 10 4 MEANS, ANDREA Tutorials 109 13 12 HEDRICK, ROBYN Prin HumanServ* 1 104

LEE, KAYLA PrnElmFloralDe* 6 AG 19 4 MURPHY, MICAH Tutorials 113 5 12 MCCABE, KELLY College Course 5 117

LEE, KAYLA Prin Ag* 8th 7 AG 23 4 NEIGHBORS, MAKALA Tutorials 120 15 12 YOSTEN, JOSHUA Tutorials 4 115

LEE, KAYLA Landscaping 8 AG 20 4 SKEANS, DAVID Tutorials AG 9 12 ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 1 2 106

MCCABE, KELLY English 1 1 117 13 4 WESTBROOK, BARBARA Tutorials 105 10 13 HERTEL, RICHARD Theatre Arts 1 5 107

MCCABE, KELLY English 1 2 117 21 4 WESTBROOK, THOMAS Tutorials 110 10 13 MCCABE, KELLY English 1 1 117

MCCABE, KELLY English 1 3 117 7 4 YOSTEN, CHELSEA Tutorials 116 8 13 MCCABE, KELLY Tutorials 4 117

MCCABE, KELLY Tutorials 4 117 13 4 YOSTEN, JOSHUA Tutorials 115 12 13 MEANS, ANDREA Tutorials 4 109

MCCABE, KELLY College Course 5 117 12 4 21 ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Tutorials 106 21 13 MEANS, ANDREA English 2 6 109

MCCABE, KELLY Literature 7 7 117 20 5 BARNHILL, ROSE Medical Termin* 112 7 13 YOSTEN, JOSHUA Geometry 6 115

MCCABE, KELLY Literature 7 8 117 19 5 BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Science 8 118 17 14 CORNELISON, WESLEY Tutorials 4 113

MEANS, ANDREA Pre-AP Eng 2 2 109 3 5 DUNCAN, VIRGEL Biology 103 23 14 MEANS, ANDREA English 3 7 109

MEANS, ANDREA Literature 8 3 109 21 5 GUNTER, LOGAN History 7 114 19 14 WESTBROOK, BARBARA BusInforManag 8 7 105

MEANS, ANDREA Tutorials 4 109 13 5 HALL, KEITH Math 7 119 20 14 YOSTEN, JOSHUA Algebra 2 5 115

MEANS, ANDREA Pre-AP Eng 2 5 109 21 5 HERTEL, RICHARD Theatre Arts 1 107 13 14 ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 2 3 106

MEANS, ANDREA English 2 6 109 13 5 KEITH, DENISE Pre-AP Bio 102 18 15 BRENNAN, MATTHEW Government 1 101

MEANS, ANDREA English 3 7 109 14 5 MCCABE, KELLY College Course 117 12 15 BRENNAN, MATTHEW History 8 3 101

MEANS, ANDREA Literature 8 8 109 15 5 MEANS, ANDREA Pre-AP Eng 2 109 21 15 MEANS, ANDREA Literature 8 8 109

MURPHY, MICAH PE G 7/8 1 HS Gym 38 5 NEIGHBORS, MAKALA English 8 120 20 15 NCTC, COLLEGE DC US Hist+10 1(MWF) 113

MURPHY, MICAH World Geography 2 114 17 5 SKEANS, DAVID AgFacilDes&Fab* AG 20 15 NEIGHBORS, MAKALA Tutorials 4 120

MURPHY, MICAH Tutorials 4 113 5 5 WESTBROOK, BARBARA Accounting 1* 105 5 16 DUNCAN, VIRGEL Int Phys & Chem 2 103

MURPHY, MICAH Money Matters* 6 117 4 5 WESTBROOK, THOMAS Pre Calculus 110 8 16 HALL, KEITH Tutorials 4 119

MURPHY, MICAH World Geography 7 120 24 5 YOSTEN, CHELSEA Geometry -S 116 5 16 WESTBROOK, BARBARA BIM2* 6 105

MURPHY, MICAH AthleticsHS GIRLS 8 HS Gym 56 5 YOSTEN, JOSHUA Algebra 2 115 14 17 BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Science 8 5 118

NCTC, COLLEGE DC ENG 3 +10 1(TTH) 113 27 5 16 ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 3 106 21 17 CORNELISON, WESLEY Prin Info Techn 6 113

NCTC, COLLEGE DC US Hist+10 1(MWF) 113 15 6 BARNHILL, ROSE Anatomy &Phys* 112 9 17 GUNTER, LOGAN Tutorials 4 114

NCTC, COLLEGE DC ENG4+10 2 113 23 6 BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Science 8 118 20 17 HALL, KEITH Ind Study Math 7 119
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Lindsay Secondary School Sort by TEACHER Lindsay Secondary School Sort by PERIOD Lindsay Secondary School Sort by MEMBERSHIP

Teacher Course Per. Room Memb. Per. Sctns. Teacher Course Room Memb. Memb. Teacher Course Per. Room

NEIGHBORS, MAKALA PE G 7/8 1 HS Gym 0 6 BRENNAN, MATTHEW English 4 101 23 17 KEITH, DENISE Chemistry 1 102

NEIGHBORS, MAKALA English 7 2 120 20 6 CORNELISON, WESLEY Prin Info Techn 113 17 17 MURPHY, MICAH World Geography 2 114

NEIGHBORS, MAKALA English 7 3 120 18 6 DUNCAN, VIRGEL ForensicSci* 103 10 17 NEIGHBORS, MAKALA English 8 6 120

NEIGHBORS, MAKALA Tutorials 4 120 15 6 GUNTER, LOGAN History 7 114 20 18 DUNCAN, VIRGEL Tutorials 4 103

NEIGHBORS, MAKALA English 8 5 120 20 6 HALL, KEITH Math 7 119 19 18 FUHRMANN, LINUS Algebra 1 2 112

NEIGHBORS, MAKALA English 8 6 120 17 6 HEDRICK, ROBYN Lifetime Nutr* 104 10 18 GUNTER, LOGAN World History 3 114

NEIGHBORS, MAKALA AthleticsHS GIRLS 8 HS Gym 0 6 LEE, KAYLA PrnElmFloralDe* AG 19 18 KEITH, DENISE Pre-AP Bio 5 102

SKEANS, DAVID Principle Ag* 1 AG 2 6 MEANS, ANDREA English 2 109 13 18 LEE, KAYLA PrnElmFloralDe* 1 AG

SKEANS, DAVID Adv Welding* 2 AG 5 6 MURPHY, MICAH Money Matters* 117 4 18 NEIGHBORS, MAKALA English 7 3 120

SKEANS, DAVID Tutorials 4 AG 9 6 NEIGHBORS, MAKALA English 8 120 17 18 ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 2 6 106

SKEANS, DAVID AgFacilDes&Fab* 5 AG 20 6 SKEANS, DAVID Ag Mech&Metal* AG 4 19 BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Science 7 2 118

SKEANS, DAVID Ag Mech&Metal* 6 AG 4 6 WESTBROOK, BARBARA BIM2* 105 16 19 CORNELISON, WESLEY Invest Careers7 7 113

SKEANS, DAVID AgFacilDes&Fab* 7 AG 22 6 WESTBROOK, THOMAS Physics 110 4 19 GUNTER, LOGAN History 7 5 114

SMILEY, JEFFREY PE B 7/8 1 Fieldhouse 38 6 YOSTEN, CHELSEA English 7 S 116 2 19 HALL, KEITH Math 8 2 119

SMILEY, JEFFREY Athletics-HS BOYS 8 Fieldhouse 74 6 YOSTEN, JOSHUA Geometry 115 13 19 HALL, KEITH Math 7 6 119

WESTBROOK, BARBARA BIM2* 1 105 8 6 18 ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 2 106 18 19 LEE, KAYLA PrnElmFloralDe* 6 AG

WESTBROOK, BARBARA Tutorials 4 105 10 7 BARNHILL, ROSE Medical Termin* 112 7 19 MCCABE, KELLY Literature 7 8 117

WESTBROOK, BARBARA Accounting 1* 5 105 5 7 BLACKWELL, JANIS Debate 1 LIB 1 20 BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Science 7 3 118

WESTBROOK, BARBARA BIM2* 6 105 16 7 CORNELISON, WESLEY Invest Careers7 113 19 20 BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Science 8 6 118

WESTBROOK, BARBARA BusInforManag 8 7 105 14 7 GUNTER, LOGAN World History 114 21 20 FUHRMANN, LINUS Algebra 1 3 112

WESTBROOK, BARBARA Yearbook 1 8 105 10 7 HALL, KEITH Ind Study Math 119 17 20 GUNTER, LOGAN History 7 6 114

WESTBROOK, THOMAS AP Calculus AB 1 110 5 7 HEDRICK, ROBYN Child-Developm* 104 8 20 HALL, KEITH Math 7 5 119

WESTBROOK, THOMAS Robotics 2* 2 110 4 7 LEE, KAYLA Prin Ag* 8th AG 23 20 LEE, KAYLA Landscaping 8 AG

WESTBROOK, THOMAS Physics 3 110 11 7 MCCABE, KELLY Literature 7 117 20 20 MCCABE, KELLY Literature 7 7 117

WESTBROOK, THOMAS Tutorials 4 110 10 7 MEANS, ANDREA English 3 109 14 20 NEIGHBORS, MAKALA English 7 2 120

WESTBROOK, THOMAS Pre Calculus 5 110 8 7 MURPHY, MICAH World Geography 120 24 20 NEIGHBORS, MAKALA English 8 5 120

WESTBROOK, THOMAS Physics 6 110 4 7 SKEANS, DAVID AgFacilDes&Fab* AG 22 20 SKEANS, DAVID AgFacilDes&Fab* 5 AG

WESTBROOK, THOMAS Pre Calculus 7 110 6 7 WESTBROOK, BARBARA BusInforManag 8 105 14 20 YOSTEN, JOSHUA Algebra 2 7 115

WESTBROOK, THOMAS Computer Scie 1 8 110 1 7 WESTBROOK, THOMAS Pre Calculus 110 6 21 DUNCAN, VIRGEL Enviromental Sy 3 103

YOSTEN, CHELSEA 8th Math-S 2 116 1 7 YOSTEN, CHELSEA Algebra 1-S 116 2 21 GUNTER, LOGAN World History 7 114

YOSTEN, CHELSEA English 7 S 3 116 4 7 15 YOSTEN, JOSHUA Algebra 2 115 20 21 MCCABE, KELLY English 1 2 117

YOSTEN, CHELSEA Tutorials 4 116 8 8 BARNHILL, ROSE PE-Freshman OLD GYM 4 21 MEANS, ANDREA Literature 8 3 109

YOSTEN, CHELSEA Geometry -S 5 116 5 BIRDWELL, ZACHARY Athletics-HS BOYS Fieldhouse 0 21 MEANS, ANDREA Pre-AP Eng 2 5 109

YOSTEN, CHELSEA English 7 S 6 116 2 8 BRENNAN, MATTHEW History 8 101 22 21 ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Tutorials 4 106

YOSTEN, CHELSEA Algebra 1-S 7 116 2 CORNELISON, WESLEY Athletics-HS BOYS Fieldhouse 0 21 ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 3 5 106

YOSTEN, CHELSEA Ind Stu Speech 8 116 6 DUNCAN, VIRGEL ATHLETICS- HS BOYS Fieldhouse 0 22 BRENNAN, MATTHEW History 8 8 101

YOSTEN, JOSHUA PE B 7/8 1 Fieldhouse 0 GUNTER, LOGAN ATHLETICS- HS BOYS Fieldhouse 0 22 SKEANS, DAVID AgFacilDes&Fab* 7 AG

YOSTEN, JOSHUA Geometry 3 115 25 HESS, ROBIN AthleticsHS GIRLS HS Gym 0 23 BRENNAN, MATTHEW English 4 6 101

YOSTEN, JOSHUA Tutorials 4 115 12 8 KEITH, DENISE Chemistry 102 8 23 DUNCAN, VIRGEL Biology 5 103

YOSTEN, JOSHUA Algebra 2 5 115 14 8 LEE, KAYLA Landscaping AG 20 23 LEE, KAYLA Prin Ag* 8th 7 AG

YOSTEN, JOSHUA Geometry 6 115 13 8 MCCABE, KELLY Literature 7 117 19 23 NCTC, COLLEGE DC ENG4+10 2 113

YOSTEN, JOSHUA Algebra 2 7 115 20 8 MEANS, ANDREA Literature 8 109 15 23 ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 1 1 106

YOSTEN, JOSHUA ATHLETICS- HS BOYS 8 Fieldhouse 0 8 MURPHY, MICAH AthleticsHS GIRLS HS Gym 56 24 MURPHY, MICAH World Geography 7 120

ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 1 1 106 23 NEIGHBORS, MAKALA AthleticsHS GIRLS HS Gym 0 25 BRENNAN, MATTHEW US History 2 101

ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 1 2 106 12 8 SMILEY, JEFFREY Athletics-HS BOYS Fieldhouse 74 25 YOSTEN, JOSHUA Geometry 3 115

ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 2 3 106 14 8 WESTBROOK, BARBARA Yearbook 1 105 10 27 NCTC, COLLEGE DC ENG 3 +10 1(TTH) 113

ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Tutorials 4 106 21 8 WESTBROOK, THOMAS Computer Scie 1 110 1 38 MURPHY, MICAH PE G 7/8 1 HS Gym

ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 3 5 106 21 8 YOSTEN, CHELSEA Ind Stu Speech 116 6 38 SMILEY, JEFFREY PE B 7/8 1 Fieldhouse

ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 2 6 106 18 YOSTEN, JOSHUA ATHLETICS- HS BOYS Fieldhouse 0 56 MURPHY, MICAH AthleticsHS GIRLS 8 HS Gym

ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 2 8 106 6 8 12 ZEPEDA, TAYLOR Spanish 2 106 6 74 SMILEY, JEFFREY Athletics-HS BOYS 8 Fieldhouse

Averaged Studentt-to-Section Ratio 12.84 Average Sections per Period 16.4 Academic Sections with 26 or more Students 1 1.2%

Maximum Sections per Period 21

Minimum Sections per Period' 12
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The Computation and Selection of Future Projection Scenarios 
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The Computation and Selection of Future Projection Scenarios 
Source: Texas State Data Center 
 
The Projection Scenarios  

Three projection scenarios which produce three alternative sets of population values for the State 
and each county are presented in these projections. These scenarios assume the same set of 
mortality and fertility assumptions in each scenario but differ in their assumptions relative to net 
migration. The net migration assumptions made for two scenarios are derived from 2000-2010 
patterns which have been altered relative to expected future population trends. This is done by 
systematically and uniformly altering the adjusted (as noted above) 2000-2010 net migration rates 
by age, sex and race/ethnicity. The scenarios so produced are referred to as the zero migration 
(0.0) scenario, the one-half 2000-2010 (0.5) scenario, and the 2000-2010 (1.0) scenario.  
 

The Zero Migration (0.0) Scenario  

The zero scenario assumes that immigration and outmigration are equal (i.e., net migration is zero) 
resulting in growth only through natural increase (the excess or deficit of births relative to deaths). 
This scenario is commonly used as a base in population projections and is useful in indicating what 
an area's indigenous growth (growth due only to natural increase) will be over time. In general, this 
scenario produces the lowest population projection for counties with historical patterns of 
population growth through net immigration and the highest population projection for counties with 
historical patterns of population decline through net outmigration.  

 

The One-Half 2000-2010 Migration (0.5) Scenario  

This scenario has been prepared as an approximate average of the zero (0.0) and 2000-2010 (1.0) 
scenarios. It assumes rates of net migration one-half of those of the post-2000 decade. The reason 
for including this scenario is that many counties in the State are unlikely to continue to experience 
the overall levels of relative extensive growth of the 2000 to 2010 decade. This scenario projects 
rates of population growth that are slower than 2000-2010 changes, but with steady growth.  
 

The 2000-2010 Migration (1.0) Scenario  

The 2000-2010 scenario assumes that the trends in the age, sex and race/ethnicity net migration 
rates of the post-2000 decade will characterize those occurring in the future of Texas. The 2000 to 
2010 period was characterized by rapid growth in many areas of the state. It is seen here as the 
high growth alternative because it’s overall total decade pattern is one of substantial growth (i.e., 
20.6% for the 2000-2010 decade for the State). Because growth was so extensive during the 2000-
2010 decade it is likely to be unsustainable over time and thus this scenario is presented here as a 
high growth alternative. For counties that experienced net out-migration during the 2000 to 2010 
period, this scenario produces continued decline. 

The projections were completed using a cohort-component projection technique. As the name 
implies, the basic characteristics of this technique are the use of separate cohorts--persons with 
one or more common characteristic--and the separate projection of each of the major components 
of population change--fertility, mortality and migration--for each of the cohorts. These projections of 
components for each cohort are then combined   The computation of the projected population was 
completed using standard cohort-component techniques as described above with all computations 
being completed on an individual year and age basis for each sex and racial/ethnic group. 
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HINTS FOR  
PLANNING NEW CONSTRUCTION 
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HINTS FOR PLANNING SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
 

Gleaned from 25 years as School Facility Specialist and Consultant and 10 years in 
Commercial Development.  The hints are categorized by the following, based on my 
biases and arbitrary placement. 

 THE PLANNING PROCESS 
 DESIGN DECISIONS 
 FUNCTIONAL FAUX PAS 
 REMODEL VS. REPLACE 
 SITE ISSUES 

 
 

THE PLANNING PROCESS – The Owner has very specific responsibilities, not always 
attended/exercised. 

 

1. Give the architect educational specifications: accurately reflect the district’s program, 
the number & ages of students to be housed, the spaces to house instructional/support 
program, & the location of those spaces in relation to each other. 

 

 Define curriculum Spatial requirements (space budget) 

 Methods of delivery to be used Support/non-instructional spaces needed 
 Characteristics of the learners Building features/criteria 
 Spatial relationships (adjacent & separate) 
 
 

2. Create a single point of contact on behalf of the owner.  During the planning phase, 
make that contact a person who thoroughly understands the programs to be offered, in 
order to supervise, coordinate and/or make the many design decisions needed that 
will have direct program implications. 

 

 
 

3. Plan with change of use in mind.  Avoid isolating any functions in the plan; often 
libraries, administrative suites, and similar functions are surrounded only by corridors 
and exterior walls.  Always try to include some other adjacent functions, functions that 
are easily relocated, especially if an addition is built.  Again it will allow more 
flexibility to respond to growth without disrupting the school’s organization. 

 

A basic academic classroom is most easily replaced in an addition. 
 
 

4. Plan with change of use in mind.  Seek to design as much of the space as possible in basic 
academic classroom modules.  This should include most support spaces.  The design 
will have greater flexibility as the district grows and programs change. 

 
 

5. Plan with change of use in mind.  Site the first phase improvements with the maximum 
student body and maximum parking clearly in mind. 

 

Planning policies are needed relative to school organization (grade levels together) and size (for 
each) 
Most 20-30 year old schools are not designed and sited to handle traffic safely 
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6. Plan with change of use in mind.  Conceptualize your new facilities being used for at least 
30 years.  Reflect on the state of your district 30 years ago compared to today.  Expect 
that the district will change more in the next 30 years than it has in the last 30 years.  
Plan accordingly. 

 
 

7. Recognize that lockers intrude significantly into the function of a hallway.  Lockers are 
typically about 12 inches deep. A student (and friends) standing in front of an open 
locker occupies an added 24-32 inches.  Lockers are used during passing periods.  
Lockers on one side will use 3 to 3.5 feet of the hall space.  Lockers on 2 sides will use 6 
to 7 feet of the hall space. 

 

Try to have multiple routes of movement built or planned 
Avoid lockers on both sides of a hall, if at all possible 
Avoid ‘over & under’ lockers, if at all possible 

 
 

8. Understand that the purpose of state size standards is to ensure minimally appropriate 
space.  Such standards do not replace the need to examine local program needs and 
future goals, in order to determine the appropriate sizes and configurations for your 
community. 

 

NOTE:  the Texas state standards do not provide enough space for computers in the classrooms; be sure 
to add space in each classroom for that need. 

PERSPECTIVE: all of Texas’ neighboring states with space guidelines have required or recommended 
sizes, exceed those in Texas (Louisiana apparently does not address space requirements) 

 
 

DESIGN DECISIONS – The Owner’s contributions are critical and should reflect methods of 
instructional delivery and practical experience as school managers 

 

9. Any facility that will be phased or will grow should be planned to its full capacity, 
through preliminary design/schematic design.  Once that level of planning is done and 
accepted, then proceed to plan and construct the first phase. 

 

Avoid planning that stops at “You can add onto this wing,” or similar. 
 
 

10. Design the facility with as little perimeter wall as possible; it saves both on construction 
and operations.  Avoid extra corners in the design, corners that are not functional or 
necessary to architectural design.  Corners cost! 

 

Windows for all classrooms are a common hurdle; if a priority, minimize perimeter wall with windows.  
This should be applied with sensitivity and reason; architectural aesthetics is also important. 

 
 

11. Design the school so that the primary entrance is clearly identified by the building’s 
architecture, with convenient parking, flagpoles, school name, and similar visual 
“clues”.  Place the office in a location inside the main entrance, in a location 
immediately visible and “expected” for a first-time visitor. 

 
 



 

Paul Trautman, Ed.D. Page  July 2, 2018 
Genesis Partnership  Facilities Consultant 

47 

12. Design with change of use in mind.  Plan classrooms so they will support individualizing 
instruction, with space for 3-4 breakout spaces, interest centers, small group computer 
stations, etc. 

 
 

13. Don’t skimp on foundations, structure, or roofs.  Avoid roof designs that might allow 
ponding of rainwater.  Leaking roofs/walls are the single biggest problem encountered 
while maintaining schools. 

 

Technically, no roof is ‘flat’; experience suggests that the minimum design slope should not be accepted, 
as settling, deflection, and similar natural occurrences will create ponding and increase likelihood of 
leaks  Experience suggests there is no superior roofing system; the best guarantee is a quality roofing 
contractor.  All systems can be made reliable. 

 
 

14. Personal security requires that we work to limit the points of accessible ingress and 
make the accessible points easily supervised/secured.  At the same time, try to avoid 
creating the image of a “compound.”  With thoughtful planning most security 
deficiencies can be minimized. 

 

OPINION: The school environment should remain friendly and inviting; avoid the institutional, prison 
look… 

 

 

FUNCTIONAL FAUX PAS – Improve the long-term investment value of tax money to support 
education 

 
 

15. Design with change of use in mind.  Request flexible delivery systems for power and 
HVAC (ducting); will facilitate modified spaces/uses.   

 

Condition air in all spaces, including gyms, dressing rooms, halls, kitchens etc. 
Mechanically ventilate restrooms and dressing areas; better to err on side of too much venting, with 
odors & humidity 

 
 

16. TEST THE CONCEPTUAL DESIGN; retest at the end of DESIGN DEVELOPMENT.  
Have a variety of users simulate various activities/uses, to uncover functional 
problems.  Simulate living in and using the space in a variety of ways, such as  

 

 1st time visitor, parent in car at dismissal,  
 visitors for special events,  
 teachers in many circumstances,  
 custodial staff & maintenance staff performing duties/taking breaks,  
 volunteers helping in office – classroom,  
 students arriving/arriving early,  
 students leaving school at dismissal,  
 movement by a physically handicapped person/student,  
 cafeteria serving lines,  
 supervising and caring for sick students, 
 students accessing lockers/cubbies/projects,  
 students during passing periods,  
 site and building security from estranged parent or unwanted visitor,  
 you get the idea, etc. 
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17. Plan the core facilities to expand or be oversized for the anticipated growth.  This 
generally includes the library, administrative suite, kitchen (plan to oversize initially if 
school is to grow), dining, driveways and parking, corridor widths, etc. 

 

As an alternative, plan adjacent space that can be relocated when/if expansion is required 
 
 

18. Plan the library/media center to be the hub of electronic distribution for the school.  
Make the library the primary source of both electronic and hard information media 
distribution for the school. 

 

OPINION: the library functions should be among the most vital for education in the next century 
 
 

19. Ask your contractor to wire classroom lights so that a one switch controls 25-35% of the 
bulbs per fixture, with a second switch controlling the remaining bulbs in each fixture.  
Provides for varying and uniform lighting levels in the classrooms depending on 
activities. 

 
 

20. Guide the district’s HVAC systems to be of uniform concept/design, a design that can 
be serviced by qualified local mechanics and district maintenance staff. 

 

Common/similar systems that can be properly serviced in-house or with local mechanics… 
 
 

21. Lighting is often poor; pay attention to fixture array for uniform lighting.  Lighting on 
wall teaching surfaces should be brighter than at student desktops; generally the 
opposite is true. 

 
 

22. Recognize that lockers intrude significantly into the function of a hallway.  Lockers are 
typically about 12 inches deep. A student (and friends) standing in front of an open 
locker occupies an added 24-32 inches.  Lockers are used during passing periods.  
Lockers on one side will use 3 to 3.5 feet of the hall space.  Lockers on 2 sides will use 6 
to 7 feet of the hall space. 

 

Try to have multiple routes of movement built or planned 
Avoid lockers on both sides of a hall, if at all possible 
Avoid ‘over & under’ lockers, if at all possible 

 
 

REMODEL vs. REPLACE – This decision is too often short-sited, dealing with ONLY the buildings, as 
buildings 

 

23. Be careful of ”Face-lift Oversell”; typical updating of interior finishes lasts from 8-10 
years – is NOT building renewal 

 

Walmart refinishes each store every six years; floors, fixtures, displays, etc. 
 
 

24. An investment of 50% of replacement cost should net 20-25 years of extended life for 
the building. 
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25. Refurbishing systems, finishes, fixtures, hardware, and casework will generally cost 
about $50 per square foot – nearly 50% of replacement cost for most buildings.  Makes 
the decision to do full refurbishing tenuous if there are issues related to site size, 
educational adequacy of spaces, or degree to which building has flexibility. 

 
 
 

26. When considering if you should refurbish/remodel, compare costs to replacement cost 
estimates (need a design professional involved).  As a new building should operate 8-
10 years before significant maintenance is needed, estimate the costs for owning the 
refurbished building for the same time period of time. 

 

Consider inclusive costs, both construction and soft costs. 
Work with design consultant to determine the amount of EXTRA contingency needed for 

refurbishing/remodeling – likely to be 30% or more! 
 
 

27. In addressing the remodeling/refurbishment option, attention to spatial relationships 
becomes very important.  Avoid temptation to reuse buildings without considering 
program relationships and basic management issues. 

 

Consider long-term operating cost impact of having inconvenient spatial relationships; while 
instructional needs should be paramount, public may consider operating costs more acceptable. 

 
 

28. The two most critical considerations in deciding if a building warrants remodeling 
relate to its educational adequacy and building flexibility. 

 

Educational Adequacy relates to the suitability of spaces for current programs; generally a square 
footage and overall condition issue. 

Building Flexibility relates to the building’s ability to have existing spaces made larger and/or smaller, 
with adequate circulation and support spaces. 

 
29. Be aware of triggers that can cause unplanned additional costs to planned remodeling: 

 Handicapped Accessibility Requirements 
 Code Updates 
 State Initiatives 
 Local and/or In-district standards of equity (written and unwritten) 
 Instructional Program changes. 
 

30. Remodeled classrooms need to WORK for your program. 
 

Small-group and break-out spaces need space, about 55 square feet for each.   
Teachers can generally manage 3 to 5 different activities simultaneously. 
The ASPECT RATIO (length-to-width) should be no more than 3:2: older buildings with less than 24-25 

feet from windows to hall wall will not support remodeling to 800-950 square feet. 

 
 

 

 

SITE ISSUES – Understated as to its importance; Underachieving in its potential contribution to a 
good school 
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31. School sites need space for FOUR functions. 
 The building(s) and adjacent grounds 
 Access, driveways, vehicular queuing lanes, and parking 
 Plan and practice fields; playgrounds, apparatus areas, hard surface courts 

(outdoor), practice fields 
 Competition venues; stadium, track, baseball and softball diamonds, soccer, 

tennis, competition gym, etc. 

 

32. The most functional school site shape is rectangular, with the long dimension should 
be no more the twice the length of the short dimension (aspect ratio).  Ideally, the site 
will have two points of access, and three for high schools.  If the site shape is irregular 
or has significant slopes, plan to add 10-25 percent or more to it, depending on your 
architect’s/planner’s advice and recommendation. 

 

Always site improvements to make the entire site convenient and reasonably accessible 
Always err on the side of too much land vs. too little. 

 
 

33. If site has limited acreage, consider relocating competition functions to off-campus 
sites; consider shared venues. 

 

Sites should (must) have adequate practice facilities for all extra-curricular programs 
Avoid the risks associated with students moving themselves on public streets from the school campus to 

school sponsored practices/rehearsals off-site. 

 
34. Consider vehicular access to and parking for the school in light of the busiest time, 

usually at dismissal.  Consider busing policies and their implications for parentally 
provided transportation.  Have friendly and safe vehicular waiting (queuing) areas. 

 

Friendly means out of traffic, non-tension creating, safe ‘outs’ 
 
 

35. Make every effort to remove all school related vehicular circulation and parking from 
public streets, onto the school site. 
 

 

36. Land is the least expensive element of providing facilities; acquire large sites of suitable 
configuration.  Evaluate development costs as part of all land costs (access to utilities, 
hard-surface streets & walkways, impact of terrain, easements, and soils on cost to use, 
etc. 
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HELPS WITH  
SITE EVALUATION AND SITE SELECTION 
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SITE SELECTION CRITERIA 

 

1.  PROGRAM CONSIDERATIONS 
THE SINGLE MOST IMPORTANT ISSUE; WILL IT MEET PROGRAM NEEDS? 

 

2.  CENTRALITY/ACCESSIBILITY 
FOR BUSING (TARGET 30 MINUTES), AUTOS AND FOR WALK-INS: ACCESS 

FROM TWO OR MORE (SECONDARY) STREETS 

 

3.  SOILS 
QUALITY & STABILITY, WATER TABLE, VEGETATION, ARABLE 

 

4.  TOPOGRAPHY 
SLOPES, DRAINAGE, FLOODPLAIN, BOTTOM LAND, WETLANDS 

 

5.  ACCESS TO UTILITIES; PAVED ACCESS 
OFF-SITE UTILITIES, STREETS & WALKING PATHS ARE VERY COSTLY 

 

6.  POLICE / FIRE / REFUSE SERVICES 
 

 

7.  ZONING/DEVELOPMENT OF ADJACENT LAND 
SUITABLE ‘ENVIRONMENT’ FOR A SCHOOL? 

 

8.  SIZE 
ALWAYS THINK ‘USABLE ACRES’ 

 

9.  CONFIGURATION 
STRIVE FOR RECTANGULAR; MAX. 2:1 RATIO (length vs. width) 

 

10.  COST vs. COST AS DEVELOPED 
CONSIDER DEVELOPMENT COSTS AND BUSING COSTS 

 

11.  BASED ON A LONG-RANGE FACILITY PLAN! 
ESSENTIAL FOR WISE INVESTMENT OF TAX $$!! 

 

 

 

 
Source : PAUL TRAUTMAN, ED.D. 

  972/312-9208 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

SITE SELECTION 

SCHOOL SITE REQUIREMENTS 

 

The acreage requirements from the Bureau of School Planning (state of California) are based on 

USABLE ACRES.  Considering a site’s usable acres requires attention to a variety of issues that make 

land undesirable for school use as they apply to your situation, and can include the following. 
 

steep slopes, gullies, creeks, flood plain, marshland, restrictive environmental conditions, 

environmental hazards, easements, rights-of-way, use restrictions, soil conditions -- water 

table, flood plain, adjacent watersheds, suitable soils for septic systems, suitable soils 

materials for structural applications, and suitability of the environment in the immediate 

neighborhood. 

 

In this analysis, the space requirements for a school site are defined by requirements in four site 

components.  Those components are: 
 

l. LAND FOR THE DEVELOPED BUILDING SITE:  This includes the land required for the buildings 

and the land adjacent to the buildings, which might be develop as lawn, walkways, paved 

areas, outdoor classrooms, or courtyards.  Experience finds that the grounds associated with 

the building (exclusive of parking, service areas, and outdoor physical education and 

recreation facilities) equal more than twice the land required by the actual building 

footprint. 
 

2. LAND FOR PARKING AND ACCESS:  This portion of the site includes parking areas, bus 

loading areas, and access roads for these and for deliveries.  Parking requirements for 

grades K-8 are based on 1.5 parking spaces for each staff member, including professional 

and support staff, and on an average parking space of 325 square feet per space, 

including space for required handicapped parking spaces.  For secondary schools, student 

lots are added, providing spaces for a minimum of 50 percent of the school enrollment.  

Access is provided for visitor and staff parking, and separate access for bus loading and for 

building and cafeteria deliveries. 
 

3. LAND FOR PHYSICAL EDUCATION:  This area includes the various activities fields and 

apparatus areas necessary to accommodate the school’s physical education program for 

the projected enrollment.  Included in this calculation is a factor for layout, providing buffer 

areas and safety lanes to allow students to move safely between activities while they are in 

progress, as well as space for natural attributes of the site such as trees or knolls, and a small 

amount of free space for undesignated activities which will become necessary as the 

school is used. 
 

4. LAND FOR PERFORMANCE PARKING:  This is for parking spaces in addition to the spaces 

required for the daily operation of the school.  This parking is the space needed for 

presentations, programs, and athletic events.  It assumes total parking for 300-500 at the 

elementary school level, 300 to 700 at the middle/junior high level, and parking for twice the 

enrollment at the high school level.  Parking for performances is based on one parking 

space for every for four persons attending the performance. 
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ATTACHMENT 2 

SITE SELECTION 

Don Halamka 

 

 

SITE SELECTION 
 

The farsighted school board will project its needs well into the future and select and acquire sites 

while land is still available and cheap.  Such prudent long-rang planning is facilitated by 

consultation with local county or regional planning agencies that possess knowledge and 

appreciation of the long-term system needs and growth patterns on community development.  

Frequently, large-scale development builders can be persuaded to dedicate land to community 

purposes well in advance of need with consequent savings to taxpayers.  The following is a list of 

basic items for use in the selection of a school site. 
 

1. Present and future environment.  Economic, social, and housing makeup of community. 

2. Integration with community planning.  Potential housing expansion relative to size, need, 

and location.  Zoning requirements, limitations or restrictions. 

3. Role in comprehensive school building plan.  Relationship to high schools and other 

elementary schools in same district (township, county, or community). 

4. Site characteristics.  Site location -- it is urban, suburban, or rural (determine demand for 

minimum and maximum space required); percent of usability of site for building, recreation 

and playfields, parking, roads, and services; soil conditions -- water table, flood plain, 

adjacent watersheds, and suitable materials for structural applications. 

5. Utility services.  Utilities -- availability and cost of electrical service, sanitary service (if none, 

feasibility of sewage treatment plant or septic system); initial cost of land versus cost of land 

versus cost of improvements (to make it developable). 

 

 

SITE PLANNING 
 

Analysis of Site and Surrounding Area 
 

Site analysis, synthesis, and design are best developed by a team including the architect, civil 

engineer, landscape architect, and educational consultant working closely with the client.  Using 

the checklist outlined below, this analysis should be based on the specifics of the site and 

surrounding area, the educational program, and community relationships. 
 

I. Site analysis and evaluation 

A. Location 

1. Regional 

2. Vicinity 

B. Description 

1. Size and survey locations 

2. Existing conditions 

a. Soils -- classification and uses 

b. Topography -- contours and grade elevations 

c. Hydrology -- flood plain, watershed, streams, lakes and swamps 

d. Structures -- existing, types, historic value or landmarks 

e. Easements -- widths and descriptions 

f. Vegetation -- type and size of materials 

g. Utilities -- sanitary, storm, water, gas, and electric 

h. Wind and Sun -- precipitation and humidity 

i. Natural features and present land use. 

C. Zoning 

1. Type and restrictions 
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D. Environmental conditions 

1. Noise, vibration, and interference 

a. Aircraft 

b. Railroad 

c. Auto  

d. Commercial 

e. Electrical 

f. Radar 

g. Industrial 

2. Smoke and smog 

E. Access road characteristics 

1. Type -- paved, unpaved, etc. 

2. Width -- paving and right-of-way 

3. Volume -- daily average and peaks 

4. Planned improvements -- widening, extensions, expressways 

5. Traffic patterns -- regional, city and local 
 

II. Site requirements 

A. Vehicular 

1. Parking requirements 

a. Executive 

b. Employee 

c. Visitor 

d. Students 

2. Service 

3. Maintenance equipment 

4. Public transportation 

B. Pedestrian 

1. Circulation 

2. Recreation 

C. Utilities 

1. Normal requirements 

2. Special requirements 

D. Miscellaneous 

1. Police and fire protection -- distance, location, municipality, jurisdiction. 

2. Exhibit areas 

3. Community use 
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BOMA’s Building Systems Useful Life 
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Building Systems Useful Life By BOMA (Building Owners & Managers Assn.) 
 

The following list of system and average useful life years is based on regular preventive maintenance properly 

performed at prescribed frequencies.  Many factors can affect the average useful life.  However, this list serves as 

a guide for scheduling systems updating and for future planning. 

 

(Selected entries) 
 Average Useful 

 Systems Life Years 
A.  HVAC 

1. Air Conditioning 
a. Window Unit 10 
b. Residential Single or Split Package 15 
c. Commercial Through-the-Wall 10 
d. Water-Cooled Package 15 
e. Computer room Unit 15 
  

2. Roof-Top Air Conditioners 
a. Single Zone 15 
b. Multizone 15 
c. VAV 15 
  

3. Heat Pumps 
a. Residential Air-to-Air 12 
b. Commercial Air-to-Air 15 
c. Commercial Water-to-Air 18 
  

4. Ductwork 20 
  

5. Controls 
a. Pneumatic 18 
b. Electric 20 
c. Electronic 20 
d. Self-Contained 20  

B.  PLUMBING 

1. Hot Water Heaters 
a. Electric 10 
b. Oil Fired 10 
c. Gas Fired 10 
  

2. Flush Valves 12 
  

3. Fixtures - Commercial 
a. Faucets  7 
b. Water Closets 30 
c. Urinals 30 
d. Sinks 30 

 

4. Domestic Water Piping System 30 
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 Average Useful 
 Systems Life Years 

 
C.  ELECTRICAL 

1. Electric Transformers 
a. Oil-Filled 30 
b. Dry Type 30 

 

2. Circuit Breakers 30 
 

3. Light Fixtures 20 
 

4. Uninterrupted Power Supply 
c. Battery 10 
d. Rotary 15 

 

5. Electric Motors 18 
 

D.  INTERIOR FINISHES 

1. Flooring 
a. Vinyl 

i. Tile 12 
ii. Sheet 12 

b. Carpet – Common Area 
i. Broad Loom  5 
ii. Carpet tiles  5 
iii. Loop Pile  7 

c. Epoxy 15 
d. Terrazzo 50 
e. Wood 15 
f. Concrete 50 

 

2. Walls 
a. Vinyl Wall Covering 10 
b. Painted  5 
c. Wall Paper  4 
d. Fabric  5 
e. Wood 15 

 

3. Ceilings 
a. Plaster/Drywall with skim coat 30 
b. Suspended  

i. Spline System 20 
ii. Lay-in System 25 
iii. Ceiling tiles 10 

 

4. Door Hardware 
a. Entry Lock Sets 5 
b. Closures 5 
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 Average Useful 
 Systems Life Years 

D.  STRUCTURAL 

1. Steel Life of Bldg. 
 

2. Concrete Life of Bldg. 
 

3. Wood Life of Bldg. 
 

4. Façade 
a. Brick, Block & Stone Life of Bldg. 
b. Concrete – Poured in Place Life of Bldg. 
c. Metal Curtain Wall 40 
d. Glass Curtain Wall 30 
e. Precast Panels 35 
f. Stone Veneer 35 
g. Windows 30 
 

E.  ROOFING 

1. 4-Ply Built-Up 
a. Asphalt 

i. Flat 18 
ii. Sloped (1/4” per foot0 25 

b. Cold-Tar 35 
c. Hot Applied Rubberized Asphalt 30 

(Protected Membrane Assembly) 
 

2. 2-Ply Modified Bitumen (Mopped Down) 
a. Flat 15 
b. Sloped (1/4” per foot) 20 

 

3. Single Ply 
a. EPDM 

i. Flat 15 
ii. Sloped (1/4” per foot0 20 

b. Thermoplastic 15 
c. Modified Bitumen (Touched On) 

iii. Flat 10 
iv. Sloped (1/4” per foot0 15 

 

4. Metal 
a. Structural Roof Panels (Prefinished Galv. Steel) 25 
b. Pre-manufactured Architectural Roof Panels 25 
c. Custom Fabricated Standing Seam Roofing 75+ 

(Copper, Lead Covered Copper, Coated Stainless Steel) 

d. Custom Fabricated Flat Seam 50+ 
(Copper, Lead Covered Copper, Coated Stainless Steel) 

 

5. Asphalt Shingles 
15 Year/20 Year/25 Year/30 Year  15/20/25/30  
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Phases in the Life Cycle of School Buildings 

As school buildings age, patterns of change and deterioration are common.  Historically, most well-

constructed school buildings are considered to have useful lives ranging between 40 and 55 years; some 

construction, particularly additions, may have a shorter useful life, as they almost always depend on the 

original construction for many vital functions.  Also, it is not uncommon for new construction that 

replicates older designs to also age more rapidly, as the functional deficiencies that may be part of the aging 

design accelerate oncoming obsolescence in the replicated construction. 
 

The following table is commonly accepted as an accounting of what will typically occur as school buildings 

age.  This is a recounting of collective historic experience, and by its nature probably does not reflect the 

speed with which functional deficiencies will occur in the future.  With the explosion of knowledge 

accelerating rapidly, modifications needed to improve the effectiveness of instruction and instructional 

delivery can also be expected to change more rapidly.  This probability encourages those responsible for our 

schools to redouble their efforts planning instructional environments with more flexibility, to react 

effectively to the increasing need for changes in the environments for instruction. 
 

Phases in the Life Cycle of School Buildings 

 

Phase 1 -- New-20 years 

Necessary maintenance and changes to building are minor and costs are normal.  Deferred maintenance 

creates future negative financial impacts.  Selected functions are beginning to be poorly supported. 

 

Phase 2 -- 20-30 Years 

Buildings require increasing annual maintenance including more frequent replacement of broken 

equipment.  Costs are increasing.  Deferred maintenance items are becoming increasingly more 

burdensome.  Operational deficiencies emerge and multiple functional deficiencies surface. 

 

Phase 3 -- 30-40 Years 

Need for general maintenance accelerates rapidly.  Replacement of major fixtures and building systems are 

part of the natural course of this phase.  The original equipment will generally have been completely 

replaced.  Costs increase rapidly or deferred maintenance creates additional compounded costs in the 

future.  Also, efficiencies of operation are hindered, often significantly, and functional deficiencies may 

interfere substantially with teaching methods. 
 

Phase 4 -- 40-50 Years 

Building has significantly deteriorated by this time, unless well-constructed and well maintained in 

previous phases.  More importantly, teaching methods and residency patterns of the community may have 

changed; rendering the building functionally obsolete even if it is not structurally decrepit. 
 

 

Phase 5 -- 50 + Years 

Building has exceeded its useful life and should be completely renovated or abandoned.  The cost of 

renovation usually exceeds the cost of abandonment and new construction.  Redirecting the use of the 

building may be an option. 

Source: National Center for Educational Facilities (NCEF); edited and updated 2009 
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Facilities Condition Assessment & Facilities Condition Index 
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History of the Facility Condition Index 

By Robert G. Brooks, PE 
Tuesday, August 12, 2003  

Over the last several years the subject of the history of the Facility Condition Index (FCI) has been 
raised in several settings. At this year’s annual (Association for Higher Education Facilities 
Officers) APPA forum in Nashville, Tennessee, it was brought up again, and I was asked to 
prepare a brief article, as I have a somewhat unique perspective on the topic. 

The FCI history roughly parallels the development of Applied Management Engineering, Inc. (AME) 
and its first publication, Managing the Facilities Portfolio; 1991 (MFP).  

AME was formed in 1980, and by the late 1980s, it completed a significant amount of assessment 
services--at least 50 million square feet. We were becoming recognized for that specialty, because 
at that time the national service level for condition assessment firms that we know today did not 
exist. 

At the same time, we were approached by a research group led by Sean Rush, working on a 
project that was sponsored by the National Association of College and University Business Officers 
(NACUBO). The group asked for a written description of our assessment work, and any related 
data analysis we had prepared. 

We responded, and NACUBO asked for more. We responded again and again, and finally 
NACUBO announced that it had enough material for a book; and asked if AME would agree to it 
being published. We certainly did not object, and the result was the MFP book. 

Still, what about the FCI itself? 

First, for the record, the FCI is: 

FCI =  
   Cost of Maintenance and Repair deficiencies  

 
Current replacement value of the facility(s)* 

 *See page 26 of MFP for complete explanation. 

As the material--which turned into the book--was being prepared, it became clear that there were 
many "authors" and "contributors." A true collaborative effort! Technically, 16 people either 
authored or contributed to the book, so actual page-by-page authorship is somewhat fuzzy. 
However, thanks to two of the contributors, William H. (Bill) Thomas, and the late Emmett 
Richardson, the FCI was actually included in the text. 

Bill and Emmett had both worked for the Naval Facilities Engineering Command (NAVFAC), which 
is basically one of U.S. Navy's in-house consulting arms. Civil Engineer Corps officers help govern 
NAVFAC, and manage the planning, design and construction of its worldwide activities' shore 
facilities. 

As many know, U.S. Navy shore support provided by NAVFAC has been at the genesis of many 
modern-day facility management techniques. I am certain this is why today so many higher 
educational facilities professionals are former Navy Civil Engineer Corps officers. 
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In keeping with military backgrounds, both Bill and Emmett helped the U.S. effort in World War II. 
Bill had been a flight maintenance officer for the U.S. Army Air Corps (now the U.S. Air Force) 
while Emmett was a production engineer at the Radford Army Ammunition Plant in Radford, 
Virginia. In the 1960’s, they both ended up at NAVFAC. Bill became responsible for a "physical 
plant" of over 20,000 facilities, across 100 sites, with a budget of more than $100 million (1970’s 
dollars). Later, Emmett became a budget specialist for the Commander-in-Chief of the U.S. Navy's 
Atlantic Fleet. Both men had to deal with very real world problems related to maintenance, and 
understand finance as well.  

Bill and Emmett were also Industrial Engineers. As such, they were big "index guys." Within the 
Department of Defense (as with higher education) there was, and is, a great inclination to translate 
real world problems into numbers, averages, and percentages. A lot of indexes were used as 
appropriate: O&M/SF, PM $/Sf, O&M/person, etc. 

The initial reason that Bill and Emmett had calculated the FCI was for an all too common use: 
budget preparation. Bill’s recollection is that he may have used it in the 1960’s, but certainly did by 
the 1970’s. The Navy used the ratio to allocate Operations and Maintenance money across its 
activities and installations. The FCI was a common-sense ratio made up of easily understood real 
property inventory concerns that most budget people could follow. One that did not confuse Navy 
admirals (it is not nice to confuse the admirals, or even try!). 

However, the FCI was strictly an informal tool that Bill and Emmett developed--sound in basis, and 
easy to follow. But it was just the effect of a ratio of two numbers, based on a lot of experience. 

By the 1980’s, Bill and Emmett had retired from federal service, and came to AME as consultants, 
a very fortunate development for AME. 

Getting back to the book, we were looking for correlation, significance, and validation, of our 
assessment work. It eventually made sense to introduce the FCI term to the NACUBO effort. The 
NACUBO group had certainly never heard of the FCI concept, so when that effort became a book, 
an official benchmark was born.  

When Managing the Facilities Portfolio was completed, I was AME's president and sought-out a 
published reference or source for the FCI and found none. Not being able to cite an official 
published source for the basis of the FCI, so as far as I know our book was where it was first 
published.  

I’ve seen the FCI referenced in numerous books, articles, GAO (Government Accounting Office) 
documents, and special reports. It is always reported as a "common industry benchmark/standard", 
or it is cited from the MFP book; or cited from a book, that cites the MFP book. 

As I mentioned, over the years there have been a few specific questions about the FCI, so perhaps 
a little clarification is in order: 

 When the final MFP book was completed, the original NACUBO group’s role had 
diminished considerably. Therefore, while authorship is credited to AME and Sean Rush, 
the copyright is jointly held between AME only, and NACUBO.  

 AME and Sean Rush clearly did not "invent" the ratio as it was previously used by at least 
two people within the Department of Defense.  

 Prior to the MFP book, national use of the FCI was only in the sense of a few high-level 
Navy executives and officers.  
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 Was AME the first organization to use it in a higher education setting? I’ve never seen it 
referenced prior to our work of 1982-90, but I’m still looking.  

What I am fairly sure of is that we were the first to define it in a copyrighted publication that was 
disseminated to a broad general audience of higher education financial officers: the National 
Association of College and University Business Officers.  

One thing I know is absolutely true: the "Good, Fair, Poor," ranges originated from AME's exclusive 
work on assessments. The AME president at the time, the late John Reavis, should be credited for 
establishing the initial condition assessment skills at AME that provided the foundation for those 
ranges.  

Without AME's assessment work to build on these ratings, the index would still be just an index. To 
be of value, it must be tied to quality. Clearly, without the data to define quality ranges (under 
.05=good, .5-.10=fair, and over .10=poor) as benchmarks, the entire index thing is somewhat 
academic. 

I have had numerous questions asked of me about those ratings, and some people tell me they are 
too high, others think too low, and yet some think too narrow. Thankfully, no one ever asked to 
define good, fair, and poor! But the passing of time has shown that they are basically ok, and are a 
terrific starting point from which to measure success. This, incidentally, is all the ratings were ever 
meant to be in the first place. 

Today the original FCI is used across the broad spectrum of institutional facilities: federal and state 
governments, higher ed, and k-12. It is both praised and criticized within this larger institutional 
community. Praised in its strength and simplicity, and criticized for being too narrow. I think the 
criticisms miss the point of the FCI concept. 

At AME, we have moved beyond the simple FCI of 1990. Since 1996, Doug Kincaid has been 
General Manager at AME, and has led the expansion of new "FCI's," and related development of 
numerous other concepts. Our IT Manager, Cheryl Dronzek, has had the daunting task of reflecting 
these concepts within our software and technology capabilities. They have both had a tremendous 
impact on the firm, and have defined AME as we know it today. We hope that these capabilities 
and concepts will become part of APPA's new Center for Facilities Research (CFaR) effort. 

At AME, those who were there at the time of MFP book development (myself, Doug Kincaid, and 
Cindy Lucero), that original version has strong historical nostalgia for what it did to AME’s national 
reputation. However, the concept still forms the basis of many strategic action plans. 

It’s fun to speculate the "what if’s." What if AME had not been formed, What if Bill and Emmett 
hadn’t come to work here? What if NACUBO had not called, or had rejected our data? Who knows-
-possibly many in the APPA community may have been spared the worry of meeting FCI goals for 
the last 13 years! 

This is the history of the FCI as I know it. As always, I would welcome further background should 
anyone out there have any to share. 

Bob Brooks is a founding member of AME. He is the company's Business Development Manager. Bob is 
graduate of Virginia Tech and a life-long resident of Virginia, where AME is based. You can email him at 
bob@ameinc.biz 
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Facility Conditional Assessment Program (Facility Capital Planning and Management Program)        
A continuous systematic approach of identifying, assessing, prioritizing, and maintaining the specific 
maintenance, repair, renewal, and replacement requirements for all facility assets to provide valid 
documentation, reporting mechanisms, and budgetary information in a detailed database of facility issues. 
 
 
Facility Condition Index (FCI) 
A comparative industry indicator / benchmark used to indicate the relative physical condition of a facility, 
group of buildings, or entire portfolio "independent" of building type, construction type, location, or cost.  The 
FCI is expressed as a ratio of the cost of remedying existing deficiencies / requirements, and capital renewal 
requirements to the current replacement value. (FCI=DM+CR/CRV) The FCI provides a corresponding rule of 
thumb for the annual reinvestment rate (funding percentage) to prevent further accumulation of deferred 
maintenance deficiencies.  The FCI value is a snapshot in time, calculated on an annual basis. 
Forecasted FCI values for a building in the future, for example, would include the current deferred 
maintenance items, plus projected values of capital renewal requirements. 
The FCI is represented on a scale of zero to one, or 0% to 100%, with higher FCI values, representing poorer 
facility's condition.  While property owners/managers establish independent standards, a "fair to good facility" 
is generally expressed as having an FCI of less than 10-15%. 
 
      (FCI) = Deferred Maintenance  + Capital Renewal     (see definition for Deferred Maintenance) 
                                Current Replacement Value                 (see definition for Current Replacement 
Value)      
 
Recapitalization / Reinvestment Rate  
A facility, system, or component with existing deficiencies will deteriorate at a faster rate than will a 
component that is in good condition. The level of annual funding for facility renewal and deferred 
maintenance expressed as a percentage of facility replacement values.  Altering the recapitalization / 
reinvestment rate has direct impact upon the facility condition index (FCI) and associated deferred 
maintenance levels over time. 
 
Systems Life Cycle Costing  
An estimating procedure used to determine the cost of facility system / component renewal based on the 
average useful life of an individual component.  This procedure is typically based upon visual observations, 
via a facilities conditions assessment / audit, to determine the remaining useful life of a system, and the 
development of cost models for the facility. This process enables multi-year modeling of future replacement 
costs and timing 

 

Facility Conditional Assessment Program (Facility Capital Planning and Management Program)        
A continuous systematic approach of identifying, assessing, prioritizing, and maintaining the specific 
maintenance, repair, renewal, and replacement requirements for all facility assets to provide valid 
documentation, reporting mechanisms, and budgetary information in a detailed database of facility issues. 
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maintenance items, plus projected values of capital renewal requirements. 
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is generally expressed as having an FCI of less than 10-15%. 
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                                Current Replacement Value                 (see definition for Current Replacement 
Value)      
 
Recapitalization / Reinvestment Rate  
A facility, system, or component with existing deficiencies will deteriorate at a faster rate than will a 
component that is in good condition. The level of annual funding for facility renewal and deferred 
maintenance expressed as a percentage of facility replacement values.  Altering the recapitalization / 
reinvestment rate has direct impact upon the facility condition index (FCI) and associated deferred 
maintenance levels over time. 
 
Systems Life Cycle Costing  
An estimating procedure used to determine the cost of facility system / component renewal based on the 
average useful life of an individual component.  This procedure is typically based upon visual observations, 
via a facilities conditions assessment / audit, to determine the remaining useful life of a system, and the 
development of cost models for the facility. This process enables multi-year modeling of future replacement   
costs and timing 

   



 

Paul Trautman, Ed.D. Page September 2004 
Genesis Partnership   Facilities Consultant 

  69 

The Facilities Condition Index: A Useful Tool for Capital 
Asset Planning by The Facilities Condition Index: A Useful Tool for Capital Asset Planning 

Don Briselden is the director of facilities at Phillips Exeter Academy, Exeter, New Hampshire, and 
serves on both the K-12 and Strategic Assessment Model task forces of APPA. He can be reached at 
dbriselden@exeter.edu. David Cain is the associate vice president at Northern Arizona University, 
Flagstaff, Arizona, and can be reached at david.cain@nau.edu. He is a member of the SAM Task Force 
and is one of four assistant directors for APPA's new Center for Facilities Research. 

Imagine this scenario. A new vice president for finance and administration just returned from an annual 
NACUBO or SCUP conference and relates that he heard people discussing methods of forecasting 
capital asset funding. In those discussions people were comparing their institutions' Facilities Condition 
Index (FCI) as a useful measure of campus condition. The VP then turns to you and asks, "What is our 
FCI and how do we compare?" Of course, you are knowledgeable about your facilities and ready to 
provide the information requested. Or are you? 

Let's respond to that question with a conversational definition of FCI. The technical definition is included 
later in this article. During a walking tour of any campus, a person with an eye cast toward the condition 
of buildings can form a judgment about their condition and can develop a sense of the existing 
maintenance liability. If one sees the paint peeling, indications of decayed surfaces, roofs that older 
than 20 years, you do not need to be an expert to realize that a sizable reinvestment is waiting. Often 
the outside condition reflects the condition inside. Students, faculty, administrators, staff, and all other 
stakeholders form opinions and make judgments about the institution based on the appearance. These 
critical opinions fall into four intuitive categories of poor, fair, good, and excellent. 

The FCI in practical terms has been a numerical rating system that translates what you see on your 
educational institution tour into a rational measure of the amount of deferred maintenance and provides 
a means of gauging the condition of the facility. The FCI is a metric that is used by numerous 
institutions as part of their capital planning process.  

We believe that the FCI is a useful assessment tool that should be in every facilities professional 
arsenal of tools. The FCI has been a feature of capital renewal and deferred maintenance (CRDM) 
planning for the past decade and is a generally accepted measure. More recently, the FCI was included 
as one of the key metrics within APPA's Strategic Assessment Model (SAM). 
This article will provide a brief background of the development of the FCI, a few technical insights, and 
map the connection to the Strategic Assessment Model within the Financial Perspective. We will also 
offer the application of the FCI for the facilities professional. 

FCI Development and History 

The FCI concept resides within the development of studies and models for capital renewal and deferred 
maintenance. For the past 40 years, institutions of higher education have struggled with their 
responsibilities for identifying their facilities needs and the responsibilities to fund the continuing renewal 
of systems and the correction of maintenance. 

Many articles and publications are available as references. Two bookends that provide relevant 
information are: Managing the Facilities Portfolio (Applied Management Engineering and Sean Rush) 
and Charting a New Course For Campus Renewal (Rod Rose). Managing the Facilities Portfolio, 
published by the National Association of College and University Business Officers (NACUBO), provided 
the first conceptual framework for managing facilities assets. It was within that comprehensive 
framework that facilities professionals could see the value of the FCI as a measurement within a 
facilities renewal model. 

More recently, the history of CRDM and the various funding models for capital renewal is documented 
by Rod Rose in Charting a New Course for Campus Renewal. That APPA publication brings forward a 
common vocabulary, defined processes, and helpful descriptions regarding capital renewal funding 

mailto:dbriselden@exeter.edu
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models. In those two documents, the facilities professional can find the information needed to establish 
a process for the campus. 

The work to date has defined a common vocabulary and developed processes that are similar in 
content. The process for CRDM planning consists of these steps: 

 Conduct a comprehensive campus-wide facilities audit.  
 Assess the condition of each building.  
 Determine the Current Replacement Value (CRV) for each facility or by types of facilities.  
 Determine the Facilities Condition Index for each facility, by types of Apply the FCI within 

the institution's capital funding model.  

The Facilities Condition Index (FCI) is a comparative indicator of the relative condition of facilities. The 
FCI is expressed as a ratio of the cost of remedying maintenance deficiencies listed in the deferred 
maintenance backlog to the current replacement value. The FCI. provides the facilities professional a 
method of measurement to determine the relative condition index of a single building, group of 
buildings, or the total facility (physical plant). This calculation also provides the facility professional a 
corresponding rule of thumb for the annual reinvestment rate (funding percentage) to prevent expansion 
of the deferred maintenance backlog. The FCI can be defined in terms of the following equation: 

Facilities Condition Index (FCI) Defined: 
Deferred Maintenance ($) 

Current Replacement Value ($) 
Deferred Maintenance Defined: 
The total dollar amount of existing major maintenance repairs and replacements identified by a 
comprehensive facilities condition audit of buildings, grounds, fixed equipment, and infrastructure 
needs. It does not include projected maintenance and replacements or other types of work, such as 
program improvements or new construction; these items are viewed, as separate capital needs. 

Current Replacement Value Defined 
Current Replacement Value (CRV) is defined as the total amount of expenditure in current dollars 
required to replace the institution's educational and general facilities to its optimal condition (excluding 
auxiliary facilities). It should include the full replacement cost for all buildings, grounds, utility systems, 
and generating plants. Furthermore, it would meet the current acceptable standards of construction, 
and comply with regulatory requirements. It is recommended that the average total project cost per 
square foot, multiplied by the gross square footage of educational and general buildings be used for the 
building portion of current replacement value. 
The cost to replace grounds, utilities and generating plant should also be include to the extent they 
support general educational facilities. There will likely require an apportionment of total replacement 
cost for these components that is consistent with the educational and general facilities they service and 
should exclude the auxiliary portion. Insurance replacement values or book values should not be used. 

The Strategic Assessment Model and the FCI 
APPA's Strategic Assessment Model, known as SAM, is an organizational excellence and continuous 
improvement model that is of high value to facilities professionals. SAM in its third and newest revision 
combines features of two performance models; the Malcolm Baldrige Quality program and Balanced 
Scorecard developed by Robert Kaplan of Harvard's Business School and David Norton of 
Renaissance Solutions, Inc. The Balanced Scorecard application within SAM has four perspectives-
financial, internal processes, learning and growth, and customer service. SAM combines the features of 
the two models integrated into three components: The four perspectives of a Balanced Scorecard, the 
quantitative performance indicators, and the qualitative criteria for determining the levels of 
performance. The FCI resides within the Financial Perspective. When one considers the CRDM model 
developed and explained in Managing the Facilities Portfolio, it becomes evident that the inclusion of 
the FCI within SAM is a logical step. 

SAM's Financial Perspective 
Financial Perspective reflects the organization's financial performance in ensuring financial integrity and 
demonstrates stewardship responsibility for capital and financial resources associated with the 
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operation and preservation of physical assets throughout the campus. Financial performance indicators 
are tracked to ensure that services are delivered in an efficient cost-effective manner. The Financial 
Perspective is linked to the other perspectives through the relationships between cost and the results in 
achieving the other scorecard objectives. For example: The facilities manager should understand how 
improving internal processes or customer satisfaction correlates with increasing or decreasing costs. 
Another application might be the determination of how financial benefits are derived from improvements 
in employee safety, absenteeism, and turnover. Primary services include those for operations and 
maintenance, energy and utilities, and planning, design and construction. 

SAM enables the facilities professional to assess how the institution ranks within qualifying criteria at 
five levels of performance. The levels rank from the highest, Level 5 to Level 1. An institution at the 
highest level would have an established sound, systematic data collection, evaluation, and refinement 
program that was fully established which accomplishes overall perspective objectives. A Level 1 
program applies to an institution where there is no systematic financial data collection program evident. 
Only anecdotal information is available on how well financial integrity and physical asset stewardship 
are satisfied. 

A fully developed Level 5 institution would make full use of the FCI and have extensive documentation 
of the facilities conditions and use that information to support the CRDM funding model. 

SAM Survey Results and the FCI 

This past year, APPA's SAM Task Force has gathered, through an extensive institution national survey, 
a range of facilities related performance data. Illustrated here are the key graphs from the strategic 
assessment national data (FY 99).  

Application for Facilities Professionals 
The process of capital budgeting presents a full and useful kit of parts for the facilities professional. It is 
a process that can be adapted to fit the local situation. The FCI, can be applied in a variety of ways. It is 
a key component in the planning process, as a calculation that brings insight to the campus facilities 
conditions, and as a comparative metric by which the facilities manager can see where the campus 
stands within a broader perspective. 

Here are some thoughts about applying the FCI and a few insights into expectations. The Capital 
Renewal Model and the FCI, particularly its use within the context of SAM, provides leadership 
opportunities within the institutions financial and facilities planning structure. The facilities professional 
can utilize attributes of SAM and its included FCI to develop capital renewal recommendations for 
campus administrators and funding authorities. The FCI can be a valuable tool in planning specific 
renewal projects by providing insights into priorities. It can also be used to discern whether to continue 
to invest in capital renewal for a particular facility or look to new construction to replace the facility. 

Summary 

This article may serve as a refresher to some who are aware of the FCI and SAM. It may very well be 
an introduction for others. We hope that it has shown that the FCI is indeed a useful and necessary tool 
that needs to be a part of every facilities professional's toolbox. 

The new and improved model has just been published in a completely revised second edition of the 
APPA book, The Strategic Assessment Model. The application statistics about the use of the FCI will be 
available. We hope that the comparative measures will be useful to a wide range of facilities 
professionals. 

FOR ADDITIONAL READING ON THE FCI: 
APPA: The Association of Higher Education Facilities Officers. The Strategic Assessment Model, 
second edition Alexandria, Virginia: 2001. 

Applied Management Engineering, P.C., and Sean C. Rush. Managing the Facilities Portfolio: A 
Practical Approach to Institutional Facility Renewal and Deferred Maintenance. Washington, D.C.: 
National Association of College and University Business Officers, 1991. 
 
Rose, Rod. Charting a New Course for Campus Renewal. Alexandria, Virginia: APPA, 1999. 
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Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design CPTED 

The seven key components of Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) follow. 

 

1. ACCESS CONTROL 

Controlling campus access, either through natural or formal components, is a basic concept of creating a safe 

school climate. Often, it is the non-student who represents a threat to school safety, rather than students who 

are enrolled in the school. 

Campus Perimeter: Design the campus so that visitors and guests must pass through a particular point or 

entrance. 

Entrances and Exits: Minimize the number of entrances and exits to the campus and direct traffic flow, 

both vehicular and pedestrian, to eliminate confusion and congestion and to provide ease of observation. 

Design parking areas to limit and control access. 

Visitor Parking: Clearly identify visitor parking with proper signage and set up visitor traffic, both vehicular 

and pedestrian, in a way that it can be easily supervised from the main office or by assigned security 

personnel. 

Visitor Screening: Clearly worded and placed signage should direct visitors to the main office or designated 

visitor reception areas where they can be screened, using uniform visitor screening procedures, to ensure 

that they have legitimate business on campus. 

 

2. NATURAL SURVEILLANCE 

Formal Gathering Areas: Gathering areas should be officially located subject to natural surveillance or 

access control or located outside the view of the would-be offender. Informal areas then become off-limits 

and subject to automatic scrutiny. Clear spatial definition will cause unauthorized users to feel at greater risk 

and encourage staff to assume greater ownership for supervising such areas. 

Natural Supervision: Enhance natural supervision by eliminating architectural barriers. Ensure open sight 

lines through the design and placement of buildings, landscaping components, lighting, and access control. 

 

3. FORMAL SURVEILLANCE 

High-risk and high-incidence areas should be identified through a formal crime reporting process to guide 

the assignment of appropriate supervision. 

High-risk Areas: To the extent possible, design high-risk areas to accommodate natural surveillance and to 

facilitate formal supervision where required. Such areas may include the main entrance or campus 

perimeter--especially where problems with intruders are typical. Toilet rooms, corridors, stairways, and 

locker clusters are often key trouble spots. Commons areas and courtyards frequently have similar problems. 

Remote locations, such as parking areas, may create additional risks. 

Remote Surveillance: Where limited staff availability or a high number of identified problem areas generate 

a need for other, more formal surveillance options, security specialists should be consulted on the potential 

use of surveillance equipment, including specifications, placement, operation, and management of the 

equipment. 

 

4. TERRITORIALITY 

Territoriality is the personalization of space that might be available to any person in order to emphasize the 

perception of ownership. This translates to the identification of territories within the school campus, 

assignment of internal territories to “proprietors,” and assignment of general supervision and care 

responsibilities that go with “ownership” of the identified spaces. 
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Delineation of Space: Space should be clearly delineated throughout the campus to encourage territoriality 

and better control. For example, it should be clear to anyone when they are moving from the fine arts wing 

to the science department or to the math department, or from one “house” to another in the lower grades. 

Smaller spaces may be assigned to individual teachers or staff. 

 

5. DEFENSIBLE SPACE  

Environmental concepts can contribute to the productive management of schools by providing clearly 

marked transitional zones that indicate movement from spaces designated for public, combined, and private-

only use. 

Access Points: Reduce access points to parking areas to decrease the perception that they are public spaces, 

reduce the possible escape routes for potential offenders, and increase the perception that they are risky for 

the potential intruder. Use gates to close off unnecessary entrances during low-use times to control access 

and reinforce the perception that the parking areas are private. 

 

6. TARGET HARDENING 

Effective target hardening maintains a balance between the development and implementation of vigorous 

identification, apprehension, and prosecution of criminals, to the end that the school campus becomes 

unattractive as a site for entertainment or wrongdoing. 

Target Hardening: Design facilities with the idea of making the perpetrator’s objective difficult to attain 

and of controlling crime by slowing the perpetrator’s progress. 

 

7. PROGRAM INTERACTION  

Effective program interaction can be achieved through a combination of designing facilities that enhance 

both natural and formal supervision and the development and utilization of a close partnership among law 

enforcement and emergency service personnel, administration, staff, and students. 

Enhanced Natural Surveillance: If necessary, areas where unauthorized infringement might normally occur 

should be assigned only to activities which are easily supervised. Natural surveillance for these activities 

will be enhanced through increased perceptions of safety for the legitimate user and risk for the potential 

offender. Conversely, activities which are more difficult to supervise should be assigned to areas where 

infringement is typically less likely to occur. 

Conflict Reduction: Provide separate entrances and exits to areas that are associated with high volume use, 

such as cafeterias and corridors. This serves to reduce time required for movement into and out of such 

spaces and thereby reduce the opportunity for personal conflict. Separation 

or differentiation of student traffic flow can help define orderly movement and save time, and the 

illegitimate user will feel at greater risk of detection. 

Communication: Design communication systems to overcome the barriers posed by distance and isolation. 

Modifications: Redesign problem spaces and uses of spaces to provide natural barriers to the occurrence of 

potential conflict. As an example, where congestion and conflict are likely to occur when classes are 

entering and leaving a cafeteria at the same time using the same entrance, separate the entrance and exit so 

that different traffic routes are utilized for moving from and returning to instructional areas. 

Clear Borders: Provide clearly defined borders for controlled space.  Proper design and use of physical 

space can affect human decisions and behavior. Successful application of these seven principles can enable 

the creation of a welcoming educational setting that has by-products of improved safety, productivity, and 

loss prevention. 
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2005 research paper into CPTED effectiveness:  

 http://www.e-doca.eu/content/docs/CPTED_Review.pdf 

 
CPTED applied to school/student violence:  

 http://www.cdc.gov/ncipc/dvp/cpted.htm 

 
CPTED at the National Clearinghouse for Educational Facilities 

 http://www.ncef.org/pubs/cpted101.pdf 

 
Traffic Calming devices 

 http://www.trafficcalming.org/programs.html 
 

http://www.e-doca.eu/content/docs/CPTED_Review.pdf
http://www.cdc.gov/ncipc/dvp/cpted.htm
http://www.ncef.org/pubs/cpted101.pdf
http://www.trafficcalming.org/programs.html
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CPTED 101 — Crime Prevention through Environmental 
Design — The Fundamentals for Schools 

National Clearinghouse for Educational Facilities 
at the National Institute of Building Sciences www.ncef.org 

Prepared under a grant from the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools 

 

Tod Schneider  2010 
 

CPTED 101 applies to both new and existing schools and is built on three simple concepts: natural 

surveillance, natural access control, and territoriality. If your school layout seems unsafe, adopting a few 
CPTED fundamentals may help make it significantly safer.1  

 

1 See also the NCEF publications Mitigating Hazards in School Facilities, Improving School Access Control, Low-Cost Security Measures for 
Schools, and others at NCEF’s Safe School Facilities webpage.  

 
Natural surveillance is the physical ability to see what’s going on in and around your school. Solid walls, 

tall shrubs, parked cars, outbuildings, sculptures, large signs, and other obstacles can block natural surveillance. If 
there are locations on your campus where problems often occur, are they hidden from view? If so, look for ways to 
increase visibility. Some common approaches include:  

Installing openings or windows in solid walls, to increase visual exposure.  

Replacing solid walls with wrought iron fencing.  

Blocking access to the hidden area entirely.  

Removing any welcoming features, such as benches, which draw people into the hidden area.  
 
If these relatively “natural” arrangements don’t do the job, install convex mirrors to provide visibility around corners, 
consider electronic surveillance equipment, or increase patrols.  
 

The concept of natural surveillance suggests that the more lighting, the better. Paradoxically, it doesn’t always work 
that way. Sometimes good lighting attracts misbehavior, while darkness drives people away. Many schools have 
gone to darkened campuses for this reason. School resource officers have found that good lighting made schools 
ideal hangouts after hours, while darkness discouraged kids from congregating. Those  
who did trespass after hours often were often easy to spot due to the glow of cigarettes or flashlights.  
 

Room and furniture layouts within the school itself present especially good opportunities for improving safety. For 
example, the school receptionist is in a key position to conduct natural surveillance. Try sitting at the reception desk. 
What can you see, and what is hidden? Is your back to the door? Is there a high counter, a computer monitor, a 
vase, a poster, or a solid wall blocking your view of people approaching the school? Does a security monitor display 
images from throughout the site? Look for ways to remove obstacles and expand visibility.  
 

If students can enter the school grounds through secondary entry points, consider relocating the librarian’s station, 
the school resource officer’s post, or even a snack shop to provide live, natural surveillance where none existed 
before. Frequently, posters on windows or even closed blinds are obstacles to natural surveillance. These are easily 
remedied. If teachers close blinds against glare, consider tinting windows or installing overhanging eaves to create 
shade. This reduces the need to close blinds and increases the ability of teachers to watch what’s going on outside.  

 
Access control is the ability to decide who gets in and out of your school. Many schools have so many 

buildings, breezeways, unlocked doors, and open windows that access is essentially unrestricted, despite any rules 
to the contrary. At most, signs are posted suggesting that visitors report to the office, but nothing compels them to 
do so. If this is a problem at your school, some options include:  

Re-configuring as many excess entry doors as possible so that they automatically lock when closed and only 
serve as emergency exits.  

Replacing or re-configuring windows so that they can’t be used as entry points for people or contraband. In some 
cases, repairing the HVAC system is an essential step—if people are too hot, they’ll open the windows and no policy 
is likely to stop them. Small windows or windows covered with grates are other possible solutions if they don’t need 
to serve as emergency exits.  

http://www.ncef.org/
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2CPTED 101 — The Fundamentals for Schools 
 

The fewer the entry points, the less pressure the school is under to try to staff them. 
 
Don’t, however, go overboard on access control. Every occupied space should have at least two means of egress. If 
a threat enters at point A (and this can be anything from a swarm of bees to a fire or gunman), students should still 
be able to flee through point B. Some specialized windows incorporate an emergency latch so they can be used as 
exits when needed. 
 
The school receptionist should also have the ability to institute a lockdown with the touch of a button—most 
receptionists are not trained or equipped to deal with a serious threat otherwise. If nothing else, provide the 
receptionist with the ability to remotely lock the main entry.  
 

Territoriality and maintenance are sometimes considered as distinct factors, but they’re often 

intertwined. Territoriality refers to measures that reinforce a message of ownership over the school. The most 
straight-forward examples of territoriality are signs restricting access, directing visitors to the office, or posting 
campus closing times. (Gangs understand this concept and use it extensively, claiming turf by posting their own 
signs, usually recognizable as graffiti.)  
 
Defining clear borders is another step that reinforces territoriality. A low fence or hedge around the edge of the 
school property may not physically stop a trespasser, but it helps identify where public space ends and school space 
begins.  
Maintenance further reinforces territoriality—any unkempt part of the campus sends a message that no one is 
particularly concerned about or possessive of that part of the school. If the area behind the gym is used for dumping 
broken chairs, people will consider that area fair game for discarding just about anything else. If the area is generally 
neglected, it will also seem ideal for misbehavior.  
 
Applying the most fundamental CPTED concepts, natural surveillance, natural access control, and territoriality, are 
the basic first steps to reducing crime on campus. They are great places to start when it comes to improving school 
safety.  

 
References  
Atlas, Randall. 2008. 21st Century Security and CPTED. Boca Raton, Florida: CRS Press. http://www.crcpress.com  
Carter, Sherry P. 2003. “Safety and Security by Design.” School Planning and Management (May) v42 n5.  
Crowe, Timothy. 1990. "Designing Safer Schools." Journal of School Safety (Fall): 9-13.  
Schneider, Tod, Hill Walker and Jeffrey Sprague. 2000. Safe School Design: A Handbook for Educational Leaders, 
Applying the Principles of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design. Eugene, Oregon: ERIC Clearinghouse, 
2000. http://www.eric.ed.gov/ERICDocs/data/ericdocs2sql/content_storage_01/0000019b/80/29/c8/de.pdf  
Schneider, Tod. 2010. School Security Technologies. Washington DC: National Clearinghouse for Educational 
Facilities. http://www.ncef.org/pubs/security_technologies.pdf  

 
Additional Information  
See the National Clearinghouse for Educational Facilities annotated bibliography, CPTED for Schools, online at 

http://www.ncef.org/rl/cpted.cfm 
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Low-Cost Security Measures for School Facilities  
National Clearinghouse for Educational Facilities  

National Clearinghouse for Educational Facilities  

at the National Institute of Building Sciences 1090 Vermont Avenue, NW, Suite 700, Washington, DC 20005-4950 888-552-0624 
www.ncef.org  

Prepared under a grant from the U.S. Department of Education, Office of Safe and Drug-Free Schools 

April 2008  
 

Here is a variety of school safety and security measures that may be implemented at little or no cost and 
without the use of complex technology.  
 

General  
 
■ Using incident reporting data, locate trouble spots in the school and consider alternative solutions. 
There are four ways to improve school security: (1) upgrading building or site features, (2) adding electronic 
security devices, (3) increasing manpower, and (4) improving school climate. The best solution is often a mix 
of two or more of these measures.  
 
■ Prepare school facilities emergency information for administrators and first responders. Include, at 
minimum: (1) a site plan showing surrounding streets, primary and secondary access points, fire hydrants, 
and power, water, gas, and communications line locations; and (2) reduced-size building floor plans showing 
room names and numbers, evacuation routes, building entries and exits, designated areas of refuge, roof 
access points, and the locations of the public address system panel, intrusion alarm panel, fire alarm panel, 
sprinkler shutoff, main power control panel, main gas or oil shutoff, oil storage tanks, main water shutoff, 
main HVAC shutoff, emergency generator, and fire hose boxes. For additional information, see the NCEF 
publication Emergency Response Information for School Facilities.  
 

Outside the Building  
 
■ Use signs, vegetation, fencing, or other methods to clearly define school property. Well-defined 
school boundaries demonstrate respect for and ownership of property, qualities that tend to be reciprocated 
by students, staff, and the community. In urban settings, sidewalks are often sufficient to define one or more 
sides, with objects, fences, or buildings defining the others. In rural settings, landscaping may be sufficient if 
properly designed.  
 
■ Trim shrubbery and trees and relocate other obstacles such as trash containers to eliminate hiding 
places and provide clear lines of sight throughout school grounds. Where vegetation obstructs vision, 
tree branches should be removed below 7 feet and bushes trimmed to 3 feet (18 inches for vegetation 
bordering walkways). This allows ready surveillance by school staff, neighbors, and passing pedestrians and 
patrol cars.  
 
■ Prevent access to windows and roofs by trimming trees, relocating objects near the building that 
can be used as climbing devices, and ensuring that down spouts, covered walkway supports, light 
posts, and other building or site features are not scalable. It is surprisingly easy to gain access to 
windows and roofs in some schools, thereby exposing them to vandalism and robbery and teenagers to 
temptation and possible injury.  
 
■ Keep trees well-trimmed if they are located near building exits, access roads, and utility wires so 
they don’t block site access and building entry and egress in an emergency.  
 
■ Secure roof hatches, operable skylights, and rooftop equipment doors and access panels. Where 
possible, this is best done from the inside the building so locks and latches are not exposed.  
 
■ Ensure that fire hydrants on and near school grounds are visible and unobstructed. ■ Keep school 
grounds and buildings policed, and make immediate repairs to damage inside or outside the 

http://www.ncef.org/
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building. Well maintained schools promote orderly behavior by demonstrating respect for and ownership of 
property. This helps prevent the spread of vandalism and ultimately lowers maintenance and repair costs.  
 
■ Routinely inspect exterior lighting for damage and bulb wear, and make immediate repairs. Vandals 
often target exterior lighting fixtures and seek areas darkened by inoperable lighting.  
 
■ Fence off or otherwise enclose niches and blind spots in exterior walls that provide hiding places. 
Do not, however, impede or obstruct any means of egress. When exterior doors are involved, work with your 
local fire or building department. 
 
■ Clearly mark and separate visitor parking. Visitor parking should be easy to locate, within sight of the 
main entry, if possible, and separated from staff and student parking. Number non-visitor parking spaces and 
use signs to direct visitors to their parking area. 
 
■ Keep bus and car access separated from school buildings and play areas by curbs, removable 
bollards, or gates that allow emergency vehicle access but keep other vehicles at a distance. 
 
■ Place traffic calming devices ― stop signs, pavement markings, bumps ― in parking lots and 
driveways. Seek traffic calming advice from your state or local transportation department, a nearby 
university, or a private traffic consultant. For online information, see www.trafficcalming.org.  
 
■ Give each school building a distinctive marking to help emergency responders, new students, and 
visitors quickly find their way. Use names, numbers, icons, colors, or artwork. Reflective markings are 
ideal.  
 
■ Clearly mark the main entry to the school and post signs on other entries redirecting visitors to the 
main entry. Signs should include arrows, maps, or directions, not just the statement “Visitors must report to 
the office.”  
 
■ Ensure that the fresh air intakes for the school’s mechanical systems are screened and located at 
least 12 feet off the ground or are otherwise inaccessible. This reduces the risk of accidental or 
intentional exposure to irritating, unhealthful, or dangerous substances.  
 
■ Ensure that portable classrooms are adequately identified, lighted, and tied down, and that trailer 
hitches and tongues have been removed and access beneath them is restricted with fencing, siding, 
or other materials. Unsecured spaces beneath portables can be used for hiding people, weapons, 
contraband, and incendiary devices.  

 
Inside the Building  
 
■ Limit the use of building entrances to one or as few as possible. Adjust locking hardware on all other 
entrances, including portables, classrooms opening to the outside, and kitchen, delivery, and maintenance 
entries, so they cannot be opened from the outside without a key, proximity card, or other device.  
 
■ Routinely inspect exterior doors for damage and faulty hardware, making immediate repairs. School 
doors take a beating. Frames, view lights, hinges, locks, and latches should be examined at least monthly, 
and lubricated, adjusted, and repaired as needed.  
 
■ Install face plates at exterior door latches to prevent jimmying. Face plate kits are available from door 
hardware suppliers and are easy to install.  
 
■ Install fish-eye viewers in exterior doors lacking windows or sidelights to help identify those 
seeking entry.  
 
■ Institute strict procedures for key control. Where keys are used, their careful control enhances building 
security and reduces spending on re-keying locks and issuing new keys when they are lost or stolen.  
 

http://www.trafficcalming.org/
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■ Ensure that internal access points between the school and joint-use facilities are limited and 
secure. Building egress routes cannot be compromised, however, so seek approval of new locking or 
blocking devices with the local fire or building department. For more information, see Door Locking Options 
in Schools.  
 
■ Where appropriate, number or renumber doors and rooms in a logical, sequential, floor-by-floor 
pattern so emergency responders can locate them quickly. This includes numbering exterior and 
stairway doors. Consider removing door labels such as 'Telephone Room,' 'Mechanical Room,' etc., so room 
use cannot be identified by intruders.  
 
■ Consider displaying room numbers on classroom windows so they are readily visible to first 
responders from outside the building.  
 
■ Routinely inspect all windows accessible from the street for damage and faulty hardware, and 
make immediate repairs. This helps prevent accidents and injuries and reduces the opportunity for the 
unauthorized passage of people, weapons, and contraband. 
 
■ Ensure that all classroom windows meant to provide a secondary means of escape are in working 
order and are not blocked by screens, security grills, louvers, awnings, or other devices. Escape 
windows should be easily accessible and readily opened from the inside. 
 
■ Consider an all-lights-off policy for the school when it is not being used. This policy is based on the 
assumption that intruders’ lights give them away. The policy costs nothing to implement and can significantly 
reduce energy bills, so discuss it with your local police department. 
 
■ If burglaries have been a problem, install motion detectors inside the school that trigger intrusion 
alarms and alert the police. Motion detectors should supplement the above all-lights-off policy. 
 
■ Keep unoccupied rooms and spaces locked when not in use. This practice requires full cooperation by 
faculty and staff. See the NCEF publication Door Locking Options in Schools for limitations on locking 
devices. 
 
■ Consider keeping door latches in the locked position in occupied classrooms so that in the event 
of a school lockdown, teachers can simply pull doors shut. This practice prevents the exposure of 
teachers as they step outside to lock their classroom doors. An alternative is to install ANSI F88 classroom 
security hardware; see the NCEF publication Door Locking Options in Schools. 
 
■ Keep egress paths ― corridors, stairs, stairwells, and exits ― clear of obstructions and flammable 
materials. Examples of common fire code violations are (1) obstructions such as empty cardboard boxes, 
boxes of used fluorescent light tubes, carts, lawnmowers, steel racks, ball racks, stored equipment, and (2) 
tripping hazards such as electrical cords, tools, lumber, and hoses. Decorative materials, streamers or 
fabrics on corridor walls or ceilings should be flame resistant. 
 
■ Ensure that no more than 20 percent of wall space in classrooms or hallways is covered with 
teaching materials and artwork. Fire codes generally prohibit coverage greater than 20 percent for reasons 
of fire safety. ■ Ensure that corridor and restroom lighting controls are protected from unauthorized 
use. Installing keyed switches is the simplest solution to this problem. 
 
■ Ensure that all spaces in the school requiring two exits have, in fact, two functioning exits. This 
includes classrooms. Your local fire or building department can help make this determination. School egress 
requirements are discussed in the NCEF publication Door Locking Options in Schools. 
 
■ Routinely check that exit signs are visible and illuminated. Keep a supply of bulbs and spare fixture 
components so replacement and repair can be immediate. 
 
■ Routinely check that fire alarms, fire extinguishers, and other fire safety components are in good 
working order, and that staff is trained in the use of fire extinguishers. Your local fire department may 
make routine inspections and provide training; if not, agree to a reasonable inspection and training schedule.  
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■ Post clear and precise emergency evacuation maps in classrooms and other major building spaces 
and at key corridors locations. Include at least two alternative evacuation routes. Color-code them “red”, 
“blue”, etc., for clarity.  
 
■ Ensure that all classrooms, including portables, have two-way communication with the office. Most 
schools have a P.A. system but many do not have a two-way intercom system. Providing cell phones (or 
subsidizing their cost), two-way radios, or portable duress alarms to faculty and staff are one way to address 
this problem. Cell phones and text messaging are particularly helpful for evacuating or sheltering disabled 
and special needs students in an emergency.  
 
■ Install a panic or duress alarm at the school reception desk and within the main office area to alert 
key staff.  
 
■ Use caller ID on all school phones to help identify and deter threatening callers.  
 
■ Ensure that medical supplies are locked in an observable part of the school nurse’s office or health 
room.  
 
■ Ensure that designated areas of refuge have appropriate window and door protection. This includes 
strong and lockable doors and windows for protection from high winds and flying debris. 
■ If the school’s ventilation system has a master control, provide a shut-off switch in the principal’s 
office. If that is not feasible, make sure administrative school staff know where the master control is located 
and how to operate it. Conduct regular shut-off drills 
 
■ Install a battery or portable generator backup power supply for telephones and emergency 
communications. Schools without an uninterruptible power supply (UPS) should have a sufficient backup 
source to maintain voice communications for at least several hours, preferably 24. Routinely test the backup 
power supply 
 
■ Restrict access to all rooms and spaces containing building wiring, equipment, and controls. This is 
a normal procedure in most schools, but it’s wise to routinely check for unlocked or broken doors and access 
panels, loose or exposed communication wiring, and signs of tampering with suspended ceiling panels 
 
■ Provide back-up emergency lighting in stairs, hallways, and rooms without windows. This is 
probably required by state or local law. If emergency lighting is provided, check its operation regularly. 
 
 

Related Information  

See the NCEF publication Mitigating Hazards in School Facilities, 
http://www.ncef.org/pubs/mitigating_hazards.pdf, for guidance on making school safety and security 
assessments and planning, funding, and implementing safety and security improvements.  

See the NCEF publication School Security Technologies, 
http://www.ncef.org/pubs/security_technologies.pdf, for current information on access control, surveillance, 
weapons detection, communications, alarm, and emergency notification system technologies.  

See the NCEF publication Emergency Response Information for School Facilities, 
http://www.ncef.org/pubs/emergency_response.pdf, for providing the information needed to manage school 
buildings, grounds, occupants, and rescue and recovery personnel during and after a crisis.  

See the NCEF publication Door Locking Options in Schools, http://www.ncef.org/pubs/door_locks.pdf, for 
information about on school door locking options and the limitations imposed by egress requirements.  

Publication Notes  

This publication is based on selected assessment measures from the NCEF Assessment Guides,  
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http://www.ncef.org/pubs/pubs_html.cfm?abstract=mitigating2. Reviewers were Tod Schneider of Safe 
School Design; Billy Lassiter of North Carolina’s Center for Prevention of School Violence; and Jon Akers of 
the Kentucky Center for School Safety. 
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Small Schools Site Requirements – 3 or 4 Elements 
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SITE SIZE CRITERIA - small districts:   Based on Study by California Bureau of School Planning

   and comparing CEFPI Site Recommendations to the Study findings.

Elementary Enrollment 300 450 600 750

CEFPI, Recommended Site, Elem. Sch. 13 A. 15 A. 16 A. 18 A.

• Bldgs. & Grounds 2.6 3.6 4.7 5.8

• Physical Education 6.2 6.6 7.1 8.1

• Drop-off, Parking, & Delivery 1.7 1.8 2.0 2.2

• Performance Parking (max 500) 0.6 1.0 1.3 1.6

STUDY - Elem. TOTAL ACREAGE, min. 11.1 13.0 15.1 17.7

Middle/Jr.HighEnrollment 300 450 600 750

CEFPI,Recommended Site, Middle/JH Sch. 23 A. 25 A. 26 A. 28 A.

• Bldgs. & Grounds 4.7 6.1 7.3 8.5

• Physical Educ/athletics practice 11.2 15.0 19.1 20.9

• Drop-off, Parking, & delivery 1.2 1.4 1.7 2.0

• Performance Parking (max 750) 0.6 0.9 1.1 1.3

STUDY - Middle/JH TOTAL ACREAGE, min 17.7 23.5 29.2 32.8

High School Enrollment 400 600 800 1,000

CEFPI, Recommended Site, High School 34 A. 36 A. 38 A. 40 A.

• Bldgs. & Grounds 8.7 9.8 12.5 14.7

• Physical Educ/athletics practice 16.3 20.3 23.4 25.1

• Drop-off, Parking, & delivery 7.5 8.2 8.6 9.0

• Performance Parking (2 X students) 1.6 2.4 3.2 4.0

STUDY - High Sch. TOTAL ACREAGE, min 34.1 40.7 47.7 52.7

• Stadium Supplement (add to total) 7.5 8.0 8.5 9.0

STUDY - High Sch. TOTAL Acres, with stadium 41.6 48.7 56.2 61.7


