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II NN TTRROODD UUCCTTII OONN   
 

This memorandum summarizes two revised redistricting scenarios which have emerged from four preliminary Options that were presented in 

late November of 2011.  This memo was initially released on January 25, 2012 in advance of four community meetings held from January 31 

through February 2.  The memo was intended to explain the key elements of the proposed Options in advance of those public meetings. 

Following the meetings the Consultant Team decided to update this memo to incorporate additional information and notes which are intended 

to better explain the options.   

 

These revised Options, A and B were developed based on the following considerations:   

 

¶ Updated input from APS concerning capacities of existing facilities and potential capacity additions wh ich could be implemented over 

the forecast period; 

 

¶ The development of additi onal planning criteria and priorities to apply when considering changes to attendance zone boundaries; and 

 

¶ Extensive focus group and public comment gathered during and following the four community meetings he ld between November 28 

and December 1, 2011. 

When reviewing the following options, it is important for readers to understand that changes to existing APS facilities and attendance zones are 

being proposed for the following reasons:  

¶ Several existing APS schools are already  experiencing overcrowding ; 

  

¶ APS must accommodate a forecasted peak enrollment growth of nearly 5,470 additional  students in SRT 3 and SRT 4 - a factor which 

is further complicated by the fact that m ost of this growth is forecast to occur within attendance zones that have no available excess 

capacity and a limited ability to expand existing schools ; 

 

¶ Several schools where the greatest additional growth is forecast are already considered òtoo largeó by many parents or are located on 

sites which are significantly constrained;  

 

¶ The full impact of the enrollment bubble will not reach or exit high schools before 2021-22, meaning that this is a long-term challenge; 

and 

  

¶ While some areas of the City are projected to experience a substantial increase in student population, APS must simultaneously 

address 33 attendance zones with schools that are projected to remain under-enrolled over the next decade. 

 

 

The following pages provide background information regarding the building capacity/utilization data that helped to identify s chool facilit ies 

that are underutilized, currently overcrowded or likely to become overcrowded due to forecasted enrollment growth over the next deca de.  This 

information is followed by a summary of the planning guidelines and priorities that were followed (to the exte nt feasible) when preparing the 

revised Options mapping.  Each Option is then illustrated in a series of elementary, middle and high school attendance zone m aps.  A narrative 

summary of each option is also provided.  A separate memorandum which summarizes public input on the four initial options has also been 

posted to the APS web site. 
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BBUUII LLDD II NN GG  CCAA PPAA CCII TTYY  //  UUTTII LLII ZZAA TTII OONN   
 
It is important to note the source data used to calculate building utilization.  School capacities can vary 

based on the student to teacher ratios the school district uses.  The State of Georgia has a maximum 

student to teacher ratio that school districts must not exceed.  In addition to the state maximum, APS has 

implemented student to teacher ratios that allow for more space in their  Middle and High School 

Facilities.  The student/teacher ratios used for the mapping are shown in the table to the right.  

 

School Capacity Overview 

School capacities are calculated based on the total number of core classrooms, multiplied by the student to teacher ratio.  APS has an inventory 

of each school and how classrooms are being utilized.  Core classrooms do not include common use spaces such as libraries, cafeterias, and 

gymnasiums.  Portable spaces (also known as modulars or trailers) are not included in the total core classroom counts.  Special use rooms are not 

included in most core classroom counts, such as music, art and rooms designated for special education individualized pull -out sessions. 

 

Capacities for the individual buildings are shown bel ow.  In order to save space and show the full list of elementary schools on one page, the 

elementary school capacities are listed after Middle and High School. 

 
Middle and High School Capacities 
  

APS State

Elementary 22:1 22:1

Middle 22:1 28:1

High 25:1 32:1

Student : Teacher Ratios

Middle Schools
Enrollment FTE-1 

(Nov 2011)

Core 

Classrooms

Capacity - 22 Student-

Teacher Ratio

Utilization  28 Student-Teacher 

Ratio (State Max)

Utilization  

(State Max)

1 BEST 478 30 660 72.4% 840 56.9%

2 Brown 630 39 858 73.4% 1092 57.7%

3 Bunche 824 34 748 110.2% 952 86.6%

4 Coan 307 41 902 34.0% 1148 26.7%

5 Harper-Archer 540 44 968 55.8% 1232 43.8%

6 Inman 867 35 770 112.6% 980 88.5%

7 Kennedy 306 42 924 33.1% 1176 26.0%

8 King, C.S. 490 30 660 74.2% 840 58.3%

9 King M.L. 551 40 880 62.6% 1120 49.2%

10 Long 587 36 792 74.1% 1008 58.2%

11 Parks 374 21 462 81.0% 588 63.6%

12 Price 594 39 858 69.2% 1092 54.4%

13 Sutton 1,311 40 880 149.0% 1120 117.1%

14 Sylvan 417 30 660 63.2% 840 49.6%

15 Young 764 39 858 89.0% 1092 70.0%

9,040 540 11,880 76.1% 15,120 59.8%

High Schools
Enrollment FTE-1 

(Nov 2011)

Core 

Classrooms

Capacity - 25 Student-

Teacher Ratio

Utilization  32 Student-Teacher 

Ratio (State Max)

Utilization  

(State Max)

1 BEST 185 40 1000 18.5% 1280 14.5%

2 Carver 1,325 61 1525 86.9% 1952 67.9%

3 Douglass 1,019 78 1950 52.3% 2496 40.8%

4 Grady 1,468 51 1275 115.1% 1632 90.0%

5 Jackson, Maynard 789 58 1450 54.4% 1856 42.5%

6 King, C.S. 217 40 1000 21.7% 1280 17.0%

7 Mays 1,403 80 2000 70.2% 2560 54.8%

8 North Atlanta 1,301 67 1675 77.7% 2144 60.7%

9 South Atlanta 1,035 54 1350 76.7% 1728 59.9%

10 Therrell 1,017 60 1500 67.8% 1920 53.0%

11 Washington 1,035 64 1600 64.7% 2048 50.5%

10,794 653 16,325 66.1% 20,896 51.7%

Middle School Totals 

High School Totals 
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Elementary School Capacities 
 
  

Enrollment FTE-1 

(Nov 2011)

Core 

Classrooms

Capacity- 22 Student-

Teacher Ratio

Utilization  22 Student-Teacher 

Ratio (State Max)

Utilization  

(State Max )

1 Adamsville 354 30 660 53.6% 660 53.6%

2 Beecher Hills 293 21 462 63.4% 462 63.4%

3 Benteen 188 24 528 35.6% 528 35.6%

4 Bethune 337 33 726 46.4% 726 46.4%

5 Bolton Academy 481 36 792 60.7% 792 60.7%

6 Boyd 371 23 506 73.3% 506 73.3%

7 Brandon (2-5) 747 35 770 97.0% 770 97.0%

8 Brandon Primary (K-1) 445 25 550 80.9% 550 80.9%

9 Burgess-Peterson 260 35 770 33.8% 770 33.8%

10 Capitol View 231 17 374 61.8% 374 61.8%

11 Cascade 332 25 550 60.4% 550 60.4%

12 Centennial Place 466 26 572 81.5% 572 81.5%

13 Connally 471 40 880 53.5% 880 53.5%

14 Cleveland 305 27 594 51.3% 594 51.3%

15 Continental Colony 373 24 528 70.6% 528 70.6%

16 Cook 312 29 638 48.9% 638 48.9%

17 Deerwood Academy 632 36 792 79.8% 792 79.8%

18 Dobbs 556 36 792 70.2% 792 70.2%

19 Dunbar 363 20 440 82.5% 440 82.5%

20 East Lake 204 23 506 40.3% 506 40.3%

21 Fain 409 28 616 66.4% 616 66.4%

22 Fickett 604 36 792 76.3% 792 76.3%

23 Finch 474 38 836 56.7% 836 56.7%

24 Garden Hills 693 31 682 101.6% 682 101.6%

25 Gideons 475 33 726 65.4% 726 65.4%

26 Grove Park 357 29 638 56.0% 638 56.0%

27 Heritage Academy 447 34 748 59.8% 748 59.8%

28 Herndon 226 32 704 32.1% 704 32.1%

29 Hope 317 28 616 51.5% 616 51.5%

30 Humphries 347 26 572 60.7% 572 60.7%

31 Hutchinson 383 33 726 52.8% 726 52.8%

32 Jackson (2-5) 634 34 748 84.8% 748 84.8%

33 Jackson Primary (K-1) 312 20 440 70.9% 440 70.9%

34 Jones, M. A. 574 35 770 74.5% 770 74.5%

35 Kimberly 446 33 726 61.4% 726 61.4%

36 Lin, Mary 594 24 528 112.5% 528 112.5%

37 Miles 373 36 792 47.1% 792 47.1%

38 Morningside 768 36 792 97.0% 792 97.0%

39 Parkside 456 31 682 66.9% 682 66.9%

40 Perkerson 357 28 616 58.0% 616 58.0%

41 Peyton Forest 451 25 550 82.0% 550 82.0%

42 Rivers 639 24 528 121.0% 528 121.0%

43 Scott 407 32 704 57.8% 704 57.8%

44 Slater 511 32 704 72.6% 704 72.6%

45 Smith, Sarah (K-2) 623 30 660 94.4% 660 94.4%

46 Smith Intermediate (3-5) 457 30 660 69.2% 660 69.2%

47 Springdale Park 545 25 550 99.1% 550 99.1%

48 Stanton, D. H. 264 33 726 36.4% 726 36.4%

49 Stanton, F. L. 269 17 374 71.9% 374 71.9%

50 Thomasville Heights 425 38 836 50.8% 836 50.8%

51 Toomer 199 28 616 32.3% 616 32.3%

52 Towns 387 27 594 65.2% 594 65.2%

53 Usher 332 36 792 41.9% 792 41.9%

54 Venetian Hills 401 24 528 75.9% 528 75.9%

55 West Manor 312 16 352 88.6% 352 88.6%

56 White 239 30 660 36.2% 660 36.2%

57 Whitefoord 240 26 572 42.0% 572 42.0%

58 Woodson 327 27 594 55.1% 594 55.1%

23,995 1,690 37,180 64.5% 37,180 64.5%

Elementary Schools

Elementary School Totals
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OOPPTTII OONN SS  DD EEVV EELLOOPPMM EENN TT  --  GGUUII DD EELLII NN EESS  

  
The tables on the previous page depict an overall  underutilization of space at all school levels  (80% utilization at Middle School, 66% at High 

School, and 65% at Elementary Levels).  Even though this is the case, there are situations where certain areas of the district are overcrowded 

where others are under crowded .  A series of options have been developed to help balance building utilization across the district.  These options 

have created more balanced schools through a series of rezoning and school consolidation.  When boundary lines were moved, the following 

criteria were reviewed and adhered to as much as possible. These are the same òDemographic Study Guiding Principlesó that w ere identifi ed by 

Superintendent Davis and posted to the APS web site on January 19, 2012: 

 

1. Top Tier Priorities  

¶ Propose boundaries that will be functional for 10 years based on forecasted enrollment. 

¶ Attempt to assign students to schools located closest to their homes. Allow K -8 students to walk where possible.  The proximity of ESõs to 

MSõs should be maximized. 

¶ Attempt to maximize/keep the school feeder concept intact. No more split feeders.  Clusters only.  

¶ When evaluating consolidation/closure scenarios a nd determining which facilities should be retained vs. closed, consideration should be 

given to minimizing disruption to established educational programming (retain existing IB programs, magnet schools, etc.)  

¶ Ensure student safety and transportation effici ency by using major highway corridors and geographic features as zone boundaries. Give 

weight to traffic patterns, energy efficiency, etc. Consider time spent on buses. 

¶ Assume NAHS capacity of 2400. 

¶ Minimize impacts on areas that have been redistricted wit hin the last three years. 

¶ Recommend school consolidation/closures in areas where forecasted enrollment does not support multiple schools.  

¶ Attempt to avoid splitting neighborhoods. (Neighborhood boundaries are determined by generally accepted definitions u sed by the City 

of Atlanta.)  

 
2. Second Tier Priorities  

¶ Favor the retention of newer/larger facilities which have benefitted from recent capital investment in expansion or renovatio n. 

¶ Retain more accessible, less congested school sites which have better transportation access and can accommodate future long-term 

expansion beyond the forecast period of this study. 

¶ When consolidating, to the extent possible, avoid closing a high performing school to send children to a lower performing sch ool.  

¶ Donõt eliminate an IB school within an IB cluster.  

¶ Retain ES splitting (K-3, 4-5) as a planning tool. 

¶ Consider SPLOST funded school expansions as a planning tool. 

¶ Be careful in moving students from high performing ESõs to low performing MSõs. 

¶ Balance current utilization of r etained buildings to 80% to 90% of capacity.   

¶ In at least one model, minimize the number of transfers across the board. 

 

3. Third Tier Priorities  

¶ Before closing a school, consider the robustness of its partner support. 

¶ No K -8 schools planning until Board rev iews/resolves policy issues.  

¶ Eliminate the 9th Grade Academy as a standalone facility. 

 

Understandably, achieving full compliance with all criteria in all school attendance zones is an impossible task.  Other than the three tier priority 

levels listed above, judgments needed to be made concerning the appropriate weights to apply to individual guideline s in those frequent cases 

where guidelines clearly conflicted.  For example, designing òwalkableó attendance zones and assigning students closest to their homes often 

came into conflict with the objective of maximizing the school feeder concept and following established City neighborhood bou ndaries.  In some 

cases, the achieving more walkable schools required splitting large neighborhoods into different elementary attendance zones.   In other cases 

the need to keep an entire neighborhood together required some edges of that neighborhood to be assigned to a more distant school.   In areas of 

the City which are projected to experience substantial future enroll ment growth, i t was particularly difficult to adhere to principles of 

walkability whe n constrained schools clearly could not accommodate student population s over the entire forecast. The understandable decision 

to òminimize impacts on neighborhoods that had been redistricted within the last three yearsó also took a significant number of viable options 

off the table.      

Recognizing these limitations, the consultants proposed two implementation options that are summarized on the following pages .  
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Recommended Actions  

- Sutton MS remains a Middle School 

- Use current North Atlanta HS as a North Atlanta MS  

- New North Atlanta HS built with capacity to house 2,400 students  

- E. Rivers rebuilt for 792 total students1 

- 176 seat expansion at Mary Lin ES 

- 176 seat expansion at Morris Brandon ES 

- Build a new elementary school at a suitable site to be determined, located in a general area to the east of I-75, north of I -85 and west of GA 400 

(when capacity is needed ð estimated 2015 or 2016) 

- Build a new middle school at a suitable location between I-75 and GA 400 (when capacity of North Atlanta MS begins to near 100% - estimated 

2017 or 2018)2 

 

¶ Elementary School Closures:3 

 

o Cook (or Hope)* 

o East Lake 

o Whitefoord  

o Thomasville  

o Humphries (or Cleveland)* 

o Capitol View  

o Towns (or Fain)* 

o Boyd 

o Walter White  

o Bethune (or Herndon)*  

o F.L. Stanton 

 

* Either facility has capacity to serve students designated inside the option attendance zone.  APS can to discontinue one or the other 

building for reasons other than capacity/utilization.   Schools with no ô*õ are recommended for closure in the option and cannot hold the 

students that the zone is designed for. 

 

¶ Elementary Grade Center Concept (K-1/2 -5)* 

 

o Adamsville / Miles  

o Grove Park / Woodson  

 

* The zone is designed to accommodate the total K-5 students compared to both building capacities combined.  APS will need to determine 

the best way to split the grade levels based on educational programming and other factors. 

 

¶ Middle School  Changes: 

 

o Utilize current (2 011-12) North Atlanta High School as a Middle School  

o Close Parks MS 

o Close Kennedy MS 

o All other existing Middle Schools are affected but operate as 6-8 grade zoned buildings (including Sutton MS)  

 

 

                                                 
1
 As reported in earlier study phases and in the SRT 4 Community Meeting presentation, the capacity of a reconstructed E. Rivers Elementary 

School was previously estimated to be 648 students.  Based on the latest information provided by  APS Facilities Department staff, the estimated 
capacity of the new E. Rivers School has been increased to 792.    
2  Based on further analysis of the SRT 4 middle school enrollment forecasts, the timing/need for a third middle school located on the North side 
of the City was pushed back one year from the original plan and is now proposed for 2017 or 2018. 
3
 School closings listed under each Option and identified on the maps are possible, based solely on projected enrollment changes and available 

space at nearby schools to receive the impacted students.  In preparing this closure list, NO value judgments have been made concerning the 
academic performance of any school or other policy factors which are outside the scope of the demographic study.  
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¶ High School Changes: 

o No high schools consolidated or closed 

o All high school zones are affected. 

 

¶ Single Gender Academies: 

o An attendance zone for the CSK/BEST Middle School single gender academies is shown on the Option A and B maps. An 

attendance zone for the CSK/BEST High Schools is not drawn on the high school Options maps but is assumed to be the 

same as the middle schoolsõ zone.  Students living within the CSK/BEST attendance zone who do not wish to attend the 

single-gender academies have the option of attending Harper -Archer MS and/or  Douglass HS. 

   

¶ Phasing: 

 

It should be understood that those attendance zone changes depicted on the Options Maps which are dependent on the construction of 

new schools  or the expansion of existing schools are not  proposed to be implemented until  the new capacity is brought on lin e. For 

example, changes to SRT 4 elementary attendance zones shown under Options A and B are contingent upon proposed alternative 

locations for  a new elementary school that would not be brought on line until 2015 or 2016 at the earliest.  The Options maps depict 

general optimal locations for a new school; however specific sites have not been determined.  Illustrated attendance zones for the 

new school are therefore conceptual .   It is assumed that actual zone boundaries for the proposed new school would be finalized 

AFTER construction is well underway, based upon th e specific construction site chosen and the actual geographic distribution of 

student population at the time the facility  opens.  Until that time NO change is being proposed to ANY existing  elementary 

attendance zone boundar y in SRT 4.  Similarly, the proposed new middle school under Option A is not projected to be needed until 

2017 or 2018.  Unless/until that school opens it is assumed that the middle school feeder patterns shown in Option B would remain in 

effect. 

 

The following maps depict elementary, middle and high school attendance zones under Option A.    
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