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K-2, 3-5 OPTION
QUESTION 1
Please indicate your level of support for the K-2, 3-5 option independent from all other options.
K-2, 3-5 Option

Online

Very Supportive
Moderately Supportive
Neutral
Moderately Unsupportive
Very Unsupportive

340
202
41
76
78

K-2, 3-5 OPTION

Online

340

0%

10%

Very Supportive

CITY SCHOOLS OF DECATUR

20%

202

30%

40%

Moderately Supportive

50%

Neutral

60%

41

70%

76

80%

Moderately Unsupportive

78

90%

100%

Very Unsupportive
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K-3, 4-5 OPTION
QUESTION 3
Please indicate your level of support for the K-3, 4-5 option independent from all other options.
K-3, 4-5 Option

Online

Very Supportive
Moderately Supportive
Neutral
Moderately Unsupportive
Very Unsupportive

181
157
135
160
104

K-3, 4-5 OPTION

Online

181

0%

10%

Very Supportive

CITY SCHOOLS OF DECATUR

157

20%

30%

Moderately Supportive

135

40%

50%

Neutral

160

60%

70%

104

80%

Moderately Unsupportive

90%

100%

Very Unsupportive
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PREFERRED OPTION
QUESTION 5
Please indicate your preferred option.

PREFERRED OPTION
600

500

Preferred Option
K-2, 3-5 option

478

Online
478
400

K-3, 4-5 option

256

300

256

200

100

0
K-2, 3-5 option
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K-3, 4-5 option
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DEMOGRAPHICS
QUESTION 6 & 7

Q6: Please select which City of Decatur School(s) you

Q7: How did you hear about this survey? (Select all that apply)

are currently affiliated with. (Select all that apply)

Online

Online
College Heights ECLC

126

Clairemont ES

77

Glennwood ES

120

Oakhurst ES

168

Winnona Park ES

109

Westchester ES

104

4/5 Academy at 5th Avenue

172

Renfroe MS

111

Decatur HS

82

None

49

CSD District or Project Website

165

Social Media (FaceBook, Twitter, Instagram, etc.)

216

I am on the Steering Committee

13

From a Steering Committee member

41

Friend/Neighbor

147

District employee

73

School newsletter

244

Online news source

154

Board of Education meeting

22

Email

183

Other

17

Q7: Please specify other:
•

AJC article

•

I pay taxes in COD, I keep up with how they are being spent

•

Decatur Metro (2)

•

Neighborhood news

•

Decatur Metro blog site

•

NextDoor (2)

•

Decatur Metro Website (2)

•

Nextdoor Decatur

•

Decatur resident since 1972.

•

Nextdoor posting by City Communications Specialist

•

Decaturish (14)

•

Renfroe Newsletter

•

Email

•

Room parent

•

I attended Dr. Dude's Oakhurst community meeting, as well as •
the initial community meeting.

CITY SCHOOLS OF DECATUR

Spouse
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DEMOGRAPHICS
QUESTION 8 & 9
Q8: Parental / Guardian /Student Status. (Select all that apply)
Online
Parent/guardian of child birth to Pre-K

299

Parent/guardian of kindergarten thru 3rd grade student

437

Parent/guardian of 4th thru 5th grade student

147

Parent/guardian of 6th thru 8th grade student

102

Parent/guardian of 9th thru 12th grade student

Q9: What formal roles do you or have you held
with City Schools of Decatur?

Online
Not applicable

525

61

Administrator

9
1

9

Board of Education Member

Parent/guardian of former student or graduate

44

SLT Member

29

Grandparent of student or graduate

9

Teacher

73

Current / Former student

10

Non-Teaching Staff Member

21

I do not have children in the District

33

Other

47

Community member

71

Parent/guardian of private /parochial/home school student

Q9: Please specify other:
•

Advisory Council Board 1 yr.

•

Advisory Council member at College Heights

•

Parent volunteer and Community Circle
musician

•

PTA volunteer

•

PTO member

PTA (3)

•

Regular volunteer
Retired DHS teacher and administrator.

•

PTA - again wondering why this isn't a listed •
option
•
PTA board (2)

•

PTA Board member (4)

•

•

PTA committees

School and system committees, PTA/O, room
parent, sports parent

•

PTA President (2)

•

School Psychologist

•

PTA president Clairemont

•

Spouse of staff member

•

PTA President College Heights

•

Substitute teacher (2)

•

PTA President, Safe Routes to School Parent •
Champion
•
PTA Vice President
•

•

CHECLC advisory council member

•

•

Committee chair

•

•

Committee chair for PTO

•

Committee member (2)

•

DEF Board Member

•

DEI Parent Crew

•

Frequent volunteer

•

I volunteer a lot

•

Long term sub

•

Paraprofessional prior to certification

•

Parent SRTS volunteer, PTA

CITY SCHOOLS OF DECATUR

•

Room mom, frequent volunteer, walk and
roll to school committee

Volunteer (3)
Volunteer at my children's' schools
Weekly parent volunteer

8 8

APPENDIX

COMMENT RESULTS
QUESTION 2
Please share any thoughts that the committee should consider when developing recommendations for the Board of Education.
Please describe parts of the K-2, 3-5 option that you like or dislike.
• 3rd grade is arguably too young to be transiting out of their
neighborhood, experiencing that level of change
• 3rd graders belong in the younger grades. I have taught 3rd-5th grades
for 17 years and ideally it should be preK/K, 1-4 and 5-8. So 3rds
shouldn't be with 5ths. I'd rather a 3/4 option and put 5ths with 5-8.
• 3rd graders should not be schooled with 5th graders, nor should the
already tenuous affinity for F.AVE caused by the brief attendance of but
two years be extended and exacerbated to the k-3 schools.
• 750 students is a HUGE school - way too huge for elementary. 3rd
graders are more like 1st graders than 5th graders and should be kept
with the lower grades. IB in too intense for 3rd graders - EL is a great
program that is working for that grade. Walkability will be greatly
reduced because families will only spend 3 years in their neighborhood
school; all 3rd graders living on the north side of the city will have to be
driven to their new school (potentially 260 extra cars every day), While
you've successfully met the 95% utilization goal in the lower grades,
you've shot it out of the water in the upper grades - total utilization is
102.5%.
• According to the numbers, this does not address the at capacity issue for
the upper elementary.
• Agree with ECLC at current location. Recommend K-3 lower elementary.
Recommend 4, 5, & 6 upper elementary 7th & 8th for middle 9-12 High.
• Although I am more supportive of this option, I worry about Oakhurst
and Winona projected enrollments with this option.
• Although I like the idea of K-2 and 3-5, I don't like the idea of two giant 3
-5's. I am only supportive of that model if there are more buildings
holding 3-5, thus making smaller schools.

CITY SCHOOLS OF DECATUR

• Appreciate your taking the time to obtain community involvement, but
maybe it's time to make a decision based on what is best for our cities
long term growth and financial health vs what the community wants. I'll
get over the decision, whatever it is. As for the new option, while I like it
for me (yay 3-5 block walk to elementary AND 3-5!), I’m still concerned
about capacity come 2020. I'm not comfortable with building a solution
that will only solve our problems short term - 168 (12%) seat shortage in
3-5 seems a bit risky. Also, if reading the enrollment data correctly, our
upper grades contain more students than our lower grades in 2020? - that
confuses me. I would have anticipated larger numbers in middle school
as opposed to high school come 2020 based on the younger demographic
currently contributing to growth in the city... I'm going to trust you know
your numbers, but calling that out just in case. Finally, while a separate
topic, I support the UMCH purchase, if that goes through, I trust we'll
have enough land to build more schools as needed, which seems to be
part of the current issue (space to make more space...).
• As a FAVE parent, I find the separation of elementary grades
counterproductive. In attempting to be a hybrid of elementary and
middle school, the students are in a limbo. How much more fulfilling it
would have been to remain in elementary school and feel real investment
in that milieu. I do not think FAVE prepares for middle school; it seems
merely to be a poorly conceived way to address overcrowding in the
elementary schools. 4th and 5th graders would be better served by
allowing them to mature and become mentors to younger grades. This
further division is yet another band-aid that merely cloaks the problem
rather than dealing with the hard decisions that would improve the
experience.
• As a resident with a child in the 4/5 Academy, I feel that the crowded
situation and the massive number of students at the 4/5 Academy has
resulted in a detraction from the community feel and may not be optimal
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COMMENT RESULTS
QUESTION 2
to the students. I would recommend that relieving this pressure be a high
consideration for the realignment work.
• As an elementary teacher and parent of two CSD students I strongly
support the K-2/3-5 option. It aligns well with curriculum/standards to
have 3rd grade with upper elementary. LOVE the 3-3-3-4 building
experience! The 2-year pit stop at the 4/5 Academy keeps doesn't provide
enough time to nurture a community school experience. I also FULLY
support NOT spending money on a new ECLC when we desperately
need seats at grade levels.
• Being that the 4 and 5 graders are separated out they act and have
tendency to act like middle schoolers. I fear that the 3rd grader is not
mature enough to handle some of the "middle school" drama!
• Best use of our tax dollars.
• Breaks the "proven" model and risks 3rd grade students experience with
new IB curriculum for which all 3rd grade teachers will have to adapt to/
retrain for/ certify
• By adding 3rd grade to the 4/5 Academy, students with learning
differences, special needs would benefit from having another year of
consistency at the 4-5 level.
• By splitting the schools earlier you are disrupting the sense of
community that is built around neighborhood schools. Decatur is a small
town and we are taking away one of the best benefits of that, community
schools.
• Capacity could again quickly become an issue for 3-5. Consider a larger
facility that will be slightly underutilized in the beginning but will pay
dividends in the long run.
• City presented a lot data supporting K-3 structure when they
restructured the schools years ago. Feels like they are making the
decision to go to a K-2 on convenience not what may be best for the kids.
Switching to K-2 would also be more disruptive for the young kids
currently in the system. Like that it keeps the youngest in a walkable
CITY SCHOOLS OF DECATUR

school for the whole city.
• College heights as an ECLC isn't the best approach since it only serves a
minimum number of kids. My son has been on its waitlist for 2+ years
and probably won't get off it before pre-K. So current model is useless to
my family.

• Concerned about being over capacity.
• Concerned with the inequality among the K-2's. Will Clairemont have
classes with 15/16 kids and Oakhurst be at 25/26? Class size is proven to
be one of the largest factors in elementary education. That has to be
equal. Not sure that only having 2 elementary schools on the South side
is a good idea. We at least need three to handle the K-2 population.
• Consider how the new configuration can help develop community and
involvement within the schools for the parents, students, teachers, and
administrators.
• Developmentally, are 3rd graders ready to be in the same facility with
4th and 5th grade? Currently do 3rd graders have recess/Phys Ed, and
other specials/connections opportunities that can be fulfilled at the next
level campus?
• Dislike both 3-5 on south side of tracks.
• Dislike how this option has 3-5 well over capacity
• Disrupts the quality of walkable schools for each neighborhood

• Do we need to continue with a 0-3 yrs. program at college heights?
Couldn't we use this space to accommodate more pre-k students or
maybe have a kindergarten program there?
• Does this option allow for continued growth at all elementary levels?
• EL Education vs. IB needs to be deeply explored.
• Fifth Ave is busting at its seems and doesn't solve problem long term.
• Fifth Ave may still max out very quickly and funds may need to be set
aside to add building to that structure as well (besides modular
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COMMENT RESULTS
QUESTION 2
classrooms) F.AVE is still in need of big area that can handle more
students. The current auditorium is still too small. Would like to see a
full sized gym added.
• First, I'm very disappointed that the plans that would create the most
excess capacity were scuttled because the focus on walkability (read
"redistricting") outpaced the other priorities. It was notable that none of
the listed priorities on the survey clearly addressed overcrowding, while
several could have encompassed it (facility usage, equality, etc.). The
March presentation did not include accurate enrollment projections (they
were adjusted down 5%), hiding the fact that overcrowding was an issue
in two of the options, and so minimizing community feedback on it. In
terms of bang for the buck, the Board should most consider capacity of
the facilities well ahead of redistricting issues. As well correctly noted in
the Board meeting, all of the schools are excellent. So we just want our
kids to fit within them. In terms of the 2 options presented that reduce
redistricting, this K-2, 3-5 option is the best of them for academic and
crowding issues.
• For special education students transfer of records and discussions from
one school to another has been poor in our experiences. *Buildings with
specialty spaces (bathrooms in each classrooms) more costly to change
into higher grade schools if transition required. *The change to 4/5
academy was done since 9 and 10 year olds are 'tweens, not quite
elementary, not quite middle school. It is quite a stretch to say a 3rd
grader is a 'tweener. *While realignment of school boundaries may not
change much neighborhood schools are gone with this. Existing
boundaries may remain but another layer of boundaries are in place for
the 3-5 schools
• For those of us in North Decatur it gives us less time with the walkability
to our neighborhood schools. This actually decreases the amount of
walkability for all of the neighborhood schools since the kids will be
forced into a 3rd grade school on the other side of town. It is not
convenient and takes away from the community we have built. After
having children in this configuration for quite a while, (one in high
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school) and a toddler that will be affected by this change, I think the
current model works perfectly fine and doesn't need to be changed other
than to adjust for the capacity problems. This option 1 that is clearly
preferred by the committee also does not address the fact that there will
be overcrowding in the 3-5 schools.

• Given the current and projected need for capacity on the south side, I
cannot support a plan that doesn't convert College Heights to an
Elementary School. This plan leaves Oakhurst and Winnona Park over
capacity and all north side schools under capacity, which will result in
inequities in classroom size and specials. In addition, the proposed East/
West split for 3-5 boundaries could result in many students who live in
Oakhurst, just a short walk to FAVE, being bussed to the new Talley
Street 3-5 school (across 3-4 major roads), in effect to make room for
north side kids to be bussed to FAVE. This would significantly increase
transportation cost and defy logic. However, it could easily happen if the
arbitrary 3-5 East/West line in drawn at McDonough, Adams, McKoy or
Fayetteville, or if the planned OAK over-capacity projections necessitate
moving the Winnona Park boundaries even further west into the
Oakhurst neighborhood and the entire Winnona Park zone is designated
a feeder into the new Talley 3-5. I cannot support a plan that could result
in Oakhurst students being zoned out of both their neighborhood
schools.
• Glennwood, Clairemont kids go to new school. Oakhurst and
Westchester to FAVE

• Great idea. Would the New 3-5 take in students from Winnona,
Glennwood and some Clairemont?
• Great option!
• How is this a viable option when it presents a shortfall of 168 seats in the
3-5 schools? This is not a viable option that addresses the issue and just
punts the problem down the road 3 years. We can't borrow any more
money for another school. If the previous survey questions were asked
with the extra consequence of, "would you support this option if it also
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COMMENT RESULTS
QUESTION 2
means kids will spend more time in trailers" I wonder how responses
would change. Option 1A is the only option that addresses the issue at
hand which is OVERCAPACITY not walkability. We are so entitled with
our small neighborhood schools that we are not thinking of the district
sustainability as a whole.

• How to address lack of projected capacity at 3-5 schools, where will the
168 kids be placed?
• I am a strong believer in the K-5 model with an emphasis on EL. Don't
understand the push to get kids into 'middle school environment' sooner.
Allow kids to be kids. Doesn't address lack of space for children at 3-5
level with 168 over capacity
• I am a strong supporter of the K-3 model and I really would encourage
the committee to preserve the K-3, 4-5 model. I am the parents of a
current 3rd grader and I have seen tremendous growth in him this year-now-- at age 9 he is ready for a new school, new learning environment
and very ready to be with an older peer group of 4th and 5th graders.
The 4/5 model has been successful throughout the state and is a model-why are we abandoning it now?
• I am concerned about bus routes and the timing of the start of the school
day and dismissal. I would like to see a traffic study that will
demonstrate any unforeseen consequences to shifting third grade to
another drop-off/pick-up route. I would also like for the elementary
schools to have a designated 3-5 school so that the kids who have
attended school together since Kindergarten will remain together in 3-5. I
would like to hear more about the consequences of bringing all the kids
in the district together in 6th grade and if there are pros/cons to delaying
that move to 6th grade instead of 4th grade as it is done currently.
• I am concerned about the size of the 3-5 academies- might be
overwhelming. I live on S Columbia Dr, and am very aware of the traffic
issue in that area. I am concerned about the issues that might arise when
hordes of kids need to cross that stretch of road several times a day
(particularly if they are allowed to do so independently). I would love to
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see a reduced speed limit, very visible cross walk and crossing guards. 3.
I am also concerned that Winnona Park (my elementary) seems to be
overburdened with students, while Glennwood and Clairemont are
relatively under-populated.
• I am concerned that too high expectations would be put on our 3rd
graders. I am also concerned about how we best approach the EL in 3rd
grade and IB 4th and up
• I am concerned that transitioning kids to a new, larger school in 3rd
grade is too young. In our personal experience, we've seen such growth,
maturity and change during our daughter's third grade year that we feel
certain that she will transition to FAVE boldly, confidently and with
excitement. The changes have been nurtured as she and her friends/
classmates assumed a leadership role in the school in their 3rd grade
year. I don't see the same emotional maturity in 2nd graders.

• I am having a hard time understanding why there is so much support for
the K-3/4-5 option on the next page. Many people cited walkability as
their main priority, above demands on the facility and safety/security,
which seems unusual. I also believe that the opinions of the teachers
should be given great weight, as they will be the facilitators and
administrators of the schools and how they function best.
• I am incredibly supportive of the K-2, 3-5 reconfiguration. I however do
not believe that having only 2 schools is the best option. We would be
starting with a seat deficit that will put us in the same overcrowding
situation that we are in now. I realize that people have strong opinions
about having one of the k-3 schools become 3-5, but no matter what is
decided, people will be upset. It would be irresponsible to set our
district, administrators, teachers, and students up for overcrowding very
quickly because we don't want people to be upset. It has to be what is
best for the district, not what is best for a few families, who will not be in
the lower elementary schools for that long. Please consider bringing back
a 3rd K-2 school as an option.
• I am most supportive of aligning the 3rd grade teams and specialty
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COMMENT RESULTS
QUESTION 2
teachers with the 4th and 5th grade teams. There appears to be a clear
delineation between K-2 as early education and the upper elementary
grade of 3rd-5th grade. I have two rising 3rd graders and the kids are
ready to be challenged at a higher level in 3rd grade and so my hope is
that combining 3rd grade with 4-5th grades will help make available a 35 curriculum and resources (specialty teachers, technology) that are
better aligned with the increased academic capabilities of the students.
• I am not sold on K-2 UNLESS you make 3-5 feel like elementary and
NOT pre-junior high. We already rob so much childhood from our kids.
Don't make 8 and 9 year olds grow up too fast.
• I am sad that people near College Heights would still have to drive to
Winnona Park elementary (across Candler, a big barrier to walking/
cycling, especially if you are traveling more than a mile). The College
Heights neighborhood families wouldn't get a walkable school with this
option. Also, with all the growth we keep seeing, surely College Heights
would need to become an elementary school eventually - we would risk
missing the opportunity for a space for an early learning at Talley St. if
we didn't open a new early learning center now. Where would the early
learning center be situated when it became clear we needed to re-open
College Heights as an elementary school in 5 yrs. time etc.? What would
happen to the College Heights community when their kids entered
grades 3-5? Would the College Heights neighborhood kids travel with
the rest of their Winnona Park classmates, who would likely be zoned to
the newly built 3-5 academy at Talley St. which is 2 miles from some
addresses in the College Heights neighborhood, or would the college
heights neighborhood kids go to the much closer FAVE 3-5 school with
people they wouldn't know (from Oakhurst elementary etc.)? It is
worrying that Oakhurst and Winnona are the most crowded schools, and
this plan would leave those schools very crowded while giving 71%
occupancy at schools North of the tracks. Finally, it is hard to think of 9
yr. olds in such big 3-5 schools
• I am very supportive of K-2 and 3-5 model.
• I believe 3rd graders are not a good fit, from a maturity standpoint, with
CITY SCHOOLS OF DECATUR

a student body that includes kids nearing the start of puberty. They are
still so young, in so many ways, compared to adolescents.
• I believe it is important for families to walk to their neighborhood school
and am supportive of assuring that Winnona Park residents send their
kids to Winnona Park E.S. ditto for other neighborhoods. But I am
concerned. I like many families, have 2 children 2 years apart in age.
Under this proposal, they would only attend the same school when the
youngest child is in kindergarten, 3rd, 6th, 9th, and 10th grades. This
puts more strain on the parents to shuttle them to and from separate
schools and dilutes the community. K-5 would be ideal from a
community and convenience perspective, if feasible.
• I believe research suggests a birth to 2 strategy for literacy. Allows early
grades to focus their efforts accordingly without additional testing
pressure. Also, would allow 3-5 school to point out deficient schools over
time in this regard.
• I believe that 3rd grade too early to switch schools, the security gained
by consistent surroundings is beneficial.
• I believe the leadership role 3rd grades experience in the current K-3
system is very positive for both the 3rd graders and the K-2 students
who see, hear, and look up to 3rd graders. 2nd graders are simply not at
an academic point where they would be able to equally assume this
leadership role.
• I believe this is the best use of our tax dollars. It does not make sense to
spend money to build another ECLC when we have one that was built
specifically for ECLC less than 15 years ago, I would rather see that
money spent on a new building for the K-5 students. I also believe that
the redistricting of students for the k-3 level would cause even more
issues than the concerns of a K-2, 3-5 model.
• I dislike that the 3rd graders are moving out of their neighborhood
schools. That 4th year in a smaller school where they have a more
intimate relationship with their peers, their teachers, and they're
administration is extremely valuable with respect to the development of
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COMMENT RESULTS
QUESTION 2
leadership attributes and skills.
• I dislike the disruption and separating grade 3 from the lower
elementary schools. I dislike that projected enrollment is still 112% at 3-5
level despite a facility that has not yet been built and could be designed
to hold more students. I do like that the overall utilization numbers
across the lower elementary schools. I do like having 2 schools for 3-5
rather than a single mega school.
• I do like the idea of limiting the need to adjust boundaries. I do like the
idea of having two 3-5 instead of the previous 4-5 mega school. That was
an ordeal to live through rather than something to enjoy for student and
parent. still hard to let go of K-5 mentality though. Also, I am hesitant to
define the schools around current state testing groups.
• I do not like disrupting the current K-3 model, and having to re-work
every elementary school in the district. The current system is working,
and producing the best elementary schools in the state-why risk the
shake up? Additionally, I feel that 3rd graders are not ready to move
onto such a large school, and really like the leadership opportunities for
them in the K-3 schools that allow them to prepare for the transition into
4/5. I realize that academically the structure aligns; however, I would
disagree that developmental readiness is being addressed. I much prefer
keeping the community schools intact if possible to promote community
among children and families at the youngest ages that will carry them
with confidence into the larger schools moving forward.
• I do not support Oakhurst elementary becoming a 3-5. It should remain a
K-2 or K-3.
• I do not support spending money on a new early education center when
it does not support all city of Decatur kids! I also like the 3-5 option.
• I do not think want our kids taken from the elementary school in 3rd
grade. Once they leave the elementary school they are no longer part of
the neighborhood and parent involvement drops. I say keep them at the
elementary school as lol by as possible. Third graders are not ready for
this type of separation.
CITY SCHOOLS OF DECATUR

• I don't like putting 3rd graders in a giant school with older kids. I like
that they are currently leaders in their elementary schools and that they
are not forced into pre-middle school too early. It's also a huge pain for
families with gaps of 2+ years to have your kids only at one school
together for a year at a time. At least with K-3, they are together for 2
years, which will cut down on traffic issues.
• I don't like splitting these grades. In a perfect scenario I would prefer the
schools to be K-5. Without this option as a possibility I prefer the schools
to remain K-3.
• I don't like the 3rd graders being separated. I like that the 3rd graders
stay a bit younger by still being in the younger elementary school levels.
• I don't like the idea of 2 huge 3-5 schools
• I don't like the idea of a 3-5. I think 3rd graders are developmentally
more aligned with younger kids and being with the older kids just
pushes them to grow up faster and be exposed to more advanced social
issues.
• I don't think 3rd graders are ready for a school of 750. Also, having two 3
-5 academies defeats the purpose of having all the kids together before
middle school
• I feel like keeping the K-3 schools allows kids to have a sense of "place"
longer, and build their confidence and leadership skills, before moving
on to older schools. This also contributes to a school's culture. I also feel
that parents are more apt to be involved if they have more time at a
school -- this includes raising money and helping in other ways...there's
less involvement once kids move on to 4/5.
• I feel that the K-3 configuration allows third graders to receive that extra
year of nurturing that seems to be more evident at the early elementary
school level. It further allows them an opportunity to develop
academically while experiencing a sense of leadership in the school. This
type of configuration pushes children to grow up faster without being
emotionally ready or prepared to meet the challenges that follow.
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QUESTION 2
• I feel the K-3 system is working VERY well. We have the #1 public school
system in the state. I feel strongly this model should continue. Also,
moving 3rd graders into a school double the size of elementary schools
could cause emotional strain on young children.
• I feel transitioning to a new school as a new third grader could have a
disruptive impact on learning. It has been found transition is not a good
thing. Let’s keep the current model and add a new school.
• I have a third grader now, so this won't affect us directly, so I can speak
about this objectively. I feel that third grade has been a great year for my
son to still stay a kid, and just begin with responsibilities. I have a sixth
grader too, and 4th grade was soon enough to move him to a bigger
school. Too soon even! Also, I feel like this is the time to tackle the whole
problem. If we need to re-district, build new schools, etc. let's just do it
all now. I am tired of part time solutions to just deal with the problem for
the next couple of years (like trailers). Yes, re-districting will upset
people, but we will all adjust and be happier in the long run with a 10-15
-year solution. This solution still does not have enough room for future
growth and we will be doing this again in 3-4 years.
• I have children who are at the high school. However, I liked the idea of
the 4-5 except that it was hard to get connected when you were only
there for 2 years. I think extending it to a 3-year school will open the
door for more parent involvement. My only concern is that it doesn't
blend all the children from the different school together if there are 2
academies. It was a huge help to mix them up before reaching middle
school.
• I have lived in Decatur since 1992. My local school is Westchester and I
have strong relationships with children in my neighborhood. I currently
have 2 grandchildren at Oakhurst, grades k and 2. I pick them up 2 days
away and stay for 30 min. to 1 hour at the Oakhurst playground. I
strongly disagree with the K-2, 3-5 configuration. Children in grades K
through 3 learn from friendships across age & grade lines and learn from
each other. These grade configurations make no sense and are counterproductive to the relationships that I see on the playground and in the
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neighborhood.
• I hope that bussing to and from the new 3-5, will not have the children
going to school too soon.
• I like all elements of the K-2/3-5 option!!! I support keeping lower
elementary schools in neighborhoods, not changing focus of existing
schools, and avoiding redistricting as much as possible.
• I like being able to walk to my local elementary school and would like
the extra year of doing that. My rising 3rd grader is looking forward to
walking herself to school next year and this is a good way to phase that
in. If she has to commute to a school that is farther away, that would
make that transition more difficult. (I know my personal timing may not
be affected by the timeline of this project, but that's my logic.) Also, at
FAVE, I think we benefit from building another 4/5, but not adding
another class year.

• I like continuity of College Heights, although I worry about its capacity
in the future. I think teachers know what they are talking about when
they say 3-5 is better for kids. I worry that 3-5 is being split up because I
thought the original reason for 4-5 was to help foster unity within the
district before the jump to adolescence. But none of the options propose
one building for 4-5 or 3-5 so I guess we are losing that with any option.
• I like having a 3-5 option in that in can address many of the concerns I
have had with F.AVE, e.g. less school years (only 2) creates less support
and buy-in from parents, less willingness to get invested. The 2 year
school experience feels throw-away in many regards. It is harder to get to
know staff and build community, build PTO, transition fundraisers, etc.
A 3-5 would address this somewhat.
• I like keep walkability for our youngest kids. Least disruptive option. But
the capacity issues at Oakhurst's and Winnona are concerning.
• I like leaving the existing boundaries as much as possible. I like having
3rd grade move with 4/5 b/c of the style of learning that changes in 3rd
grade (read to learn).
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• I like that Glennwood will stay a K-2 school, which would be much less
disruptive for my neighborhood's kids than turning it into a 3-5 or 4-5
school.
• I like that in this plan students would spend the same amount of time in
a K-2 school as in a 3-5 school, making both more comfortable
environments for students and parents. It also seems more fair for
principals, instructional coaches, and specials teachers to all deal with 3
grade levels, for planning purposes.
• I like that none of the elementary schools have to close.
• I like that the 3-5 will be together and that there would be little to no
disruption in the boundaries. I like that this option promotes better
conditions for state testing. It would be nice for College Heights to have a
bigger space to allow for more kids in the CoD to attend.
• I like that the current K-3 buildings all remain as K-2 schools so that
realignment of boundaries is minimized; I do not like that both 3-5
schools will be south of the tracks (I assume, as it does not really say).
• I like that the existing elementary schools are not impacted too severely.
I'm concerned about all the transitions the students will need to go
through in their CSD lives but we're a small community and the
transitions my two kids have been through over the years have been
smooth.
• I like that the lower elementary schools will not be overcrowded.

• I like that the steering committee supports this option since they have the
expertise and greater knowledge of the tradeoffs between the options.
• I like that this keeps both Glennwood and Oakhurst as lower elementary
schools (versus converting to 3-5 schools). I also like that this keeps
College Heights intact without having to build another school. Having
two 3-5 schools would be good for several reasons: FAVE is far away for
those in the Glennwood districts (and Westchester and Clairemont
districts). FAVE currently has close to 900 students which makes it hard
to develop a community feel. So, right now you basically get an amazing
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K-3 experience with a community feel and then go to FAVE where it's
very challenging to have that same community feel because it is so large.
Having 3 years at both elementary schools seems like it would be more
balanced and allow more time to adjust to the upper elementary school
before moving onto middle school.

• I like that this turns the 4/5 into a 3-year experience, hopefully allowing
more time to connect with the school community during our time there
compared to the current 2-year experience where it's easy to feel
disconnected. What I dislike about the current growth of our school
district is separating the students into two 3-5 schools This brings the
typical social pressures back to the kids during the middle school
experience. I prefer the unifying feeling of one 4/5 in the district. What I
really want is for the COD to STOP THE GROWTH ALREADY!!!!!!!!!
• I like that we stay in our current school zones until 2nd grade. I do not
like that College Heights continues to house early learning given that so
many families whose taxes support it are never able to utilize it because
it is entirely too small for the demand. If the 0-3 program parents paid
full price (no tax subsidization) like the rest of us must at our daycares, it
would be easier to stomach. And if they weren't given privilege over the
rest of the city's kids for the separate PreK program that would also be a
much fairer scenario. With this option, I don't like that some schools will
still be overcrowded. If a Spanish Immersion program was placed at
Clairemont that would certainly help.
• I like the 3, 3, 3, 4 option. I am also supportive of keeping the
neighborhood schools intact and keeping the current 4/5 academy.
• I like the balance of 3/3/3 years across schools. Troubling that the 3-5
projections exceed projected capacity so assume either we're hoping
magic happens or there is some plan which is not being shared.
• I like the current system where third graders can be the leaders at their
schools. I worry they will not have the same opportunities if the grade
bands change to k-2. 2nd graders are just a bit too young to be the same
type of leaders at the school.
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• I like the idea of the new school of housing the 3-5. It would be easier for
all Decatur on the North side of tracks to get to--drive to.
• I like the K-2/3-5 approach - academically, the best option I don't
understand how the 3-5's are planned to be 12% over capacity and that's
OK - is the expectation to resolve that with modular classrooms?

• I like the learning to read vs reading to learn split. I also like that the
switch of schools happens every 3 years until high school, instead of only
being at 4-5 for a brief 2 years.
• I like the preservation of the lower elementary school locations. I would
be interested in how redistricting lines get drawn to balance out
projected utilization since Clairemont and Glennwood will be
underutilized.
• I like this model but my son is in first grade right now so I wonder how
this will affect his transitions. And how is the new 3-5 going to be
divided.
• I like this option very much. It keeps walkability as a primary focus for
schools while significantly reducing the need to realign lower elementary
boundaries. I also like that this meets the G.O. goals. Given the support
of the Steering Committee and teachers, I too support this option,
although I would recommend additional information for the public as to
how the capacity issue at the 3-5 academy under this scenario will be
addressed.
• I like this plan because it means that the kids will break up the grades
into lower elementary and intermediate schools in a more even period.
• I like this plan but would greatly miss the Elementary parts of 3rd grade.
Community circle, for instance and we greatly prefer EL to IB.
• I love the idea of an upper and lower elementary! I am worried that there
will still only be 2 lower elementary on the "south side" but hopefully
they won't feel so overcrowded with the 3 grades.
• I love the idea of doing K-2/3/5. I was supportive of the prior options
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presented because they handled capacity better than this. Looking at
these numbers, if this option is selected, then my children are going to
move from overcrowded classes K-3 to overcrowded classes for 4-5. I
voted for a $75 million-dollar bond to alleviate overcrowded classrooms.
I did not vote for the senior exemption because it did not include any
income restrictions. Now we are paying for the GO Bond and our taxes
are going to be increased and this option would still put my kids in
oversized classrooms. I see this as an irresponsible option that is only on
the table to cater to two neighborhoods - Glennwood and Oakhurst who would have had walkable schools k-5 even with the prior options.
Whereas walkability for the Westchester District and for families on the
far north sides of the city are completely disregarded.
• I love this option because we don't have to worry about where to build
an ECLC that will have outdoor space and the same wonderful feel of
College Heights, Glennwood and Oakhurst students don't lose their
beloved elementary schools, and the 3-5 schools are more similarly sized.
Also, I think we three grades versus two, it will be a little easier to handle
enrollment bubbles.
• I prefer keeping kids in their neighborhood schools as long as possible,
so this would result in 1 fewer year in their neighborhood school
compared to the current situation.
• I prefer only building one new building. Money is running out for
programs like the 5th Grade Tybee trip and other field trips.
• I prefer the option where Glennwood or Oakhurst also becomes a 3-5.
I'm concerned that this still doesn't address capacity needs. Furthermore,
it feels like the team has kowtowed to Oakhurst neighborhood pressure
without considering the greatest good for all of our children.
• I really believe the K-3, 4/5 model is the best alternative. It would be
great if we could go back to K-5, but that's not going to happen. Another
option, that the school board has no control over, stop adding housing in
Decatur!
• I really like the idea of expanding the upper elementary to 3-5. As a
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current and first time FAVE parent, the 4/5 model feels very transient to
me.
• I see reduced opportunities for leadership among students. Would prefer
older students "buddying" or mentoring younger students. Reading
buddies, etc. Prefer to keep as many grades as possible together. Pre-K 5 would be ideal. Over the years, I've seen how parent involvement has
fallen off as they've had two or more kids in different schools. I've also
seen the social bonds among children weaken - every year they have to
make new friends which sound great in theory but really means they
don't ever have a best friend or two.
• I seriously dislike any scenario that includes building and trailers in the
near future. In my mind, any build should be flexible (i.e. allow for K
rooms/utilization at the ES level from the beginning) and accommodate
all students. Why are we building and not making room for all students?
Or are we just punting the Glennwood/Oakhurst scenario?
• I support the 3-5 model but feel like only having only 2 schools will lead
to these schools being way to big. I also feel like there should be more
than only two k-2 schools on the south side. Oakhurst and Winnona will
end up being overcrowded and those families are not going to want to
cross the tracks to go to K-2.
• I support the 3-5 model, but I feel that having only two 3-5 schools,
makes these schools way too big. It does not make sense to me to have
five K-2 schools and only two 3-5 schools. FAVE is currently way too
large. The projected enrollment for 2020-2021 puts 800 children at the
two 3-5 schools. This mirrors the overcrowding that we currently have at
FAVE. This option also leaves only two elementary schools on the
Southside with projected overcrowding. I like having the elementary
schools divided into three grades. I feel that families can be more vested
in the upper elementary experience given that they will have three years
at the upper elementary school instead of two.
• I support this option

• I taught in an elementary school where 3rd, 4th, and 5th grade students
were switching classes for each subject (math, reading, writing, social
studies and science). The third graders had a very difficult time all year
with this change of pace. Many who were "thriving" students the
previous year fell behind during their 3rd grade year. I don't believe it
would be developmentally appropriate to have third graders in this
model.
• I think 3rd graders should be kept with the younger elementary grades. I
think they could lack the maturity to be enrolled with 4-5th graders.
• I think 3rd graders should stay in the K-3 and not move up.
• I think a positive aspect of this plan is that it might give kids a longer
time together in one building to make social connections before heading
to middle school.
• I think having K-3 allows some leadership to be established prior to
being with the older kids.
• I think it could be valuable having a 3-5 academy to serve the north side
of town. All around, I think this is a very sensible proposal. My only
frustration is that it makes it more challenging for my children to get to
school - converting the ECLC to an elementary school would allow them
to walk to school. If this route is taken, I would really like to see better
bus service from south Decatur to Winnona Park added.
• I think it would be a great idea to have grades 3-5 together. That seems to
be a natural place for the elementary schools to be split, rather than K-3
and 4-5.
• I think that the 4-5 model has worked well, but I understand that my
experience is anecdotal and that education experts recommend a cut off
at K-2/3-5.
• I think that the K-2 school populations should be more even and the
students who live off Adair Ave. should be redistricted to Westchester.
That way, Oakhurst will not be so crowded, and Westchester will fill out.

• I support this option with revision to the school boundaries.
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• I think the "south side" needs College Heights Elementary to help
alleviate overcrowding at WP and Oakhurst. College Heights as it
currently functions seem to serve as subsidized day care. Frankly, many
families I know whose children attend CH can afford other options, such
as private Pre-K or daycare. It seems a bit ridiculous to have our
elementary kids attending overcrowded schools so that a few lucky
lottery winners can have taxpayers pick up their daycare tab.
• I think the 3-5 model would help keep the last years of elementary school
truly elementary vs early middle. 3 years at one school would help make
the time there more of an investment for parents and students. The only
thing I worry about is such a large school. the 4/5 academy is so spread
out and the kids are somewhat silo-ed. The community feel is decreased
because they can't even all congregate together at once.
• I think the Board should choose the best option for the city school system
and not bend to the complaints of parents who are only concerned about
their own short term interests (and pushing an option that is hurtful to
the system overall).
• I think the K-3 model is more suited for the maturity level of 3rd graders.
The 4-5 model has proved to be quite successful, but I do not think this is
the best for 3rd graders.
• I think the third grades should not be clumped with the 4 and 5 graders.
I believe having the third graders the oldest at their school gives them
some responsibility without throwing them to the wolves which seems
to Happen at 4-5. I also don't understand why College Heights must
remain its own facility. It would make it easier on families to have them
housed with their correct elementary school. I know it is a great program
but really what are the benefits for having it be separate?
• I think there are significant developmental differences between 3rd
graders and 5th graders. When they are all in the same building
(traditional K-5 model), this doesn't seem quite as noticeable. My fear is
that it WOULD be noticeable in a 3-5. Third graders aren't ready for the
independence that 4th and 5th graders can handle. Also, 3rd grade will
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be shifting from EL to IB (I'm assuming). So additional training would be
needed.
• I think this is a reasonable proposal that makes sense and meets the
needs of CSD and the parents of CSD students.
• I think this model (1) discourages team teaching at the 3rd grade level (it
is currently lacking at FAVE); (2) limits walkability for 3-5 graders who
do not live close to the two proposed 3-5 schools; and (3) ensures that
children who are more than 2 years apart will not be in the same school
with their siblings until, perhaps, high school. This impacts family
schedules, as well as parent involvement.
• I thought the reason for creating 4/5 academy was to bring all k-3 kids
together prior to entering middle school (6-8)? If we have two 3-5
buildings this begins to get away from that objective. I completely
support k-2 and 3-5....BUT is there any way to keep 3-5 in one building?

• I understand from people in the early learning and literacy landscape
that the research suggests a birth to grade 2 strategy. Also, we started the
4-5 Academy this year and the level of fundraising necessary to support
a school serving just two grades is intense and sometimes overwhelming.
I think adding another grade level may ease the burden on parents.
• I very much prefer to keep third grade with K-2.
• I want to keep my kids at our neighborhood school if possible. The 3-4-5
academies are across the tracks which is super hard to get to and the kids
must get up crazy early to sit on a bus for a prolonged period in the
mornings. I was prepared to "suck it up" for 2 years at the 4/5 Academy
but I'm not excited about an additional year of that. I love having the 3rd
graders at the neighborhood school-they really learn to become leaders
and help the younger kids in a way that the 2nd graders do not. And the
4/5 is so big and there is really no community feeling there in the same
way that we have it at our K-3 schools. I hate for my kids to lose out on a
year of that.
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• I was not for this configuration initially, because of the impact of
walkability and simply because of the change. However, after reading
reasons why teachers support and understanding the change in learning
that occurs in the 3rd grade, the recommendation is clear. I think the
importance of how different learning is b/w K-2 and 3rd grade and up
should be stressed. Parents who are not aware of early education
standards do not likely know the shift from learning to read to reading to
learn that happens in the 3rd grade. I agree with the need for teachers
and specials to be able to collaborate which would best happen if
teachers were at the same school.
• I would like to see the now K-3 schools stay that way. I like the idea that
the children stay in their neighborhood as long as they can. Is it possible
to have another K-3 school & another 4-5 added built so we won't have
to have extra buildings behind the schools.
• I worry about a child as young as 3rd grade going to a school as large as
750 students.
• I worry about mixing 3rd graders - who have a very different mentality,
maturity and focus - with 5th graders.
• I worry about putting third graders with fifth graders given big
differences in sophistication, sexuality and size.
• I would be more supportive if there was an option of having a 3-5 on the
northern side of Decatur. If not, perhaps shift the start time of the 3-5
schools a little later so parents from the north side of the city have more
time to get their kids to school. No one wants to put a 3rd grader on the
bus at 6:45am. That is just unacceptable.
• I would like assurance that the 3-5 schools will keep neighborhoods
together.
• I would like to see CSD outsource the ECLC to a different provider.
Clifton School, Phoenix School- there are lots of area childcare providers
that are looking to expand, but need space. This will free up resources for
CSD to focus on the K-12 enrollment issues. I support this plan and
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reconfiguration, with the caveat that there is still capacity issues at the 35 levels. Is there a way to build out the new school 3-5 at a level that
meets/exceeds projected growth targets? I understand the bond does not
cover all expenses. But maybe if we remove ECLC and allow that to be
taken over by another entity, we can make the money and resource
allocation work.
• I would like to see the new 3-5 school on the north side of the tracks. I
live on the south side, and the traffic is horrible - we need to spread the 3
-5 out more.
• I would not like my 3rd grader going to school with 5th graders. This
would disrupt all elementary schools by moving a grade out.
• I'd like to keep K-3/4-5 model.
• If my daughter is going to 4th grade next year at FAVE, I'm assuming
she will have to move to the new 3-5 OR 4-5 building, based on where
we live and I think this could be very disruptive for her. A year in one
school and a year in another. I hope this is going to be considered in
some way.
• If possible, would be nice to have other 4-5 north of College, to minimize
traffic.
• If this is the chosen options, I have concerns about the transition when
the new school opens fall 2019. My child could potentially be in 3
different schools in 3 consecutive years. I would like to see the board
present their idea of transitioning current students with minimal impact.
• If we are building a new school, why are we not building to meet
projected need? Capacity at the new school should be 850 to get close.
• If you choose this option, please consider making the 3-5 schools EL as
well as the K-2's. EL is making curriculum inroads nationally and this is
kind of a no-brainer, especially if we are moving highly qualified,
extremely successful third grade teachers who have worked in EL
credentialed and/or EL mentor schools for many years.

21 21

COMMENT RESULTS
QUESTION 2
• If you have any faith AT ALL in the 2020-2021 projected enrollment at
the 3-5 grade level, WHY AREN'T YOU PLANNING TO BUILD A
SCHOOL THAT CAN HANDLE THAT ENROLLMENT? Please make
the new 3-5 school big enough so there isn't a repeat of the FAVE issue.
Everyone was very disappointed that it was too small right after being
built.
• I'm concerned about 3rd graders being moved from the K-3 system with
the older kids, however I do think that we can adapt to this change more
amenably than others suggested.
• I'm concerned about transportation and getting kids to school. There are
essentially 2 crossings to get from the north side of the tracks/W College
to the south side. The K-2/3-5 option adds another year that parents
north of the tracks have to figure out how to get their kids to school.
• I'm concerned that Winnona Park and Oakhurst will still be overenrolled, while other schools are under-enrolled. But, the utilization
options in this plan are far better than Option 2.
• I'm confused as to the utilization figures presented for the 3-5 schools.
Presumably with the new 3-5, utilized of the 5th Ave school would
dramatically decrease. Also, why are there no utilization figures
provided for College Heights?
• I'm very supportive of this plan if it doesn't kick the can down the road
with regard to school overpopulation.
• In favor of benefits that are stated in the breakdown of the summary.
Hugely in favor of a new 3-5 location that will continue every day walk
ability as the current 4th/5th is too far to walk.
• Is K-2 or K-3 best for child learning and development?
• It appears that when 4-5 was developed it was done so out of the best
EDUCATION outcome for the students. If this is the primary driver - not
modulars, not traffic patterns, not general convenience - then I think we
should continue to follow the path that is best for the educational
outcomes of the students.
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• It is a natural split; however, it is more transition and changing than a
second 4/5.
• It is concerning at on the day the new schools open, the 3-5 buildings will
already be at 112% capacity. Where is the room for growth?
• It is difficult to have a sense of cohesion at the school when it is for so
few grades
• It is difficult to vote for something that still doesn't seem to relieve to
overcrowding issue at Oakhurst and WP, but of the options, this one
makes the most sense. I suppose boundary discussions might help
alleviate some of the capacity challenges, though with no other K-2 ES on
the south side, it is hard to envision how that might look. It also looks
like even building a new 3-5 school would not alleviate capacity issues at
that level.
• It is patently unfair that CSD has allowed the Oakhurst community to
override common sense just so they can keep their walk ability from K12. CSD is constantly reacting instead of planning. It's unacceptable that
the building next to DHS was not purchased by the CSD and that no
effort was made to acquire and build on the former Devry property.
Once again a historic chance for the Methodist Children's Home property
is going by well CSD does nothing. I'm afraid this school system is in
decline due to the inability to have real vision.
• It keeps the current boundaries intact for the schools and doesn't require
more capital being spent on a new ECLC building and retrofitting the old
building for elementary school use.
• It makes me sad that my kids might be leaving our neighborhood lower
elementary a year earlier than we thought. We love its walkability!
• It seems the least disruptive, most easily adaptive to what the
configuration is now, and keeps the neighborhood elementary K-2
experience
• It would make sense to not pour extra money into the ECLC building
that is already up and running meets the needs of the student’s needs.
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• It's unclear to me if Oakhurst elementary will still be over capacity. If so,
what is the projection for this new configuration and what is the plan to
fix it?
• Just worried that we'll continue to need trailers at the 3-5 level. Couldn't
we build a larger building?

• K-2 limits the amount of mentoring from the upperclassmen.
• K-3 has been the developmentally appropriate standard for several
decades. School performance standards are written for the K-3
configuration facilitating program development and assessing academic
progress within the developmentally appropriate paradigm. See Maeroff,
Gene I., "The Critical Primary Years," Principal, v86 n2 p41-45 Nov-Dec
2006. I have not seen adequate evidence to justify disruption of the
standard configuration.
• K-5 seems a much wiser option!! Spend less money hiring new
"coordinator" admin positions for the District Office. Meaningfully
FUND the "gifted" program, so that actual gifted children are supported
and qualify. Align the gifted program eligibility with actual state
standards and requirements. Cut class sizes. Hire more, high-quality
teachers. Pay them MORE. TEST LESS!!! Teach critical thinking and
allow children to have joyful learning environments....
• Keeping College Heights at current location
• Keeping kids in local elementary schools as long as possible, instead of
busing them across town to 3-5 or 4-5 schools both on the south side of
town, should be a priority. Only the old plan 1b gave a 4-5/3-5 option to
the north side of town and I am sad to see that option gone. That said,
the K-3/4-5 option is better because it delays by a year having to put a kid
on the bus at 6:45 am to get to 4th grade (that's when kids in my
neighborhood have to leave to get there).
• Keeping the lower elementary schools k-3 would be preferred in my
opinion, but if the K-2 option makes better use of our facilities and
smaller class sizes I think it's worth a change. Unless there are other
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things that could be done to keep the schools k-3 and still have smaller
classes and less overcrowded schools.
• Keeps lower elementary walkable. Divides upper elementary into East/
West geographic boundary, hopefully alleviating some of the congestion
near FAVE. Retains College Heights, which I see as a positive.

• Keeps the K-2 students/families in existing school zones. Students and
families are able to "walk" to their school using safe routes. Removing the
3rd grade band from each school will provide room for the growth that
will be happening in the next few year. I like the age grouping at each
school: K-2 - learning to read. 3-5 - reading to learn. Keeping the birth - 5
program at College Heights is definitely a plus and a win for the children
and families. The school is walkable for families living in Decatur
Housing and surrounding communities. The $7 million that was secured
to build a new facility can now be used on the Tally project. College
Heights offers space to expand (purchase of the house/property next
door) so that more children can be served via scholarships.
• Leaves a huge gap of 168 seats above capacity at the 3-5 grade level. 3rd
grade is a pivotal year for learning and children should not be asked to
tackle learning new school, curriculum and classmates in addition to the
responsibilities of this pivotal school year.
• Like - maintaining school zoning lines, like keeping early elementary
schools as walkable schools Dislike - sending third graders to senior
elementary school and lost opportunity for them to be "leaders" (second
graders may have a hard time stepping into this role)
• Like that there is enough capacity for projected enrollment for K-2.
Dislike that there is not enough capacity for projected enrollment for 3-5.
• Like the idea of 3-5 feeling like an upper elementary experience, rather
than middle school. Also like the idea of it being a smaller school.
• Like the k-2 idea. A little worried about getting kids to various schools
across Decatur that all have same start time.
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• Like the K-2, 3-5 model. Seems more appropriate and more like an
elementary school. I like that this option provides more seating. This
model also retains the walkability, which is so important to this district.

• Likes: Opportunity to build connections between IB and EL Opportunity
for students to develop leadership and participate in civic responsibility
dislike: Nothing to dislike.

• Like the more balanced 3-3-3-4 experience. Like the fact it is less
disruptive like the single capital project.

• Living on the Northside I am only concerned about a 4-5/3-5 school that
is easier to access. FAVE is hidden in the bowels of Decatur.

• Like: 1) making upper elementary feel more like elementary than premiddle school. Dislike: no long span in any school; still prefer K-5

• Looks like the 3-5 schools will be over-capacity. How do you expect to
manage this?

• Like: Maintaining College Heights in the same location, only needing to
build 1 new school (instead of 2 new schools and then whatever is
required to convert College Heights). Like that, if we keep College
Heights as ECLC instead of turning into elementary, Oakhurst would
not require more redistricting at elementary level. It seems like this plan
would minimize disruption, and I'm supportive of the teacher feedback
about integrating 3rd grade with 4th and 5th. Like that it meets target
GO goals.

• Main concern here is the plan for College Heights. The ECLC cannot
service the current demand, let alone the future demand. I am not
supportive of restricting ECLC attendance such that average Decatur
residents have little chance attending.

• Like: no significant enrollment rezoning except at 3-5. only one capital
construction project opening one new school will likely be more
operationally efficient than alternate which opens two. 2x upper
elementary schools should be more walk-able and require less
transportation/buses longer grade span at upper elementary more
uniform facility grade spans across K-12 dislike: doesn't address need for
additional classrooms at ECLC likely requires more buses than alternate
4-5 option

• Maintains walkability for our neighborhood, minimal disruption for
changing schools.

• Like: that College Heights would remain as the district ECLC building of
a new upper elementary school dislike the possibility of a "middle
school" experience being pushed down to 3rd grade 3rd grade moving to
IB learning instead of Expeditionary Learning
• Likes: Maintains walkable K-2 schools, program equity among schools,
minimize rezoning impacts Dislikes: few. Potential curriculum impacts,
maybe.

CITY SCHOOLS OF DECATUR

• Main consideration should be enrollment growth at every school level.
• Maintaining the current 4/5 configuration allows for greater consistency
for all students.

• Meet requirements of the bond and desires of community.
• Minimal disruption is best
• Most balance option for keeping the neighborhood schools. I like that
there would be minimal disruption to students transiting.
• Much prefer the elementary schools to remain K-3. Keeping IB starting at
4th
• My biggest concern is that as a current Westchester parent that we would
still end up driving to F.ave, fighting the ridiculous traffic over the
railroad tracks. I would hope that traffic patterns would be considered
when deciding where to place kids from each elementary. Although the
new 3-5 might be slightly farther away from us, it may actually be the
easier commute. I'm simply using our school as an example; in general, I
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would hope traffic issues would be considered for the entire community.
It's definitely not getting LESS congested, let's just say.

school aged children. Perhaps the money saved in building could be
used for more staff.

• My biggest recommendation would be that the second 3-5 school be
north of the tracks in order to minimize traffic congestion, as the railroad
crossings are bottlenecks.

• My only concern with this option is that the 3-5 schools will immediately
be at overcapacity. Since a new school is being built anyway, why not
build it for the projected number of students (900?)

• My concern centers around those of us receiving Special Education
services. Already, FAVE is more limited in services due to sheer
population as compared to our Oakhurst Elementary. Budget and a lack
of actual applicants for ES roles was cited. What does this option do to ES
support at the 3-5 level? We already have less proactive, robust service at
FAVE compared to Oakhurst. Example: My son scored 47% in percentile
math on the MAP testing and was immediately scooped up for one on
one work at Oakhurst. Now, at FAVE, in the same scenario, I got a
chuckle and was told that would never happen at FAVE...it was a
"luxury" the elementary schools could afford. I was told he had to
literally fail in the 30's to get help...and this is with an IEP.

• My prime concern is that 3rd graders are still too young/impressionable
to be thrown in with 4th and 5th graders

• My concern is losing 3rd grade teachers if 3rd grade moves to IB
• My concern is where the geographical split would fall for the two 3-5
schools.
• My daughter NEEDED 3rd grade to learn to read and to truly blossom at
school.
• My daughters will go to Westchester and a 3-5 concurrently. Please
stagger the start times so I can get them both to school.
• My only concern is that Oakhurst and Winnona are over crowded.
• My only concern with this model is support for the 3rd grade teachers as
they transition to Expeditionary learning to PYP/IB and also for the
mindset shift at the 4/5 - moving from a middle school prep mindset to
more of an upper elementary mindset. I also feel that perhaps this model
is more sustainable moving forward as population shifts occur and the
north side has a boom and eventually we will all stabilize or decline with
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• No 3-5 schools north of the tracks. We lose the geographic diversity of
the other plans that will likely increase traffic.
• Oakhurst and Winona Park will still be projected to be overcrowded by
2020-21. What are the plans to address this issue?
• One concern I have about this option is that the 3rd graders will have a
30 minute longer school day than they currently have. For some children,
the bus to F.Ave. comes pretty early, so rather than leaving home at 7:30
(or later) to get to their local k-3, the 3rd graders will have to leave before
7:00 to get to the 3-5 across town. It would be nice to limit the earlier
departure time to 4-5 rather than add 3rd grade to the mix. I am also
concerned that under this option the district would not purchase the
property at the Avondale MARTA. It is important that the Board
purchase this property while it is available. The opportunity to purchase
this or similar property may not come along again. Without it, the
district would not have the flexibility to convert College Heights to a K-2
or K-3 in the future to accommodate future growth.
• One of the biggest benefits of the current configuration (K-3, 4-5) as
described by parents whose children have been through this system, is
that the children have a much easier transition to middle school, having
recently (only 2 years' prior) made a similar switch. Also, they are ALL
together in one school from 4th grade on. I understand that it could be
difficult to preserve the current setup, having all the children in one
school from 4th grade on, so I like that both of the current options put
them in only 2 schools, as opposed to 3 different schools, as some of the
previous plans did. One of the listed potential advantages of this plan is
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that the 3-5 would feel "more like an elementary" than a middle school,
and this could be great, but I actually think it's a big advantage that the
current 4-5 setup feels more like a middle school, as it benefits the
children so much for their transition into actual middle school. I think
changing to a "new school" in 3rd grade is such a different place
developmentally from 6th grade, that it may not preserve that sense of
having experience going to a bigger school, the way that our current
setup does. These are my main concerns. Another (minor) factor for our
family personally, is that our children (now preschool age) will most
likely complete kindergarten in their private (Montessori) preschool and
then switch to CSD for 1st grade. Our preference would be for them to
remain in one school for 3 years rather than 2 years at such a young age,
but again, this is a minor concern, as compared to my previous point. I
do mention it, though, because I think this is not common, but it is not
terribly uncommon either, so could be worth factoring in in some
(minor) way. One last point that I have is that I think the curriculum
expectations, etc. DO change a lot in third grade (one argument
frequently made for the 3-5 grouping), and I'd suggest that this is
actually a good reason to keep kids in their "familiar" school setting for
that year. Let them experience new curriculum demands, testing, etc.
and navigate those changes, while not also navigating a major social
transition in moving to a larger school. In other words, give them the
chance to be the "big kids" or "seniors" of their elementary school at this
age. The K-3, 4-5 setup seems to have worked well so far. I will add that,
despite having current preschool aged children, I'm now a relatively
longtime Decatur resident (moved here just after the 2003
reconfiguration, as a single student with no kids--was a totally different
place back then!) and I've had a chance to hear from friends and relatives
regarding how their children have fared with the current setup, and it is
overwhelmingly positive. Some kids do seem to struggle a bit with the
4th grade transition, but to a person, almost every parent of middle
schoolers or older that I know (I'm somewhat later in life having kids, so
I know several!) has remarked on what an easy transition to middle
school their children have had in 6th grade, as compared to their own
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transitions years ago. I think this is a very important point, and I worry
it's one that you won't hear in survey, because parents with middle and
high school aged kids (or older) mostly don't also have current
preschool/younger elementary kids, so have very little incentive to
complete this, share their experiences, etc. I hope that many of them will
give input, but I know they will have a lot going on, etc. so may not have
the time. I'm aware of a somewhat vocal contingent in online forums, etc.
wistful for the K-5 days, but in my experience, these people usually
either don't have kids, have grown kids (didn't go through current
configuration) or are new residents with pre-school aged or younger
elementary aged kids. When I talk with people whose kids have actually
gone through our system as it is currently, they seem to really be very
satisfied with it. I understand that logistical issues may require some
changes, but I'd advocate doing everything we can to maintain the
current setup in terms of grade level distribution among schools, since it
seems to be working well. I'd rather continue to have some trailers, but
keep the current setup (K-3, 4-5). Now, if teachers, administrators,
committees that include parents of students of middle/high school aged
kids and/or some middle or high school aged kids themselves (or recent
grads) overwhelmingly believe that there would be social or academic
benefits to reconfiguring to K-2, 3-5, then by all means, we should do it.
If it is really purely about numbers of trailers needed, public perception
from people who haven't been through the 4-5 configuration, etc. then I
think it's probably better to stick with what's working. One question to
ask might be the following: is there enough to recommend this change,
that we'd ever consider doing it without the current space/enrollment
pressures? If so, then it's probably a good idea. If not, then I would vote
for sticking with K-3, 4-5. My understanding is that, over the very long
term, enrollments have fluctuated quite a lot, and I imagine the same will
continue going forward. We should respond to these fluctuations as
needed, but doing so in a way that prioritized quality education. Thank
you for considering my perspective!!
• Our teachers seem to prefer the K-2/3-5 split so I support them in that. I
also think a 3-year upper elementary school would be good for our city.
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Two years in one school is too short a time. This option allows people to
stay close to their local lower elementary school, which seems to be a
high priority for many folks. I don't think CSD should focus on ECLC
needs until we have K-12 under control.
• Please consider keeping children in their small neighborhood schools for
as long as possible
• Please consider the option for Glennwood to be a 3-5 school. Otherwise
both 3-5 schools will be south of the tracks. This puts many homes on the
northern side at a disadvantage -- increased commutes, traffic...
• Please have the traffic pattern to the new 3-5 turn off of College instead
of Columbia!
• Please make sure the new elementary (3-5) is in the north side of town,
this will alleviate transportation cost & traffic congestion for years to
come and people can to walk to school. I have no dog in this fight, my
children are in upper grades but it doesn't make sense to add another
school nearby F. Ave.
• Please, please, please consider EL Education for 3-5 instead of IB for this
grade band. Third-fifth grade is still elementary school and EL Education
is the perfect way to teach and learn for all ages, but especially K-5.
• Prefer K-3 and like college heights having elementary school, however
my school is Glennwood.
• Prefer K-3 concept due to benefits in child development by learning.

• Prefer the K-3 setup to K-2. Not sure if the 3-5 schools have enough
capacity.
• Pros: aligns the district in a consistent 3-3-3-4-year building experience this will likely increase parent involvement appears to maintain
walkability for students in grades K-2 curriculum alignment will be
easier between 3rd and 4th grades Concerns: While I support the 3-5
option, I have taught at both the 4-5 and several elementary schools in
CSD. It is often much more difficult to plan and maintain consistency
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with larger grade level teams. I am not sure increased grade level
teachers is an advantage to the 3-5 option.
• Really believe the early learning center has been and would continue to
be successful as an independent building because of the special needs of
birth through 5.

• Reduced grade level teaching for special education teachers.
• Reduced need for redistricting 3-3-3-4 pattern is compelling better
utilization of space current K-3, 4-5 set-up has been negative for my
children. Should not be continued.
• Reduces harmful impact on students and families that would inevitably
come with significant redistricting (i.e., disruptive to continuity of child's
educational environment, increased traffic difficulties) -eliminates need
to build a new early learning.

• Reduces walk/roll ability for entire school system.
• Regardless of zoning, I really prefer the 3rd graders stay with the
younger group. I'm in favor of the K-3 option. Our kids already grow up
so fast, I don't want to rush to move them in with the bigger kids.
• Seems to be the most logical choice.
• Seems to resolve many of the concerns I had with the prior proposals.
Plus, I am strongly in support of manning the 3-5 experience more like
elementary school and less like middle school.

• Still concerns about capacity. Oakhurst and Winnona Park still with
trailers.
• Still over capacity at Oakhurst and Winona Park. How will this be
resolved? Seems like we still need the space that College Heights could
offer, and if that school becomes an elementary school it gives the district
some room for growth. Large student bodies at the 3-5 academies. Seems
large for the 3rd grade population
• Still want a K-5 option.
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• Teacher support for the model speaks the most to me along with
minimizing capital projects and meeting utilization targets.
• Teachers are our best asset. The ones I talked to support this set up
because it maximizes same grade teachers in buildings to help with
curriculum and other cross-grade issues.

• Teachers express benefits… and minimal disruption to educational
experience
• Thank you for continuing to seek and consider the input from the
parents (current and future) who have children in the CSD schools.
There are no easy paths here, regardless, of what is chosen. But, this
latest option feels less disruptive to most students...and retains the K-2 in
their current location which means a lot to those neighborhoods closest
to the schools. It feels like it will make the 4-5 academies more of a
destination in the education journey, instead of brief stop on the way to
middle school. I think it will enhance the experience for students and
parents to have three grades instead of two. I also like the idea of having
a 3-5 school at the Tally St. location (hopefully) so that those of us on the
Northside/Westside of Decatur have a closer option to our
neighborhoods. My thoughts and good wishes are with this committee
and the BOE for the continued wisdom and courage around the pursuit
of the highest and best for our children. Even with the current growing
pains, it is reassuring that the goal of a quality educational experience for
all CSD families, individually and collectively, is still the priority. I feel
that the CSD will still rank among the best in the state. Many Thanks!
• Thank you for listening to the community. One concern is that the "New
Elementary"/Talley kids that are currently in 2nd grade will be in 4
separate schools over a 4-year period. Current Elementary (3rd), Fave
(4th), Talley (5th), Renfroe (6th). I would hope that the school system
would be able to group children who will eventually be in Talley into the
same classrooms in 4th grade to retain some sense of consistency across
the multiple transitions.
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• The 3-5 schools would not be spread out in the community but both on
one side of the city. 3rd grade teachers would need to be trained in IB
and we would lose the EL program.
• The benefits as presented are moderately compelling, at best. If College
Heights remain, we'll still have a capacity issue even with this option. If
the board is willing to undertake two capital projects with Option 2, it
may make the most sense to opt for a hybrid of the two options: build
another elementary and academy school, but follow the K-2, 3-5 models.
This may better address capacity challenges in the future.
• The District will have to consider having children of CSD and COD
enrolled at schools other than OAK and WPES to alleviate some of the
overcrowding. Courtesy tuition students should be placed at schools
with more capacity and not schools that are already overcrowded. That
is only fair and reasonable.

• The issue that I have with this is that those of us on the north side must
travel all the way across the tracks to both schools. I know Decatur is
small, but it takes a long time to get across the city with lights and traffic.
When my daughter attended ECLC it took 30 minutes or more to get
from our home to school and back. I think it's unfair to the northern
families to ask us to do that. I'd prefer Glennwood as the new 3-5.
• The K-2 system has always worked well & if Oakhurst & Winnona are
already overcrowded, turning College Heights into another elementary
would make the most sense. Plus, the 3-5 new elementary model would
already be over capacity based on the projections. I think having the
younger elementary kids stay in their smaller schools for an extra year
before they move to the larger schools makes a lot of sense.
• The K-2, 3-5 option wouldn't mean re-zoning families. It would also keep
ECLC at its current location, which is good because they will get to keep
their nice outdoor space.
• The K-3, 4-5 scenario has worked well in CSD and we should do all we
can to maintain that model.
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• The largest problem I see is families with children at multiple schoolstraffic, volunteer opportunities limited, fundraising opportunities
limited, and overall school involvement. The family that lives across the
street would have children in 4 schools- ELC, Westchester, FAVE and
middle school.

• The most community building happens in the early grades. I want to
keep my kids in K through 3 before sending them off to the big school
• The new 3/5 should be on the north side
• The new 3-5 school should be on the north side of Decatur to the extent
possible to ensure walking to school is still an option.
• The numbers of years’ kids are in neighborhood schools really adds to
the sense of community we have in Decatur. Families already have kids
who don't overlap in schools which adds a lot of stress, and a shorter
young elementary school would make the problem worse. Busing will be
difficult so you know parents will drive their K-5 kids to school and
traffic is already bad enough.
• The only virtue our family ever saw in the 4-5 "academy" set-up, which
was terribly disruptive for the children, was that all the children met
each other before middle school, when hormones raged. The 3-5 set-up
will make the setting much more like an elementary school, be much
better for the children, and be less disruptive. However, if there are two 3
-5 schools, the kids are once again in the position of all coming together
for the first time in middle school. Not ideal, and possibly dangerous.
• The school system is working very well as it is. I don't approve of
messing with the structure of the problem is with population and not
substance. Therefore, adding another 4/5 would make more sense.

• The utilization percentages presented are much better than option 2 - it is
still not clear to me what data there is to support sending a 3rd grader to
a school with >500 children - I understand that it's better economic way
of utilizing teachers, have them.
• There are many problems with this plan. Two of the K-2s and the 4/5s
would be over capacity from the moment they open. That is
unacceptable. CSD also badly needs a new ECLC. Too many children
lose out on the opportunity to participate in Pre-K because there is not
enough capacity.
• There are not enough spots for pre-K 2. We'll exceed capacity for middle
school spots by 2020--what if the projections are under the actual
enrollment? 3. I prefer 3rd graders stay with the younger kids and serve
as leaders to the school but I defer to the educational experts on this.
• There is several ES and just one 3-5

• These 3-5 schools are too big. This size is impossible to have a good
school culture for elementary students.
• Third Grade is a vital year developmentally - both of my children would
say it was their best year.
• Third grade should stay with K-2
• Third graders are too young to go to 3-5
• Third graders lose the opportunity to be the "big" kid in the school and
exert more independence in their neighborhood school experience. The
younger kids in the K-2 miss out on the older third graders as mentors.
Preference is to keep the third graders in the walkable, neighborhood
schools.

• The size of the 3-5 school is the most important issue for me. I keep
hearing about kids getting lost at FAVE and how hard those years are.
Keeping the schools smaller seems so important.

• This is a great plan, but may cause issues as two large schools feed
together at the middle school age.

• The timeline for new school

• This is a terrific solution! Thank you!
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• This is a more natural and balanced distribution of students.
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• This is by far the most rationale, reasonable solution. It keeps each of our
existing schools virtually as-is (i.e., in use for the neighborhood) while
not wasting tax payer dollars on an ECLC that only serves a small
percentage of those tax payers lucky enough to get in. Additionally, it
splits elementary where everyone else in the country splits it (when they
do), between 2nd and 3rd, and allows for a 3-year experience in upper
elementary.

3rd grade instead of 4th. this allows for the students to be in a more
diverse environment at an earlier age.
• This option keeps neighborhoods intact and would continue to support
the walkability that so many online respondents wanted. I like the idea
of making the 3-5 a space that is more elementary focused and having
just 2 schools to support that goal should help with equity and diversity
as well. For my family, this would be a workable and desirable solution.

• This is least disruptive and keeps lower elementary walkability. Only
question is how will this address concerns for capacity, both at some of
the lower elementary and at both upper elementary schools. Will there
still be a plan for a new ECLC?

• This option means less disruption for (year round) College Heights
ECLC to move to a different location. Little to no rezoning necessary for
K-2 schools.

• This is the BEST of all the options that have been presented so far. I
appreciate that the feedback from parents and affected neighborhoods
has obviously been received and considered. This option provides the
needed space for our older elementary students while preserving
walkability for the younger ones. I also really like that we will not have
the added disruption of trying to construct a new ECLC and that
attendance boundaries will not have to be completely reconfigured.
Thank you for listening! Please choose this newest K-2/3-5 option!

• This option seems like a better long term solution that won't disrupt
neighborhood cohesion. It also preserves the walkability of schools.

• This is the best option that has been suggested to date. It is a good
balance of considering maximizing capacity concerns while also
considering the communities.
• This keeps the K-2 schools in their smaller neighborhoods and better
aligns the grade levels (both in number of years and with regard to
curriculum).
• This model is great for the current and changing Decatur demographic.
Keeping College Heights as the ECLC and expanding the upper
elementary model to a 3-5, will keep consistent with early childhood
research and developmental planes.
• This option is great for all the reasons listed above. also it has students
moving to a new building and being in a school with other students in
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• This option preserves the established communities at all the elementary
schools and the walkability of them all. The walkability is a desired draw
for a lot of parents.

• This option would best allocate students to prevent overcrowding at
elementary schools.
• This option would preserve the neighborhood aspect of the K-2 schools,
but require more 3rd grade students to be bused or driven to the 3-5
schools. Older 3-5 students may be better able to cope with the increased
numbers of students in respective schools. At least half of the projected
1,579 students in 3-5 should be going to the New Elementary, correct?

• This plan does not allow for enough capacity at all schools - Oakhurst
and Winonna Park remain over capacity and even with a new 3-5, there's
not enough space for projected enrollment. Previous plans allow
adequate capacity at all levels and all schools - why present a plan that
does not allow for enough space for all the students? Kids will survive
redistricting, it needs to be done to accommodate the growing school
population in CSD.
• This plan leaves the two south side elementary schools over-enrolled and
the three north side schools severely under-enrolled, which would mean
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more south side students would have to cross the tracks to attend north
side schools in the future. It also does not accommodate the full projects
enrollment for the 3-5 schools. I like the grades split this way though.
• This seems to be the most balanced for all of Decatur with the least
impact to families

• This seems to have many benefits, including strengthening the upper
elementary program. Compared to the other plan, it also seems to be the
most robust to unexpected changes in population estimates.
• This seems to make sense both on paper and practically with regards to
resources, etc. but I don't like the immediate over population of the 35's..... assuming the overage will be addressed using cottages?
• This sounds so much more sensible than any of the first round of
options. I wonder why this option was not put forward earlier.

• This works best from a facilities, capacity and districting point of view. I
imagine any complications generated by mixing in 3rd graders with 4th
and 5th can be worked out (i.e. parent-supervised arrival/dismissal
requirements, length of daily schedule)

• We keep moving away from community schools and more commuting.
• We need to realize the benefit our younger student get from having older
students as leaders. 3rd graders are only just starting to develop this and
taking them to a new environment where they are younger may
discourage this development. Likewise, I feel K-5 structures better lend
themselves to opportunities for further development of leadership skills,
empathy and caring so I am moderate unsupportive of any option other
than K-5.
• We really appreciate that committee took the community ideas and
comments and retooled the suggestions. Thank you. We love this one as
it keeps all the neighborhood elementary schools and adds the 3-5 at
Talley Street. We've also heard some ideas about making the 3-5 an East/
West split. We really like this idea as well in that it shakes up the usual
North/South town split. Thanks for all you are doing.

• We would be forced to leave our neighborhood school a year earlier and
would give up the benefit of walking/biking to school

• Traffic concerns on Columbia/Talley street/east Howard.

• We would be happy with this configuration mainly because it would
enable our child who is now 3 to stay in our neighborhood (Oakhurst)
for his first six years of school.

• Too many schools and segregation, we will not get used to one school
when is time to switch to another. We think this was not evaluated
properly. We should keep k-3 or preferably K-5. Why don't we build
buildings with multiple floors and multiple entrances? K-3 one level, 4-5
another level, 6-8 another level. It's been proven to work elsewhere. Why
are we over complicating simple things! This is simply a waste of money.

• Well for all the schools when the kids have programs or anything that
the parents must come to there is nowhere to park it could be some
parents just be getting off work going to their kid’s school it should be
only kids that live-in city of Decatur should go to the school there are
kids that don't live in the District still go to the school to the point it’s so
crowd at all the school

• Very good solution.

• What would happen with IB? Keeping the IB curriculum in the upper
elementary should be a priority.

• Walkability is key. Would the new 3-5 school be more accessible to kids
on bikes and on foot? Would it be south of the tracks? If so, is there a sky
bridge students can access to get across the tracks and College Ave?
• Walkability to younger elementary and preservation of College Heights
as ECLC
CITY SCHOOLS OF DECATUR

• When FAVE was originally established, we were told that the benefit of
having a separate 4-5 was to merge kids from across Decatur BEFORE
they get to 6th grade/Middle School. Parents who have had children
there have shared that this has eliminated some of the social stress of
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Middle School. However, if we have 2, 3-5 schools, it seems like this
benefit will be diluted. However, I understand that capacity is the
biggest concern at this time.
• When will this go into effect? How will the city be divided between the
two 3-5 school?

• Whereas by 4th grade many kids are mature enough to walk or bike by
themselves, most are not by 3rd grade. So the 3-5 option means many
more kids will need bus transportation and or add significantly to the
carpool traffic issues. This also increases the number of families who will
be split between more schools - it is exhausting and confusing and
depletes what can be donated as far as time and money. Schools and
PTOs would need to consider "cluster" events/ fundraisers/etc. so that
parents could be more involved instead of more over-whelmed.
• While I am in favor of keeping College Heights ECLC or building a new
pre-k, Oakhurst and WP elementary schools will be over capacity under
the this model. As I understand it, converting College Heights to a K-2 or
K-3 was an option as well. Clearly, there is a need for additional space
south of the railroad tracks. College Heights could provide that space.
Also, while this does not directly affect my family, having both 4-5 or 3-5
elementary schools south of the railroad tracks has issues of its own.
• While I believe this option is more of a consensus vs a compromise for
the citizens, I do worry about over capacity at both Oakhurst and WP. I
understand it could be solved by redistributing certain areas and I'd like
the board to remain open and honest about how they will address this
issue.
• While I like this model overall, I do have a couple of concerns/questions.
One is that it looks like the capacity at the 3-5 level in this option will be
exceeded from day 1, meaning the classes will be larger than the 22student target. I don't understand why we would construct a new
building whose capacity doesn't meet demand, and as a taxpayer who is
funding this construction it troubles me. If CSD is supposedly saving
bond money in this scenario by not having to construct a new ECLC,

CITY SCHOOLS OF DECATUR

then why would they not build a slightly larger elementary school to
march the enrollment? - and provide some room for expansion as we all
know the school population in Decatur is NOT going to stop growing
after 2020! [On the other hand, I also worry about the sustainability of
College Heights as an ECLC, particularly in accommodating the growing
demand for Pre-K spots, though I know the availability of GA state
funding plays a part in this.] In any event, I hope all of the GO Bond
money is used wisely and to meet the greatest needs of the ENTIRE
Decatur community. Otherwise I like this option as it frees up muchneeded space in the lower elementary schools where there is a dire need
to decrease class sizes, and I see a lot of advantages to moving to the K2/3-5 model. My only concern with the new model is possibly losing the
EL curriculum at the 3rd grade level - I would love to see EL expanded
throughout elementary (through 5th).
• While I recognize the desire of keeping the boundaries the same,
Oakhurst and Winnona Park will still be at or near capacity while
Clairemont and Glennwood are under enrolled. At some point, the
boundaries will need to change.
• While I think, this is the best solution at this time, this option offers one
few school than option 2. As populations increase, will this be a lasting
option?
• Why are we not leaving the K-3 model alone it is working and kids are
happy and parents love the k-3 and do the following K-3 then 4-6 and 7-9
and then a 10-12. So it would be a 4-3-3-3. This would group the grades
together and keep social elements as well as IB would start at 4th and
then at 10th grade the IB diploma would start - this would be best
WOODWARD does this model.
• Why was a K-5 option not selected as a choice?
• Why wouldn't you redistrict more children into Clairemont elementary
from those that are over capacity?
• Will the two 3-5 schools be enough? The chart shows FAVE and the new
facility at Talley St. operating at a 168 seat deficit in 2020.
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• With the purchase of the property from the Children's Home will there
be any opportunity to build a larger elementary school option?
• Would be sad for my child to miss out on that 3rd grade year at
Clairemont - lots of leadership opportunities, walking to school by
himself, etc. Also means more years of having children in 3 different
schools.
• Would like to continue seeing K-3 neighborhood schools where 3rd
graders mature as "seniors" at their neighborhood school. Strong
supporter of being able to walk my children to their neighborhood
school as often as possible. Will lose this ability if neighborhood schools
change to K-2.
• Would modulars be used at Winnona or would some Winnona students
be rezoned to under-utilized schools such as Glennwood or Clairemont?
• Would prefer to keep 3rd grade with K-2.
• Would really like to see some discussion about the start time of the
school day. It's early! Please consider the travel time needed for parents
and buses -- especially for parents with children at multiple/different
schools. A later start would make things easier on everyone.
• Would the Board still purchase the Marta property under consideration
for a new ECLC? It would be a shame to let this opportunity to buy
property get away. It may not come along again, and the Board could be
hard pressed to find another way to further expand capacity without it.

• You’re not adding enough capacity for the long term and within a few
years your going to need another school or significant additions. The
new school should be built to handle 2,000 kids. One of the k-2 schools
will also need a big increase in capacity say 1,800 as a minimum. You
cannot just patch this up and then come back and tell us we need more
room and spend even more than it would cost now to fix this once and
for all. I am unsupportive of this because it’s just a patch not a long-term
capacity solution

CITY SCHOOLS OF DECATUR
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Please share any thoughts that the committee should consider when developing recommendations for the Board of Education.
Please describe parts of the K-3, 4-5 option that you like or dislike.
• 3rd grade should be with 4th and 5th grade.
• 4 of the 6 ES would be over capacity - that seems crazy!
• 4-5 is awful! 3-5 much better concept for learning and development.
• A 2nd 4/5 elementary located in the northern half of Decatur is sorely
needed to maintain walkability and to retain at least SOME level of
intimacy/familiarity with students' peers; the current 4/5 is far too large.
• Again, children don't meet until middle school.
• Again, the 4/5 schools are flawed: there is no investment in the premise
when it functions merely as a pass-through for two years. The optimum
learning experience should take precedence over convenience and
walkability. Children learn to be invested and feel more stable in
elementary years when they don't have to change schools so often. K-5 in
elementary schools might not be as easy to attain, but it is better for
children. Enlarge the elementary schools to accommodate, turn College
Heights and FAVE into elementary schools. Create a new ECLC.
• Again, walkability is the key rubric.
• Again, we are still overcapacity after all the reconfiguration and
building, this at least allows kids to go to neighborhood school for a bit
longer.

those in K-3 and that the walkability remains. It doesn't seem to be the
best fiscal decision from a utilization and capacity perspective. It also
requires building a new ECLC. The current 4-5 model requires students
to always be in transition--transitioning in for 4th grade and
transitioning out for 5th grade, which seems challenging. And per
teacher report, 3rd graders may be better aligned academically with 4th
and 5th grades.
• Although I voted for this the first time around, because I'm a teacher and
in the state of Georgia teachers are certified K-5, and 4-8 is middle
grades, so it made sense for me to keep 4-5 together. I am now seeing
that all our elementary schools will be above capacity and see the need to
spread that out.
• Appears more expensive, may disrupt cohesion of Oakhurst by splitting
lower elementary between two schools, does not adopt 3-5 model.
• As before 4/5 seems more like a holding place for middle school. There is
still a lack of community-due to the sheer size.
• As stated before, I like keeping kids in their neighborhood school as long
as possible, so this would maintain the status quo in that regard.

• All 3-5 south of the tracks. Lose geographic diversity and worsen traffic.

• As you can clearly see above this is not an option as all current schools
except Fifth Ave not even have enough space to handle the students for
2020. Think growth now not in 5 years again

• All ES are still over capacity.

• BAD!!

• Allows neighborhoods to be more cohesive around the younger
students, increases walk/roll ability. Reduces change on students and
traffic

• Believe the location we are in is great. It seems more economical to stay
at the same location and add on rather than build a new building for
College Heights

• Although I am moderately unsupportive of this option, there are a lot of
things I like about it. I like that the current grade configuration is kept for

• Best of the options given. Misses out on expanding College Heights to
offset lack of seats at K-3 level.
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• Best option from the previous choices, but I'm not sure that keeping the
current grade configuration is that important. I favor less building.
• Better learning concept for kids.
• Better of given options. Wish there were a K-5 option
• Bringing a new K-3 on board would require new school zones for the K-3
families. The 4/5 model has some issues that would not be addressed (not
enough time for families and staff to build relationships before they are
moved up to the middle school. Currently, 4/5 feels a little bit like Junior
High and less like upper elementary). Money would have to be spent to
build a new facility for the birth to 5 program. The current property
being looked at does not allow for growth and may not even have
enough space for the size of the current program. Money would have to
spent to renovate College Heights before it can open as a K-3 school.
• Building a new ECLC is critical, but it makes no sense to go with a plan
where all but two of the elementary schools are over capacity from the
moment they open.
• Builds capacity where needed. Room for growth with modulars if
necessary. However, cost with two new schools may be prohibitive.
• Chart appears to misrepresent overcrowding on south side by not
Enrolling in college heights. Boundary changes seem to be a major
detriment
• Clearly, K-5 schools would be the best option for parents. Since K-5 is not
a great option for teachers/schools, then K-3 neighborhood schools are
the second best option for parents. In this option we see the maximum
total number of elementary schools, meaning a maximum numbers of
students being involved in a neighborhood (walkable) community.
Walkable communities are what Decatur stands for. Plus this option
reduces emissions and traffic, and increases safety, since less kids would
driven to school. This option also saves money as less buses are required
when everyone lives closer to their school. 3rd graders aren't heading to
such massive schools.
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• College Heights has room to grow and therefore accommodate the
expected enrollment growth. The Board of Education purchased 2
adjacent properties to the school.
• Concerned about potential boundary changes for elementary.
• Cons: this plan does not adequately address the current crowding in the
k-3 schools would have to build a new ECLC
• Continue neighborhood schools
• Continued capacity issues.
• CSD's faith in the 4-5 model has clearly wavered if the faint praise
offered in support of this proposal is representative.
• Current grade configuration is not effective for 4th and 5th grades. These
students are not sure if they are in elementary school or middle school-get mixed messages from teachers, staff, and administrators. The radical
break at 4th grade drives students to form cliques from their elementary
school neighborhoods. Very detrimental at Renfroe. Poor use of space.
Redistricting is always messy.
• Data provided by Department of Education and recent research from
teaching and learning journals note the importance of being at reading
level by third grade, so the other model provides a systemic intervention
prior to children going to that grade level if need be. This provides less of
incentive to hold back at 2nd grade if needed.
• Decatur needs a new grade configuration and this model may not be
congruent with our changing city's needs.
• Dislike - unclear how this helps overcrowding north of tracks Like keeping 3rd graders as leaders of early elementary; no need to retrain
teachers
• Dislike boundary changes and K-3 over capacity. Like 4-5 within
capacity.
• Dislike: Never loved 4-5 experience, not for either child. It's too short a
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time span in one school.
• Dislikes: I don't agree that keeping the current grade configuration is
necessarily a worthy goal. I would be okay with it, except for the other
issues with this proposal. Redistricting required in lower elementaries.
Having to build 2 new schools and convert College Heights into
elementary seems more involved and disruptive than just building one
new school. I would be supportive, in the future, of converting the land
envisioned for the new ECLC for a second ECLC in the future, if CSD
intends to stay committed to early childhood education (which I think
would be great!).
• Do not want schools to be overcrowded
• Does not achieved the needed goal of un-crowding.
• Does not meet the goals of general obligation bond

• Does not solve utilization goals - why spend so much money when it
doesn't solve the problem?
• Doesn't meet goals

harder to feel settled in the upper elementary years. It also seems like an
unfair burden to instructional coaches and specials teachers in K-3
schools to have to plan for 4 grades when the same job titles in 4-5
schools only have to plan for 2. Are they paid the same?
• Hard to evaluate without seeing how College Heights as an elementary
could lessen the burden at the overpopulated schools. Seems like even
with this plan, some elementary schools would be over capacity. In
general, I'm supportive of College Heights becoming an elementary
school.
• Having 4-5 elementary does not give students/parents enough time to
invest in school or feel like they should invest in school because of short
time period.
• Honestly, I think both scenarios are fine as long as the community's
values are maintained: quality education, neighborhood schools,
walkability. It would be great to have smaller schools and smaller class
sizes.

• Doesn't seem to address the issues.

• Hopefully this would give us balance in the schools & they would not be
overflowing.

• Either solution is so much more favorable than the previous round of
proposals. I support either option equally.

• I am concerned the K-3 schools will be over capacity. If the schools had
enough capacity I would prefer this option.

• Enrollments are difficult to predict. Keeping continuity for as long as
possible at elementary level (and community-building) of walkability is
important

• I am in favor of retaining the K-3 and 4-5 model. I believe placing the 4th
and 5th graders in a space away from the younger kids really helps them
prepare for middle school. It is still an elementary school. I do not believe
it is asking 4th and 5th graders to grow up faster than necessary or
developmentally appropriate, as I have heard as a criticism of this model.

• Except for college heights PreK should be part of elementary school K-3
• Fewer 3rd grade students would need transportation to and from school.
• For same reasons that I do not support the K-2/3-5 option.
• Ge t rid of ECLC. Put efforts towards 4-5 academy and lowering the class
sizes.
• Going to one school for 4 years and then another for only 2 makes it
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• I am more in favor of this option from the perspective of Special
Education services, knowing staffing limitations. I have heard nothing
about how quality, adequate ES support will work or be impacted in any
of the communicated information. Please address this.
• I am more supportive of K-3 because it keeps families that have multiple
kids in the system at the same school longer; however, as a Winnona
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Park resident I am concerned with capacity issues. Hopefully, this option
would rezone residences west of Candler to College Heights because I
don't see how the current capacity issues get solved otherwise.
Ultimately though our property taxes need to be taken into consideration
with all plans.

• I am not a fan of the 4/5 model and actually prefer k2/3-5. However, this
option handles capacity better than the other and my understanding of
the GO Bond was that it was to deal with overcrowding - not pacifying
neighborhoods or the ECLC executive committee. I am also not a fan of
spending our tax dollars on an ECLC that my family has never been
allowed to benefit from and will never will benefit from. Nonetheless, if
we are so limited in available property for school facilities, it doesn't
make sense not to convert College Heights back into an elementary
school unless you've got another potential site up your sleeves. Please do
not place the complaints of Oakhurst residents over the good of the
entire community. If they are redistricted, they will be happy with their
new schools just as everyone has been happy with their schools every
time they got redistricted (Westchester, Glennwood). Oakhurst has
perhaps the best option for nearby schools than any other neighborhood
in the city.
• I am not a huge fan of the 4-5 model. I think it limits team teaching and
parent involvement. However, I would much prefer this option to
adding the 3rd grade to these schools.
• I am not sure why we would change something that has been extremely
successful for a very long time.
• I am very supportive of this model, except for the ECLC portion. I feel
the program should continue, but THE SPACE FOR THE NEW
DAYCARE/PREK SHOULD BE RENTED. The fees charged would
support rental costs. And the city would have flexibility to move the
PreK into an elementary school when the bubble of student infux pops.
• I believe K-3 is the appropriate grouping, NOT K-2. 3rd grader are only
8/9 and aren't ready to leave the wonderful nurturing environments of
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elementary school.
• I do like that there is no disruption to the configuration of current
schools. I dislike utilization levels at lower ES. I dislike redistricting the
lower ES.
• I do like the idea of having another elementary school on the south side
of town, but I think the K-2, 3-5 model is better than the current K-3 and
4-5 model.
• I do not believe our community benefits from keeping current K-3 and 45 model.
• I do not like that almost all of the elementary schools will remain over
crowded. This option doesn't seem to rectify the situation of placement
for our children in our growing community very well.
• I do not like the idea of changing boundary lines for lower elementary
schools.
• I DO NOT support using tax payer dollars to build a brand new ECLC
that only serves the small portion of tax payers lucky enough to get in! I
also dislike the 2-year experience in upper elementary and greatly prefer
a 3-year experience. It's better that the previous 1A and 1B options, but
not nearly as good as the K-2/3-5 option.
• I don't like that there would be 2 new facilities built - isn't that more
expensive? I also don't like that this plan doesn't mean the goals of the
bond - isn't that a deterrent?

• I don't like the current 2-year 4-5 model and prefer a longer upper elem.
experience of 3rd-5th. I don't think ECLC should be included in this K-12
issue. Once we get K-12 taken care of, then we can focus on ECLC.
Glennwood and Westchester seem like they'd be way over capacity right
off the bat, and would not get relief from the new College Heights elem.
school. That seems to be a big problem (the whole point of what we're
trying to address).
• I don't like the idea of building an additional 2 schools and not meeting

37 37

COMMENT RESULTS
QUESTION 4
the goals of the bond issued. I have lived in Decatur for 20 years and
lived through school openings/closures/consolidations and more. While
we clearly need a new approach, I fear overbuilding and/or the need for
additional real estate funding through taxes. We have always been
supportive of public education in Decatur and in today's political
environment may require we further prop up our schools; I don't want
additional burden of real estate and underused facilities on the balance
sheet.
• I don't think K-3 is best option for teachers or kids. I don't like this option
specifically because it builds a second 4-5 south of the railroad tracks. If
this is the chose configuration, the second 4-5 MUST be north of the
tracks.
• I don't think we need to spend 7 million dollars on a new ECLC - could
we get monies to renovate CH at some point to expand this program
instead
• I feel like we will just be going through this again by keeping the schools
K-3, even with the addition of College Heights as an elementary school.
• I feel that the K-3 configuration allows third graders to receive that extra
year of nurturing that seems to be more evident at the early elementary
school level. It further allows them an opportunity to develop
academically while experiencing a sense of leadership in the school. This
type of configuration pushes children to grow up faster without being
emotionally ready or prepared to meet the challenges that follow. By 4th
grade, students seem to be more prepared to embark on a new frontier.
• I find it very problematic that there is a disparity in facility usage
between the lower and upper elementary levels and most importantly
that almost all of the lower elementary schools would still exceed
capacity. That said, there are aspects of this plan that make sense,
including converting College Heights to an elementary to provide a third
lower elementary school in the "southern" part of the City where so
much growth is occurring, and building a new ECLC that can
accommodate the expanding Pre-K population without the need for
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permanent cottages. Personally, I don't see why you wouldn't combine
the two options - change to a K-2/3-5 configuration AND convert CH to
an elementary, i.e., building a new elementary and a new ECLC, if the
bond money is sufficient. Isn't that the most forward-thinking and wisest
long-term approach? Personally I do not see some re-districting turmoil
now as a big roadblock if it is part of a plan that will be sustainable for
the long haul - everyone will adapt and we should all be willing to do
what's best for the entire community. (And this is coming from someone
who has already gone through a redistricting effort that personally
impacted my family, and we DID adjust, despite being forced to sacrifice
our walkability!)
• I just absolutely love having the 4/5 graders having a school just for
them. There are more resources specific for that age level
• I like keeping just 4-5 together. Walk-ability is very important at the
elementary level and starts a good habit to be continued and kids
become independent school walkers. Smaller enrollments are very
important at the beginning levels of school.
• I like keeping K-3 together, the projected increase to capacity is
troubling.
• I like keeping the 4/5 model but that is the only plus to this plan.
Changing boundary lines will be upsetting to a lot of people and it will
also entail 2 major new buildings and one renovation which seems cost
prohibitive. I also think this is more of a short term solution - in a decade
the south side will not be having the amount of young children we have
now, that population will probably be occurring on the north.
• I like keeping the structure of the K-3. While this isn't perfect for all, I feel
this keeps the neighborhoods together. I believe the 4/5 setup allows the
4/5 students to mature a bit prior to Renfroe.
• I like that adding another elementary school at College Heights keeps
elementary schools in their neighborhoods. I love that kids can walk to
school. I also like that 3rd graders can stay at their elementary school
longer. Moving the Early Learning Center also makes sense.
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• I like that both 4-5 schools would have smaller enrollments than the
other option.
• I like that Oakhurst and Winnona would have some pressure taken off
with College Heights, and would likely improve traffic issues around
those elementary schools. It does mean securing another location for the
ECLC. In light of the recent purchase under way of the Methodist
Children's home, possibly a location for a new ECLC with greenspace is
more likely? Or if there are additional recreation spaces added at
Methodist Children's home, would the Decatur Rec center be a possible
location for a new ECLC? The current location of College Heights causes
transportation issues for many, so if there was a new location that was
more walkable, that would be a plus. I do prefer the K-2, 3-5 model, so
the fact that this leaves 4-5 is less desirable.
• I like that there is room for growth at the 4-5 level. While I see a benefit
to the ECLC, I'm not sure the city should spend a lot of money on a new
building for a school that doesn't benefit all Decatur children.
• I like that there would be a second option for 4-5, that a new ECLC will
be built and an additional K-3 in its place. I also like that there would be
a new 4-5. I would not like that boundaries would change
• I like that this model keeps kids close to home and in small schools
longer. I would defer to the expertise and objective viewpoint of the
study committee and district leadership. Please do what's best for
children and their education.

• I like the idea of making College Heights an elementary school, because
this would give children in that area an opportunity to walk to school
more easily. However, my largest concern with this model is adding
more capacity for the PreK program. If we are creating a new ECLC, isn't
this a good opportunity to add capacity for PreK students since there is
currently (and consistently) a waiting list?
• I like the K-3 option
• I like the walkability aspect, but boundary change and not meeting
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utilization goals isn't good.
• I like this "old option 2" better than "old options 1a/1b" but I'm sold on
the relative merits of the new K-2, 3-5 plan that represents "new option
1."
• I like this proposal because it gives maximum flexibility. It provides 68
more overall K-5 seats than the other option, takes advantage of available
property that can be purchased, allows for a Talley Street building that
can be expanded in the future if needed, and lets 3rd graders have an
8:00 start time.
• I prefer K-3 UNLESS the upper grades start feeling more like elementary
rather than pre-middle school. I also like preserving neighborhood
schools for youngest children and not saddling Oakhurst or Glennwood
communities with large increases of commuter traffic.
• I prefer option 1.
• I prefer the idea of an upper and lower elementary. The original concept
of the 4/5 for Decatur has been wonderful but now since there will be
more then 1, I feel like we need to "rebrand" those years as an Upper
Elementary so that the kids stay kids!
• I prefer the K-3 model because it gives our 8 and 9 year old children a
chance to stay in their neighborhood schools and develop more
leadership skills that they have been building on in the 1st-2nd grade.
Also, for those of us on the north side of town, are options for walking to
school are already limited for walking, but we do it and try to get there
as safely as possible. Why take away the walking to school option from
us 1 year early? Also the overcapacity issue is higher at with the 3-5
option than it is with the 4-5 option. If the issue that is trying to be solved
is overcrowding of the schools, then clearly Option 2 is the better choice.
Apartments are being built on the way to the Talley school option that
are currently not filled but will be by the time this option is available.
While Talley will be more convenient than FAVE, I am in no rush to have
to fight traffic for 3 years instead of 2. I have 4 children in this system and
one that has gone through all of the schools including a freshman that
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attended the grand opening of FAVE in 4th grade - the system works!
Keep it! My shy daughter did really well going from a K-3 to FAVE and
then on to middle and high school. It was a smooth transition for a child
is not terribly socially outgoing and I think it has to do with the schools
giving the kids a chance to get comfortable in their environment and
with their peers in these K-3 and 4-5 environments.
• I prefer this as it puts College Heights as a new elementary on the South
side. I'm concerned by the percentages of the schools but hoping that if
CH numbers were there that would decrease. Look at the numbers - we
CANNOT have only 2 elementary schools on the South side. Still way
too much room for growth where we live and the schools are already too
crowded, classes way too big.
• I prefer this to the other option as it is basically status quo, but prefer a k5 option, I have heard many complaints about parents experience at
FAVE. the 4/5 academy model while offering earlier access to IB
curriculum is coming at a great cost to social development. EL
curriculum is my preference through 5th grade.
• I prefer to change to 3-5 to bring the FAVE-level culture more in line
with elementary schools instead of the middle school.
• I prefer to keep my kids at my neighborhood school as long as possible.
It is more walkable, less time on a bus, less time getting up an hour early
to catch that bus, more of a community feel. Much easier to get to for
those of us on the other side of the tracks. 4/5 Academy is so big and so
overwhelming for these young kids. I want to give them as much time as
possible in our local neighborhood community.
• I really dislike the 4-5 model. And I teach 5th grade (not in COD).
• I still regret the creation of two 4-5's, but see the necessity. The 525 cap. at
each seems manageable and right.

• I still worry about overcrowding at Oakhurst Elementary.
• I support this plan because it converts College Heights to an Elementary
School in exactly the area where CSD needs capacity at the elementary
level. It makes no sense for this ideally located school building to remain
an ECLC given the elementary school needs.

• I think keeping FAVE at 4/5 and building another would reduce capacity
at FAVE more than adding another class and building another 3/4/5.
That's my hope/assumption. I did not select "very supportive" only
because I'm new to this information and these are my initial thoughts. I
guess I'm hedging, but I don't see any downside right now. People won't
mind redistricting if it is to a school that is close by and doesn't require
crossing the tracks. I don't see that adding College Heights would
grossly displace families, except by pulling families from Oak or WP to
CH which is closer to them.
• I think the 4/5 model has worked, but the community does not get
behind our school. Some of this is because it is a 2 year school, so they
don't feel connected. Staying as it is would work, however switching to 3
-5 would allow families to become more invested in their time here.
• I think the ECLC situation should be addressed, and soon, and
preferably one that goes back to the original intention of the program.
This plan doesn't seem to alleviate the overcrowding issue and the need
for modulars as the k2/3-5 model does.
• I think the number distribution works better for this plan but I really
liked the idea of k-2 and 3-5. I think parent involvement would be better
at a 3-5 school.
• I think this is a better option because it allows for less over crowding at
Oakhurst and Winnona Park by adding in an additional ELC.

• I still think two 4-5s are too big, but I'd take that over two huge 3-5s.

• I think this is still better than any of the options presented in the first
survey, but I prefer the K-2/ 3-5 option.

• I still think the second 4-5 building should be built north of the tracks to
ease the bottlenecking at the railroad crossings.

• I think this is the best option. It maintains the neighborhood school type
for students through 3rd grade. It also keeps overall elementary school
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sizes lower than option 1.
• I think this option will require more disruption in the future. If we're
going to lose the advantage of having all the kids come together in one
school before middle school, we might as well go ahead and change to a
k-2/3-5 format, which has other advantages. I also worry that the new
ECLC would be too small.
• I think this works now but I don't like kids only being a school for two
years. I do wonder if the 3rd graders could be elevated more by aligning
their curriculum with the higher grades (rather than the lower grades)
and allowing the 3-5 grade teams to work together for a cohesive plan
and making specialty teachers and resources (technology, library)
available to raise the opportunities for 3rd graders.
• I will only support this option if K-2,3-5 is tossed out. This option does
not address our desperate need for seats and smaller class sizes. It does
not meet the G.O. Bond goal of 95% utilization. It is a poor choice for our
swiftly growing district.
• I wish that CSD would consider opening an ECLC closer to the Allen
Wilson/Swanton Heights neighborhoods so that more students are
targeted from those neighborhoods- Preschool for All!

excluded from College Heights. Lots of walkability for younger kids
since there are so many K-3 schools.
• I'd like to keep the current grade configurations.
• I'd like to keep the kids together in the neighborhood k-3 versus sending
them off to the much bigger school after 2nd grade. This allows for much
more community building for kids and parents.
• Ideally 4th graders shouldn't be alone with 5ths. I've taught 3rd- 5th
grade for 17 years. It is more developmentally appropriate to put 4ths
with 3rds, than 4ths with 5ths. I've even taught a 3/4 combined classroom
and a 4/5 combined. But, if this is the option you have, at least keep the
3rds with the younger grades, so I support this #2 more that the 3-5
model.
• Ideally, the new 4/5 would be larger than 525....would like to see both
4/5's with room to grow but understand the new ECLC has to be built
there too.
• If there has to be a change, this seems to make more sense.
• I'm against this proposal if elementary boundary changes will break up
children from the same neighborhoods during their K-3 years.

• I would have to see the zoning before knowing if I could support this. If
you already have a zoning map for this proposal, it would be extremely
helpful.

• I'm concerned about the continued overcrowding

• I would like the best long-term option as my kids are still young. I would
prefer to minimize the possibility of going through this again.

• I'm not supportive of building a new ECLC that cannot accommodate all
who want to use it. The lottery system now favors those who can pay for
the 0-4 ages, and that's not the purpose of the pre-K. Also, since
redistricting concerns was the big theme of the discussion in the March
meeting, this option would require the most redistricting.

• I would like to see the long term impact of both options. Would building
a new ECLC mean more students would get in. Would this option be
more sustainable for a longer period of time.
• I would name the 3-5 OR 4-5 school something with "upper elementary"
in it so everyone remembers these are still elementary kids and not just
"pre-middle school". I like this version because it allows for more
openings for state-sponsored pre-K since so many families are currently
CITY SCHOOLS OF DECATUR

• I'm concerned about the overcrowding in the lower elementary schools
and need to build a new ECLC.

• I'm still interested in K-5, but have a growing understanding of why it
might not be feasible. I hope CSD will better articulate why K-5 is not an
option.
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• In my mind I was already preparing for the 4/5 model so a new 4/5
would make it less scary, but I'm not sure how I feel about only being at
a school for 2 years.
• In this model, the K-3 schools are way over capacity already with 4/5
existing K-3 schools needing to use modulars eventually. In the previous
model, only Oakhurst and Winnona Park were over capacity but by less
than 10%.
• Increases capacity of ECLC, but still have more students than capacity at
lower elementary level
• It is better to stay at your elementary through third grade
• It is important to keep consistency. This model was very difficult for
many. If it's not broke, don't fix it. Adding new building/refitting seems a
better solution.

• It is nice to keep the youngest ones in their existing elementary school for
longer.
• It makes more sense to me to build one new school instead of two.
However, if building a new ECLC would open more pre-K spots for
families in Decatur, that option becomes more appealing.

across town to 3-5 or 4-5 schools ,both on the south side of town, should
be a priority. Only the old plan 1b gave a 4-5/3-5 option to the north side
of town and I am sad to see that option gone. The K-3/4-5 option is the
lesser of two evils because it delays by a year having to put a kid on the
bus at 6:45 am to get to 4th grade (that's when kids in my neighborhood
have to leave to get there).
• Keeping the K-3 system would be the least disruptive across the district.
We already have that system in place & it allows for more walkability for
the local younger elementary school kids, and in the southern part of
Decatur where Oakhurst & Winnona are over capacity, it allows for a
new elementary school to meet those needs (and keep walkability). There
are already a lot of kids that struggle moving to FAVE in 4th grade
because of how much larger it is, I think we need to keep the 3rd graders
at their local elementary schools. We are districted to Oakhurst, but
wouldn't mind being redistricted to College Heights if that change
happened. It also allows for more growth in the upper elementary
schools which will be needed.
• Keeps younger kids in more walking-friendly neighborhood schools.
Keeps IB starting at 4th grade

• It seems like all of the lower elementary would be over capacity?

• Kids are not ready for a new school at 4th grade let alone 3rd. This is
never going to be perfect, but the 4/5 model seems the most logical
solution. Redistricting would be a must in this case Why not add on to
Winnona and Westchester? Oakhurst is about to have modules for the
3rd time in 7 years.

• K-3 is what CSD sold all of us on when we went to the 4/5 years ago. It's
WORKING. Don't mess it up.

• Least disruptive option for all kids in the system. Data presented years
ago supporting this structure should not be ignored.

• K-3 schools would be far too over capacity. Many of the schools can't
accommodate trailers or expansion which would lead to very crowded
classrooms. No a long term solution plan.

• Like having more years at our neighborhood, walkable school!

• Requires boundary changes and still does not achieve overcrowding or
modulars needed if projected enrollments hold up. Also requires more
capital spending to retrofit CH and build a new ECLC facility.

• Keep the kids in elementary school as long as possible.
• Keeping kids in local schools as long as possible, instead of busing them
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• Like K-3 and CH having elementary school
• Like the walkability of the lower elementary schools smaller enrollments
in Fifth Ave and new elementary school dislike having to build a new
ECLC
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• Like: 2x upper elementary schools should be more walk-able and require
less transportation/buses least change to instructional model (EL/IB)
likely requires fewer buses than alternate 3-5 option dislike: significant
enrollment rezoning at primary grades multiple capital construction
project opening two new school will likely be less operationally efficient
than alternate which opens one
• Location of the new 4-5 school would be important (not near current 4-5).
• Maintains current grade levels and does not further
neighborhoods and students at the third grade level.

splinter

• Move the kids that are currently enrolled in ECLC could be an impact
change for them
• My biggest problem with this is that it doesn't meet the bond goals. I
don't think a proposal that doesn't meet financial goals should even be
considered in all honesty. I understand people are concerned with
walkability, but if it doesn't make fiscal sense, then it shouldn't be
considered.
• Nearly all elementary schools would require modulars based on current
projections.
• Need a bigger new 4-5 building. Not meeting capacity needs with the
proposed new 4-5 bldg. I understand that that's likely because some of
the money is going towards refurbishing College Heights and the new
ECLC, but this doesn't work if we don't build to meet our needs.

• New 3-5 facility should be further north than current FAVE.
• Not as many benefits
• Not enough seats, and I don't like the idea of boundary changes. I also
don't see how it is more cost effective to convert ECLC into an
elementary school while building a new ECLC.
• Not meeting capacity requirements at lower level?
• Oakhurst will remain extremely overcrowded. I really like moving the
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third grade to the 4 and 5th graders to give that school more support
from the parents and to give the staff and students more continuity.
• On the original page of the website, Options 1a and 1b were listed. One
being Oakhurst and one being Glennwood as the 3-5 school and the new
school being k-2. Where did that option go? With living on the north side
of the tracks, both upper elementary schools being south of the tracks is
not a favorable option for Westchester and Clairemont folks, especially at
the current times. Our kids either have to get up super early to be at the
bus stop at 6:45 or be driven through 20+ minutes of traffic and if we
have younger siblings in K-2, they all have to be at school at the same
time, which is a challenge for single parents.
• Only if the K-2/3-5 option that was just presented doesn't work out.
• Our system will continue to have walkability. The current curriculum
programs will remain.
• Over capacity at Oakhurst and 4/5 a concern
• Please consider the option for Glennwood to be a 4-5 school. Otherwise
both 4-5 schools will be south of the tracks. This puts many homes on the
northern side at a disadvantage -- increased commutes, traffic...
• I would just add that I think parents may complain about having to
redraw school zones, but that all the schools are really good
academically, so this should not be the first priority (of course,
maintaining consistency where possible is a good thing!). We should go
with the option with proven academic benefits for our children, not
making a grade configuration decision based on space/enrollment
pressures of the moment. 4-5 seems to have worked very well so far, so
I'd suggest sticking with that for the future.
• Poor use of limited resources
• Preserves the neighborhood communities which are very important in
Decatur. Probably let's kids say walk to school more years than the
alternative.
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• Priority is to keep the K-3 schools as walkable, neighborhood schools
and let third graders master that experience before going to school
outside of the neighborhood in a larger school environment. This keeps
all the neighborhood elementary schools walkable which is why people
move to Decatur in the first place.

would give students and families a more cohesive school community.
Many of the 4th graders struggle with the transition. 4th grade is a
difficult year academically, and adding a new school transition makes it
double difficult. It does not have a positive effect on student
achievement.

• Projection of overcrowding across all but one K-3 school seems to be an
issue. If redrawing boundary lines is the solution, wouldn't that impact
the "walkability" for certain residents? It would seem that the cost of
building two facilities as opposed to one in the other option would incur
higher costs.

• Teachers don't seem to have the same enthusiasm for this model and I'm
concerned about utilization and the potential for the upheaval that comes
with boundary redistricting.

• Retains the proven method for the top elementary school rankings in the
state. Don't fix what isn't broke!
• Schools will be overcrowded. Other option is better.
• Grades should not be reconfigured to accommodate facilities; facilities
should be configured around the needs of children.
• Seems more disruptive (College Heights no longer preschool, boundary
changes), although I like the increased capacity for the ECLC. I don't like
splitting up the 4/5 without the benefit of adding 3rd grade to the
buildings.
• Seems that ECLC needs a new facility anyway to accommodate the
increase numbers, and maintains the smaller enrollments at the
elementary schools. This option seems to utilize the existing resources
best with less disruption to school staff and resources.
• Shouldn't the new school be built for maximum capacity since we are
experience so much growth?
• Some of the schools are over-capacity in this option as well. Neither of
these options are very good. You need to figure out something else.
• Still overcrowding at several K-3s
• Students and families at 4/5 are not there long enough to build a strong
connection to the school. Having a 3-5, and one more year together
CITY SCHOOLS OF DECATUR

• The 4-5 elementary age level is a good prep for a the consolidated middle
school experience!
• The cost to re-purpose CHECLC and to build an new ECLC would be
high which is why I support the other plan over this option. Future
expansion of the ECLC would be great since neighboring property has
already been acquired.

• The distribution of students works better for the sizing of the schools in
this option, however, I feel that the k-2 and 3-5 model makes more sense
moving forward. The consensus in the community seems to be that most
people feel very unconnected to FAVE. I feel that only having two years
at FAVE leads to this issue.
• The ECLC dilemma remains. Given that the key difference is K2 vs K3 at
the elementary schools, I am not sure what the rationale is for not
treating the ECLC capacity problem in the prior option.
• The K-3 configuration works very well as is and the addition of another
FAVE configured building would be a benefit to all without any
downside to anyone neighborhood
• The K-3 model is more suitable for 3rd graders. The current 4-5 model
has been successful and duplicating that model makes sense.
• The K-3, 4-5 scenario has worked well in CSD and we should do all we
can to maintain that model.
• The numbers don't look too good, seems like a temporary fix. But in
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general I support keeping the 3rd graders with the younger kids
• The other option is a much better option.
• The school district needs to get out of the ECLC business. That should be
private sector. There is no reason the district could not financially
support underprivileged children to attend whatever alternatives there
are and continue to mainstream them
• The schools will not be equitable. All other configurations will be for 3 or
4 years. Third grade aligns best with upper elementary.
• The smaller enrollment at the 3-5 schools is the most important issue for
me.
• The south side is overcrowded and College Heights needs to be turned
back into an elementary school. If you are concerned about 4/5 being
under enrolled, shift the 3rd graders in this scenario to two 3-5s and
move PreK to the elementary schools. Or at least to 2 or 3 schools
distributed across the north side and the south side . Then make
everyone go into the lottery, regardless of whether they did the city's 0-3
program or not (0-3 parents will feel less entitled since their current
argument for preferential treatment is their time spent before PreK
investing in the program through PTA and the like).
• The teachers favor the other model, and this option still shows capacity
issues at the K-3 levels. However, I do not understand why the other
plan does not consider reallocation of College Heights, but this one doesthat does not make immediate sense to me.
• The way this survey and associated information are presented will skew
respondents' preferences. The only "negative" presented is for the K-3
option. Also, not sure if most people will know what the G.O. bond is.
• These utilization numbers don't work, the way I see it.
• Third graders in this model seem to be at an appropriate age and can
developmentally handle being the oldest kids in the building. There
would be no shift from EL to IB.
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• Third graders today are more physically and mentally developed. Third
graders advanced development will become more encouraged to
perform at their highest pace when placed in an environment that
challenges their cognitive skills. Placement of students in an advanced
Academic environment will reduce behavior problems. As a substitute
teacher, I have witnessed student boredom in the repetitive content of
material of Third graders. If Third graders were placed with more
challenging academic requirements, such as an environment exposed to
Fifth grade course work, increased educational interests and academic
challenges may be seen by individual students.
• This absolutely does not address capacity needs.
• This does not appear to make sense it requires two new buildings instead
of one. The only benefit is that it maintains the K-3 and 4-5 model, but
this does not appear to make sense from a student number or financial
sense.
• This doesn't address where the new ECLC would be located so it is hard
to say whether I could support it. If a suitable facility to address ECE was
built, I would completely support this option.
• This gives my kids a walkable way to get to school. It's selfish, but that
counts for a lot for me.
• This is confusing. How is this even there as a solution when every ES is
over-capacity? It feels like this choice was thrown in to make everyone
choose option one. I don't like either solution. It is time to think of the
distant future (even beyond 2020-21). While we have to make drastic
changes, take the time to do this right. Us parents do NOT want to be
doing this again in 3 years. And does New Elementary have to be a
certain size? Why wouldn't it be customized to meet the boundary
requirements?? My kids will be going to school with the kids that live
near them, I don't care what the boundaries are.
• This is consistent with best practices in grade configuration
• This is not a good long term solution.
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• This is the better option!!
• This is the least disruptive for all students and teachers. The
neighborhoods would remain closer knit because they will be invested in
their elementary school for 4 years, having it feel more welcoming and
comfortable.

• This is what we need.
• This keeps walkability for everyone. The addition of another elementary
helps the capacity issues at Winnona and Oakhurst. This would still be a
walkable school for those around it in Winnona and Oakhurst.
• This model works but I would like the board to consider the 4-3-3-3
model where we do the K-3, 4-6, 7-9 and then 10-12.
• This option allows the school district to do more of a "good thing" which
has already proven to be effective.

• This option also puts the schools at over capacity on day one. It is
concerning that there is not an option that will provide all students with
a place to learn in adequate space.
• This option does not appear realistic. The early elementary schools are
grossly overcrowded. I am strongly opposed!
• This option does not make fiscal sense. Build a building to replace one
that is already usable in order to renovate that building to house an
elementary school.

• This option is the one I liked the most before the newest K-2/3-5 proposal
was announced. I like that it is the least disruptive of the original
proposals and that it keeps Oakhurst and Glennwood as early
elementary schools. Compared to the new K-2/35 proposal, this one is
less favorable because the addition of the new K-2 school at College
Heights will require attendance boundaries to change and we will have
to deal with the added complications of building a new ECLC. This
option is better than the original K-2/3-5 model that had either Oakhurst
or Glennwood becoming a 3-5 school, but I greatly prefer the new K-2/35 model that keeps College Heights as the ECLC.
• This option provides more overall K-5 seats and keeps 3rd graders on the
8-2:30 schedule with the ability to attend neighborhood schools (not be
bussed) through 3rd grade. It also gives the district long-term flexibility
by adding the Avondale MARTA property to the system. The Talley
location can be added onto in the future to accommodate growth, but
without the Avondale MARTA property (which may not be purchased
under the K-2/ 3-5 option), the district could have a very hard time
adding additional lower elementary seats in the future. If the district
does go with the K-2/ 3-5 option, it should still purchase the Avondale
MARTA property. Another thought is to start out with the K-3/ 4-5
option so the district can purchase the Avondale MARTA property, then,
in a few years when additional revenue is available and if it makes sense
with growth, convert to a K-2/3-5 configuration with 6 lower elementary
schools, and add on to Talley.

• This option does not seem feasible because it doesn't solve the
overcrowding problem. It seems like the community is rather keen to
maintain the neighborhood boundaries and this solution could create
more conflicts. Also, as a tax payer, I would expect the school district to
do what it can to meet the expectations set up in the G. O. Bond. $75
million is nothing to sneeze at and this solution does not seem to put
those tax dollars to best use.

• This option seems to have too many issues. I would prefer the first
option presented in this survey or option 1b from the earlier group.

• This option does not seem to address the expected enrollment at all the K
-3 schools

• This plan hardly seems to solve any of the problems.
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• This option seems to present even more issues with overcrowding.
• This option simply makes no sense. It doesn't address over crowding in
the most crowded schools
• This option will not meet the goal of dealing with overcapacity.
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• This plan lessens the staggering of volume in which kids are placed as
they age. The jump at middle school would be greater with this plan.
• This plan more evenly spreads enrollment levels across the lower
schools, but it still doesn't meet all of the projected capacity needs. The
first plan would also require boundary changes with south side kids
having to cross the tracks to balance K-2 enrollment levels; to state that
this plan would require lower elementary boundary changes but the first
plan would not is simply untrue. Unless you expect the south side
schools to be over capacity while classrooms sit at 80% capacity on the
north side? The process is flawed. The first option should have been to
select grade level configurations based on what is best for students, then
we should have looked at facilities. To discuss both at the same time does
not present people with a fair choice.
• This proposal doesn't seem to adequately address the concerns of the
community in regards to classroom utilization. It also appears more
complicated as it requires additional capital projects.
• This seems to be the best option. Still maintaining K-3. The third graders
develop such a sense of ownership and responsibility. This is lost if they
become youngest at the school. I also think we need to keep in mind that
the 4/5 schools need to work hard to allow parents to participate in
school (penetrability), volunteer, elementary culture.
• This seems to involve the most disruption to the current system. The
only upshot is maintaining the current grad configuration. However, that
is outweighed, to me, by the myriad other changes that would be
necessary.
• This seems to keep schools a bit smaller.
• This sounds less disruptive, more consistent, and more affordable.
• This two preserves the established communities of each elementary
schools and the desired walkability. However it doesn't truly address the
projected overcrowding that the district must plan for.

College Heights elem. This would be moderately disruptive for
Oakhurst/Winnona families, but much worse for Westchester families
considering the distance. This also requires two new buildings (ECLC
and new 4-5), right? I don't know why we'd do this when the other plan
makes so much more sense.

• Too much movement of districts.
• Two many schools and segregation, we will not get used to one school
when is time to switch to another. We think this was not evaluated
properly. We should keep k-3 or preferably K-5. Why don't we build
buildings with multiple floors and multiple entrances? K-3 one level, 4-5
another level, 6-8 another level. It's been proven to work elsewhere. Why
are we over complicating simple things! This is simply a waste of money.
• Two new buildings and repurposing a third is too expensive. Parents are
going to wonder where all the money went for enrichment programs for
older kids with this option.
• Walkability to elementary schools is highly desirable
• We prefer to be able to walk to our neighborhood elementary, ensuring
siblings can go to school together for another year
• We really need to be fiscally responsible at this moment.
• Westchester way over capacity!
• When would this go into effect? How will the city be divided for the two
3-5 schools?
• While I like that the new ECLC would allow more families to take
advantage of this resource, I find the over-utilization of resources from K
-3 worrisome. Also, why is there no utilization information provided for
College Heights ES and the new 4-5? Would utilization at these schools
defray over-utilization at the others in their peer set and to what degree?
• While this does shake up the districting a bit I think it's nice to keep
grade bands the way they currently are.

• Tons of boundaries would need to be redrawn to send kids to the new
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• Whilst I like keeping K-3 I would hate to see the boundaries change
which could cause some kids to have to go to a different elementary
school for their 3rd year - that would be disruptive to the children
affected

continuity of children's educational environment -would do nothing to
address students, parents, and teachers' concerns that 4-5 is viewed as a
pre middle school experience, to kids' d

• Why did projected enrollment increase by 102 students since the public
meeting? If projected enrollment in k-3 is 1936 (as stated at the public
meeting) utilization is at 101.7% If projected enrollment in 4-5 is 1007 (as
stated at the public meeting) total utilization for all elementary is 95.2%
thus meeting the goal As for "walkability" measures - Adair park is more
walkable to Oakhurst than Westchester where they are currently zoned.
Many fought to stay at Oakhurst for that reason and would likely be
happy to go back - thus fixing the "walkability issue" and overcrowding
on the north side stated in the presentation. K-3 is working well as EL
school - 3rd graders should stay EL School sizes are better Families are
kept in their neighborhood schools longer (more children attend a nearby
school rather than a school that would require transportation potentially 260 extra students walking each day) I understand there were
reasons a new ECLC was needed other than just space
• With the introduction of a new K-3, I would want to know proposed
redistricting lines first. Would we shift to a new K-3, or stay in our
current school? It's hard to support an option when I don't have all the
information
• Would make the schools more neighborhood schools- less driving back
and forth to different schools.
• Would obviously be interested in the rezoning of elementary school
districts as relief has to come to all but Clairemont.
• Would prefer K-3 to stay together due to these are younger kids. Also
perhaps the new ECLC - should be head start and PreK only to allow
more of Decatur to send their children to GA-lottery funded and could
also house some K to alleviate crowding in the elementary schools and
leave 0-3 care to private daycare/preschool providers.
• Would require significant redistricting which would be detrimental to
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