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Editorial

Please see next page

Capital Costs by Project 
Included in the Referendum

The table below gives a breakdown of the capital 
costs included in the $48.2 million referendum, broken 
down by project. Dollar amounts are in 000s:

Project   Capital Costs (‘000s) 
New K-5 School                  $20,640
Nichols addition/upgrade     $10,283                                  
Haven addition/upgrade       $10,356
Chute upgrade                        $3,060
King Lab upgrade                  $2,571
Rhodes locker rooms             $1,326

On March 20, the community will be 
asked to vote on whether or not to approve 
funding for a new K-5 school, for eight 
new classrooms and upgrades to both Ha-
ven and Nichols Middle Schools, and for 
upgrades to King Lab and Rhodes Magnet 
Schools at a total cost of $48.2 million.

These projects would address the 
District’s projected need for two additional 
classrooms at Lincolnwood School, and 
eight additional classrooms at both Haven 
and Nichols Middle Schools. 

In addition, the new K-5 school would 
be established in the City’s historic African 
American district, the Fifth Ward west of 
Green Bay Road, which has been re-
ferred to as the “central core.” That area 
has lacked a neighborhood school since 
Foster School was converted into a magnet 
school in 1967 as part of the District’s 
school desegregation plan and closed alto-
gether in 1979. 

Many concerns have been raised about 
these proposals, including the need, the 
capital cost, and the ongoing operating 
cost. In addition, concerns have been 
voiced that the new school will be a high 
poverty and a highly segregated minority 
school. These concerns raise important 
issues for our community. There are no 
easy answers. We come down on the side 
of supporting the referendum. 

In this editorial, we attempt to present 
information about the referendum projects, 
to present the pros and cons of key issues, 
and to explain our view on each of the 
issues. In Section I we give our reasons 
for supporting the new school. In Section 
II we give our reasons for supporting the 
additional classrooms and upgrades to the 
middle schools. In Section III we address 
some of the concerns voiced about the 
projects. 

                          I
We Support the New K-5 School 
We support establishing a K-5 school in 

the central core. A new school will address 
the projected need for two additional class-
rooms at Lincolnwood School. But our 
primary reason for supporting the 
new school is we think a neighbor-
hood school should be restored to 
the central core.

A. Basic Information About the 
School

The proposed K-5 school will 
have three classes per grade level 
and be able to serve 378 students, 
assuming an average class size of 
21 students – about the District’s 
average. The Two-Way Immersion 
(TWI) program will be established 
at the school. The school will be a 
“choice school.”

The District says it will estab-
lish an “overlay attendance-area” which 
is shown in the accompanying map. All 
households living in that area will be given 
the choice to send their children to the new 
school or to the present attendance-area 
school for their address.

Also, the District says, students from 
across the District may apply to attend 
the new school and will be selected based 

We Support District 65’s $48.2 Million Referendum: Our Analysis and Views 
on the availability of space. Preference 
will be given to students in the overlay 
attendance-area, says the District

The demographics of the new school 
would likely be 93% minority students 
(63% African American and 30% Hispan-
ic) and 88% low-income.

The estimated cost to construct and 
equip the new school is $20.6 million. 
Estimates to operate the new school range 
from a low of $684,000 to $2.4 million 
annually.  

B. Historical Background
The central core was once the atten-

dance area for Foster School, which was 
converted to a magnet school as part of the 
District’s desegregation plan, implemented 
in 1967.

We think the District should 
restore a school to the central 
core. 

Under the desegregation plan, Foster 
School, which was 99 percent African 
American, was closed as a neighborhood 
school and converted into a magnet school 
with innovative programs to attract white 
students to the school and thereby desegre-
gate it. In its first year, 650 students were 
accepted at the magnet school, about 75% 
of whom were white students. Many white 
students were bused to the school at their 
parents’ expense.

As a second part of the desegregation 
plan, all of the students who had previous-
ly attended Foster School were reassigned 
to new schools. Some were reassigned to 
schools within walking distance of their 
homes. However, a substantial portion of 
the area around Foster School was carved 
into seven districts, and children in those 
districts were assigned to one of the seven 
schools on the District’s periphery to 
desegregate those schools. Approximately 
450 African American children were bused 
to schools under this plan.

In the 1970s, District 65 was faced with 
a declining student enrollment, and the 
School Board closed seven schools. As 

part of this process, Skiles Middle School 
was converted from an attendance area 
school into a magnet school for grades 
six through eight in the mid-1970s; and 
in 1979 the K-5 magnet program at the 
old Foster School was moved to Skiles. 
The school became a K-8 magnet school, 
renamed Martin Luther King Magnet 
School. 

Because the old Foster 
School building would no 
longer be used for a magnet 
school, many African Ameri-
can leaders urged at that time 
that a neighborhood school be 
reestablished in the building. 
Options included closing Wil-
lard or Orrington schools and 
busing white children from 
those areas to a reestablished 
Foster School. Instead, the 
Board decided to permanently 
close Foster School. 

Board members said that 
closing Willard or Orrington 
schools would have necessi-
tated a more dramatic restruc-
turing of attendance areas than 
closing Foster School because 
Foster school had not been 
used as an attendance-area 
school since 1967. In addition, 
reopening Foster School would 
have required two more school 
buses than the adopted plan.  

On May 11, 1979, the 
Evanston Human Relations 
Commission issued a report. 
By closing Foster School, the report said, 
the District eliminated “a primary key-
stone of Community integrity” that would 
leave “West-Central Evanston in a precari-
ous and vulnerable position.” It would also 
eliminate any possibility for children in 
that area to walk to school and continue to 
place an “overwhelming burden of busing” 
on those children to desegregate Lincoln-
wood, Orrington and Willard schools.  

C. Our Rationale
Since 1979, many African American 

leaders have opposed busing students 
from the central core to desegregate the 
north-end schools and have called for the 
District to establish a new school there. 
One person put it this way: “Anti-busing 
has always been a topic of conversation 
in the black community. This attitude was 
based on the concern that black children 
had to bear the burden of integration and 

that traveling outside of their com-
munity has made it difficult for 
parents to participate in the school 
and in their child’s education.” 

Another concern is that the 
African American community 
lost an important institution when 
Foster School was closed. African 
American leaders say the school 
had been a source of pride and that 
it provided a foundation for paren-
tal involvement, civic engagement 
and neighborhood cohesiveness for 
decades. They say the central core 
has deteriorated as a result of the 
loss. 

We think the District should restore a 
school to the central core. 

A neighborhood school will substan-
tially reduce involuntary busing. It will 
foster parental involvement and student 
engagement in learning. It will provide an 
opportunity to develop an education model 
and a pipeline of services to ensure that all 

children enter kindergarten ready to learn 
and enter middle school on track to college 
and career readiness.

By taking this stand, we do not in any 
way question the decision to desegre-
gate the District’s schools. That was an 
important decision for this community. 
We, as do many Evanstonians, continue to 
value diversity in our schools. Forty-five 
years later, though, it is hard to justify 
busing hundreds of African American and 
Hispanic students from their neighborhood 
to Evanston’s north-end schools in order 
to diversify those schools, if their parents 
would prefer to send them to a school in 
their own neighborhood. 

Our support for the new school is predi-
cated on the Board’s decision that all par-
ents in the central core will have a choice 
to send their children to the new school or 
to the current attendance-area school. This 
is crucial to our support of the school.

                        II
We Support the Middle-School 

Projects
A. The Need for Space and the Pro-

posed Projects
District 65 administrators and Dr. John 

Kasarda, a consulting demographer, proj-
ect that Haven’s enrollment will increase 
by 161 students (District 65) or by 187 stu-
dents (Dr. Kasarda) in the next five years. 
They project that Nichols’ enrollment will 
increase during the same period by 190 
students (District 65) or by 184 students 
(Dr. Kasarda).   

Dr. Kasarda’s 10-year enrollment 
projections show a slight increase over his 
five-year projections, indicating that from 
his viewpoint the growth in enrollment is 
not a short-term blip.   

In the referendum, the District proposes 
to add eight additional classrooms at both 
Haven and Nichols Middle Schools to 
handle the increased enrollment. They plan 

This map shows the overlay attendance area for 
the proposed new school. Students in this area are 
currently in the attendance areas of Lincolnwood, 
Kingsley and Willard schools.

Site of 
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to do this by converting the existing sci-
ence areas (which the District’s architect, 
TMP Architects, says are substandard) into 
general classrooms and by building new 
science classrooms that could also be used 
for STEM (Science, Technology, Engi-
neering and Mathematics) instruction. 

The middle-school projects 
will provide needed space and 
state-of-the-art STEM class-
rooms. 

The District would also make upgrades 
to the cafeterias and other common areas 
to handle the increased enrollment. TMP 
estimates the work at Haven and Nich-
ols will cost about $10.3 million at each 
school. 

B. Possible Alternatives
In analyzing alternatives, District 

administrators said they could handle the 
increased enrollment at Haven and Nichols 
Middle Schools by increasing class sizes 
and converting other rooms into class-
rooms. They said this could be done with 
minimal capital cost. They said:

• If the class-size target at these schools 
is increased to 26 students per classroom, 
most classrooms would have between 24 
and 26 students, and the need for addi-
tional classrooms would be cut to three at 
Haven and two at Nichols. Administrators 
say they could convert the shop, computer 
labs and staff lounge into classrooms at 
Haven, and convert the computer lab and 
staff lounge into classrooms at Nichols. 

• If the class-size target is increased to 
28 students per classroom, more class-
rooms would have between 27 and 29 
students. Haven would need to repurpose 
one room, and Nichols would not need to 
change any rooms.

C. Our Rationale
These alternatives might be acceptable 

for a year or two, but not for 10 years. We 
think the proposal to add eight classrooms 
to both Haven and Nichols is a better solu-
tion. It will enable the District to maintain 
current class sizes. It will provide state-
of-the-art classrooms for STEM instruc-
tion. It will provide additional space in the 
common areas.

We think the proposed work is a rea-
sonable investment in the middle school 
buildings that will provide long-term 
benefits in educating our children.

The District also plans to upgrade the 
science instructional areas and to provide 
safe entrances at Chute and King Lab at 
estimated costs of $3.1 million and $2.6 
million, respectively. The cost to put in 
locker rooms at Rhodes is estimated at 
$1.3 million. We think these are reasonable 
improvements as well.

                           III
Concerns Voiced About the New 

School

A. Creating a 93% Minority School
The new school is projected to be 63% 

African American and 30% Hispanic. The 
new school would be a highly segregated 
minority school if the percentages of 
African American and Hispanic students 
are combined, as per the U.S. Supreme 

Court’s holding in Keyes v. School District 
No. 1, Denver, Colorado. Importantly, this 
would by parental choice.

A side effect is that Lincolnwood, 
Kingsley and Willard would become less 
diverse.

Establishing this new school would un-
ravel to a large extent Evanston’s 45-year 
commitment to desegregation. 

Diversity in education is still regarded 
as a national priority. In December 2011, 
the United States Department of Education 
and the United States Department of Jus-
tice adopted new guidelines that encourage 
school districts to explore ways to promote 
and maintain meaningful diversity in their 
schools. The NAACP Legal Defense and 
Education Fund, Inc. quickly supported 
the guidelines.

In addition, the Illinois School Code 
supports desegregation. It requires school 
districts to “take into consideration the 
prevention of segregation” when redraw-
ing attendance area lines. (Section 10-
21.3).

On the other side of the scale, many 
African American leaders (as well as other 
leaders) in our community say that African 
American students have borne a dispro-
portionate burden of busing to desegregate 
the north-end schools, and they have urged 
that the District restore a school to the 
central core. As summarized above, they 
say a school in the central core would 
increase parental involvement, increase 
student engagement and improve student 
achievement. 

The community’s interest in 
desegregation should not pre-
clude a neighborhood school in 
the central core.

This sentiment is not unique to Evan-
ston. African Americans have made 
similar comments in many communities 
throughout the country. In one book, the 
authors report that many African Ameri-
can communities were destroyed when 
their neighborhood schools were closed to 
implement desegregation plans. They say 
that school closings resulted in a break-
down of “social capital” – the relationships 
between parents and children and among 
groups of parents working together for the 
betterment of the neighborhood school. 
See, “Forced to Fail: The Paradox of 
School Desegregation” (2007), Stephen J. 
Caldas and Carl L. Bankston.

Professors Caldas and Bankston go on 
to say, “Schools populated mostly with 
minority students – if they are neighbor-
hood schools – result in more and healthier 
contacts between parents, teachers and 
administrators than is presently acknowl-
edged by most scholars. These increased 
home-school contacts can, in turn, enhance 
the social capital that facilitates school 
success.”

How to balance these competing inter-
ests is not an easy question to answer. 

We think the general community’s 
interest in desegregation should not pre-
clude a neighborhood school from being 
established in the central core. We think 
the burden of desegregating the north-end 
schools should not be placed on the Afri-
can American and Hispanic children who 
reside in the central core.

At the same 
time, we believe 
that African 
American and 
Hispanic stu-
dents in the 
central core 
should not be 
“required” to 
attend a highly 
segregated 
minority school. 
To do so, in our 
view, would 
raise not only 
policy, but legal 
concerns. 

We think the 
School Board has balanced these com-
peting interests in a reasonable way by 
deciding to create an “overlay attendance 
area” for the new school and providing 
that all households in that area have a 
choice of enrolling their children in either 
the new neighborhood school or the cur-
rent attendance-area school (Lincolnwood, 
Kinsley or Willard). In this way, parents 
would have a choice to send their children 
to the neighborhood school, but would not 
be required to do so.

B. Creating a High-Poverty School
The new school will likely be a high-

poverty school. Almost 90 percent of the 
student body will be from low-income 
households. Currently, 81% of the students 
in the central core qualify for the free-
lunch program, 7% for the reduced-fee 
lunch program.

While research shows that economic 
status does not determine academic 
achievement, high-poverty schools present 
challenges not faced by other schools. 

In a report relied upon by District 65, 
the author acknowledges that “economic 
deprivation clearly affects student achieve-
ment,” but adds, “demographic character-
istics do not determine academic perfor-
mance.” He lists instructional techniques 
that have been effective in high-poverty 
schools, and says new research “sug-
gests” that consistent application of certain 
techniques “holds promise for improving 
student achievement and closing the equity 
gap in schools of any demographic de-
scription.” See “High Performance in High 
Poverty Schools: 90/90/90 and Beyond,” 
(2003), Douglas B. Reeves.

Other researchers present a different 
perspective. In “Why Segregation Mat-
ters: Poverty and Educational Inequality” 
(2005), Gary Orfield and Chungmei Lee, 
at The Civil Rights Project at Harvard Uni-
versity, say that high poverty schools that 
succeed are the exceptions. They say some 
of the challenges faced by high-poverty 
schools often include high percentages 
of children entering kindergarten lacking 
skills invaluable for school success, an 
absence of strong positive peer influence, 
lower educational aspirations, and high 
teacher turnover.

One of the challenges faced by high 
poverty schools is a lack of adequate 
resources. Our community, however, has 
many resources. District 65 has one of the 
highest per-pupil expenditures in the State, 
and it has many dedicated, high-quality 
teachers. We also have many organizations 

and nearby universities who may be will-
ing to partner with the District in provid-
ing parental outreach, early-childhood 
education, and after-school and social 
service programs at the school.

District 65 has also demonstrated 
success in improving the achievement of 
low-income students. The accompanying 
table shows that low-income students at 
District 65 performed significantly better 
on the 2011 ISATs than their counterparts 
statewide. 

The current approach to education, 
however, is not meeting the needs of all 
students. 

The new school would provide 
an alternative model for many 
children for whom the current 
model is not working.

In October, District 65 administrators 
convened a “New School Academic Com-
mittee” to brainstorm on ideas for a unique 
educational program for the new school. 
The Committee provided some good sug-
gestions, including an extended day, an 
extended year and a “community school 
model” in which the District would partner 
with community organizations to provide 
health, social and recreational services on 
a daily basis, on weekends and during part 
of the summer.

Superintendent Hardy Murphy told the 
RoundTable a neighborhood school in the 
central core would allow relationships to 
develop between parents and teachers and 
the community and the school that would 
motivate students to succeed and cre-
ate high expectations. He said he viewed 
this as critical. He said he would like the 
school to offer engaging learning experi-
ences with a focus on STEM, to provide an 
extended day and if possible an extended 
year, and for the school to be the hub of a 
network of supports and services for the 
community. He envisions that the school 
would provide resources to families to 
support early childhood development and 
prepare children for a rigorous education.

Recent research highlights the critical 
importance of early childhood develop-
ment and the need to find new creative 
ways to direct resources to the very early 
years, starting at birth. See e.g., “The 
American Family in Black and White: A 
Post-Racial Strategy for Improving Skills 
to Promote Equity,” (2011), by James J. 
Heckman.

The new school provides an opportuni-

This chart compares the percentile rank of the average scale score of 
students on free-or reduced-fee lunch at School District 65 with their 
counterparts statewide on the 2011 ISATs.
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We Support D65’s Referendum, continued from page 7

Impact on Property Taxes
District 65 provided estimates that property taxes 

will increase by the amount indicated below for homes 
with the market value indicated if voters approve the 
$48.2 million referendum:

Market Value       Est. Annual Increase
$200,000                    $60.67
$400,000                   $127.33
$600,000                   $194.00
$800,000                    $260.67
$1,000,000                 $327.33

ty to create a comprehensive model to ensure that all kids 
are ready for school when they enter kindergarten and that 
they are on track for college and career readiness when 
they enter middle school. It would provide an alternative 
model for many children for whom the current model is 
not working.

C. Excess Classroom Space
Some community members have argued that building a 

new school will create 18 new classrooms at the K-5 level 
when the District is projecting a need for only two ad-
ditional classrooms at the schools whose attendance areas 
now comprise the central core. 

Viewing need solely from the perspective of how many 
classrooms are needed to accommodate the students in 
the attendance areas of the north-end schools, the school 
will be creating excess classrooms. But we think there is 
also a separate, independent need to address the needs of 
students who reside in the central core – and where there 
is no neighborhood school.

 The new school will be able to accommodate approxi-
mately 378 students; there are more than 550 K-5 students 
in the central core. The new school is not creating excess 
classrooms to address the needs of students who reside in 
the central core.

D. The Incremental Cost to Operate the New School
District 65 administrators have estimated the “incre-

mental cost” to operate the proposed new school using 
three different models. The “incremental cost” is the ad-
ditional amount it will cost the District to educate students 
at the new school, rather than to educate them at existing 
schools. A key issue is how many teachers can be shifted 
from existing schools to the new school. 

Under a “fail safe” scenario, the District projects the 
net incremental operating cost would be $2 million per 
year (Model A). With middle-of-the-road assumptions, the 
incremental cost would be $1 million (Model B). Under 
a “best case” scenario, the incremental cost would be 
$684,000 (Model C). 

These estimates do not include any program enhance-
ments discussed by the New School Academic Com-

mittee, such as the cost to provide an extended day, an 
extended year, and a “community school” model. The 
estimated cost of these programmatic enhancements is 
$460,000 annually, which might be reduced if the cost is 
shared by community partners.

How the District will fund the cost to operate the new 
school and simultaneously address the projected operating 
deficits has raised concerns. On Sept. 14, 2011, the Dis-
trict presented projections that it would operate at deficits 
of $3.3 million, $4.1 million, $6.4 million and $8.7 mil-
lion over the next four years. 

On Feb. 13, the District presented projections showing 
a very different picture. The latest projections show the 
District operating at a surplus for the next three years of 
$329,000, $1.1 million and $34,000 and then at deficits 
of $2.7 million and $3.9 million in the following two 
years. District administrators have not yet presented a 
breakdown showing how these budget reductions were 
achieved, or specify how many teachers are budgeted 
each year.  They say there is no systematic reduction in 
teachers, but there are proposed reductions in teacher 
aides. See article on page 24.

The projections do not include the incremental operat-
ing costs for the new school. 

In December, the School Board considered whether 
to place what we will call an “operating referendum” on 
the March 20 ballot – a referendum that would ask the 
community to approve an increase in property taxes to 
help address the projected operating deficits. The Board 
decided to defer an operating referendum until it had an 
opportunity to implement the strategies to reduce ex-
penses suggested by the Ad Hoc Citizens Budget Com-
mittee on Dec. 5 and until it completed negotiations for a 
new contract with the teachers’ union and other employee 
groups. The current contracts expire in August. 

Dr. Murphy told the RoundTable he was optimistic the 
District will be able to balance the operating budget for 
the next two to three years without a net reduction in the 
number of teachers. He said he was cautiously optimistic 
that the District can manage the projected deficits after 
that without a noticeable change in the District’s educa-
tion model. 

At this point it is unclear how these budgetary issues 
will play out. There are many unknowns, in-
cluding what the salary increases will be under 
the new teachers’ contract, what the Consumer 
Price Index (that limits the increase in property 
tax revenues) will be in this and subsequent 
years, and whether budget efficiencies can be 
obtained that do not impact the classroom. 
Already, with the recent proposed reduction in 
teacher aides, there are reductions on the table 
that impact the classroom.

Est. Incremental Operating Costs for New School ($ in 000s)
    Model A    Model B   Model C
Without Program Enhancements $1,978       $1,060         $684
With Program Enhancements $2,438       $1,520      $1,144

This table summarizes the estimated incremental operating 
costs for the new school under Models A, B and C, with and 
without the proposed programmatic enhancements. 

It is possible that the District may be able to balance its 
budget without major cuts to its educational program. It is 
also possible, though, that in order to maintain its current 
educational program the School Board may need to place 
an operating referendum on the ballot within the next 
several years to address the projected operating deficits, 
which would be increased by the costs to operate the new 
school if the March 20 referendum is passed. 

E. Impact of the March 20 Referendum on the 
Taxpayer

The accompanying table shows the estimated increase 
in property taxes residential property owners will face if 
the $48.2 million referendum is approved.  

The table shows that a taxpayer with a home valued 
at $400,000 will pay an estimated $127.33 a year for 
20 years to fund the referendum projects if the referen-
dum passes. About 43% of this is attributable to the new 
school, the rest to the middle school projects. The table 
provides estimates for homes at various other values.

If the March 20 referendum is approved, the increase 
attributable to the referendum will be part of the 2013 tax 
bills. The total amount of taxes levied by District 65 for 
capital expenses for 2013, however, will be less than the 
amount levied for capital expenses for 2011, say District 
officials. That is because the bonds issued as part of the 
2000 referendum were paid off in 2011.

We recognize that property taxes are high in Evanston 
and that many people are still feeling the effects of the 
recession. Many say this is not a good time. There will 
likely not be a better time.

There are some benefits to moving ahead now. The 
District says that construction costs are low and interest 
rates are low, both of which will operate to reduce the cost 
of these projects to taxpayers. There is a need to address 
space needs at Lincolnwood, Haven and Nichols. There is 
a need to address the needs of students in the central core. 

We think the referendum is a good investment in our 
children, our schools and our community.   

Early Voting Starts Feb. 27
For the March 20, 2012 Presidential 

primary election, early voting will take 
place from Feb. 27 to March 15 at the 
Evanston Civic Center, 2100 Ridge Ave., 
between 9 a.m. and 5 p.m. on Mondays 
through Saturdays and between 9 a.m. 
and 3 p.m. on Sundays. 

Any registered voter may vote early; 
no excuses are necessary. Voters will 
need to fill out an application at the early 
voting site and present a valid photo 
identification. 

Cook County Clerk David Orr urges 
voters to use the online Voter Informa-
tion Tool to find registration status, 
precinct, polling location, voting districts 
and sample ballot. 

Any registered suburban Cook County 
voter may also apply for a mail ballot. 
It is no longer necessary to provide a 
reason. 

To obtain an application to vote by 
mail, registered suburban Cook County 
voters must apply for one before March 
15 (the Clerk’s office suggests this be 
done several weeks before then), and 
mailed ballots must be postmarked no 
later than March 19 and received in the 
County Clerk’s office within 14 days after 
the election. 

A list of additional early voting  and 
details about how to apply and mail in a 
ballot are available at www.cookcounty-
clerk.com.
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