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INTRODUCTION AND EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

            NESDEC entered into an agreement with the Ellington Public Schools to develop 

a Report which will serve as the basis for the adoption of a PK–12 Long-Range Facilities 

Plan.  Good long-range planning requires a specific mind-set, temporarily casting aside 

more immediate concerns, in order to think long-range. However, aspects of this Report 

can be useful in making near-term decisions in two respects:  a) providing a better 

understanding of the long-term future of each building, thereby suggesting the 

assignment of grade levels to buildings in a manner that is consistent with the District’s 

long-term plan; and b) as a guide to budget planning, so that funds can be earmarked for 

purposes that are consistent with intended long-range use of each facility. 

 The scope of the work included an analysis of PK-12 student enrollment trends, 

present and planned school programs, and the facilities needed to provide these programs.  

Members of the NESDEC Study Team visited the five schools while in session, and met 

with persons in the schools.  We studied documents on the schools, including district 

goals and curriculum and program information.  The NESDEC Team also conferred with 

a number of school and municipal officials, as well as others, resulting in the collection 

of school, community, and municipal data. 

 From 1997 to 2007, the Ellington PK-12 enrollment increased by 503 pupils 

(from 2,094 pupils to 2,597 in 2007-2008).  Assuming the current downturn in the real 

estate market continues for a couple of years, enrollments are forecast to increase slightly 

to 2,609 pupils by 2017-2018.  Projections should be updated annually in order to 

identify any changes in enrollment and/or demographic patterns which might occur.  

Clearly, Ellington will grow in population.  How many of the new families will have 

children of school age is a complex issue addressed in the demographic section of the 

Report.   

 After visiting the schools and consulting with school and community leaders the 

NESDEC Team identified the following: 
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STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM: 

 

NEAR-TERM 

• Need to continue to fund schedules for maintenance/repair and capital 

improvement  

• Need to continue town-school communications regarding short-term repairs and 

school facilities issues 

• Need to develop a long-range plan for PK-12 facilities and educational program 

planning (respond to NESDEC Report)  

 

LONG-TERM 

• Need to address the lack of equity in facilities  

• Need to replace/rehabilitate school spaces which do not support 21st Century 

educational programs 

• Need to consider additional space for full-day Kindergarten 

 

 The Ellington Schools are generally well-maintained on a daily basis; however,  

Crystal Lake School needs major updates and capital improvements.  Partly due to changes 

in educational programs that have been developed since the original design and construction 

of the schools, and the age of some facilities…the elementary schools already are over 

capacity.  School programs or services have moved into regular classrooms, storage areas, 

alcoves and wherever else space could be carved out.  

 The NESDEC Team has developed three sets of options for resolving the space, 

upgrade, and capital improvement problems, each of which assumes some rehabilitation, 

construction and maintenance of school facilities.  Within each option, the NESDEC Team 

has included a description of the option and rough estimates, as well as some advantages and 

disadvantages.  All of the options are designed to serve as catalysts for further analysis and 

discussion.  Thus, this document should be considered not as an end-product but, rather, as a 

beginning point for discussion, planning, and ultimate decision-making by school 

administrators, town officials and citizens.  In developing a Long-Range Plan, Ellington 

can “mix-and-match” among the options.   
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 The NESDEC Team found the school staff to be cooperative and forthright in our 

school visits.  We suggest that similar tours be organized for members of town boards (and 

other residents), so that they may observe first-hand what we have seen and have attempted 

to describe in this Report. 

  Good teaching is taking place in Ellington classrooms.  Staff cheerfully “find” 

space for new students and programs, and enthusiastically focus on students’ education. 

The District is engaged in thoughtful planning and prudent use of available resources.  The 

School Facilities Study Committee, the Board of Education and Administration deserve to 

be commended. 

 

 



I.  DEMOGRAPHY AND ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 

 

 



I.  DEMOGRAPHY AND ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 

 

A.  TOWN-RELATED FACTORS:  ELLINGTON, CONNECTICUT 

 The preparation of enrollment forecasts is an integral part of the long-range planning 

process for the Ellington Public Schools.  Some of the factors to be considered in this effort 

pertain to the town of Ellington – specifically, the population size and age composition, 

growth and nature of housing units, number of births to residents, and in/out migration 

patterns.  

 Unless otherwise noted, the statistical information in Tables 1-7 is from the 2000 

Federal Census.  Although these data were gathered six years ago, they offer the most 

complete snapshot available, and are augmented and brought up-to-date by estimates.  

Census data are buttressed by information from the School Facilities Study Committee and 

from the Town Planner, Assessors, Town Clerk, Building Department, School Department 

and municipal records, the Connecticut Department of Economic and Community 

Development (DECD), Connecticut State Data Center (CTSDC), and The Warren Group, 

Commercial Record.  Also useful were conversations with area realtors and a visual 

inspection of several Ellington neighborhoods.  Dr. Steve Cullinan and Nancy Daley; Erin 

McGuirk; Ann Hyde; Tony Litizzio, and the principals were helpful in providing 

information.  Michael Stupinski; Rob Phillips; Dan Keune; Joe Carnemolla; and Lynn Fahy 

of the Ellington Historical Society helped to illuminate the history, continuing economic and 

residential growth of Ellington.  

Population Size – Tables 1, 1A, 1B 

 Ellington is a community of approximately 34 square miles, northeast of Hartford.  

Located in north central Connecticut, the town is served by Routes 30, 74, 83, 140, and 286; 

Ellington benefits from proximity to I-91 and I-84.  Major locations in Ellington include 

Crystal Lake, Sadds Mill, and Windermere.  As Table 1 and the accompanying graph 

demonstrate, Ellington gained 15.4% of its population (+1,724 persons) between 1990 

and 2000.  This was in contrast to the population pattern in Tolland County which 

experienced only an 8.2% increase over the decade of the 1990’s.  Ellington's population 

increase of the 1990’s followed a decade, 1980-1990, during which the town grew 

15.3%, by 1,486 persons.  See also Table 1A which contains Ellington’s population since 
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1970, and the CTSDC’s population estimate through 2025 – a continuing upward trend in 

Ellington’s future.  Table 1B, adding the regional context, shows the changing population 

in a dozen nearby towns, with their annual change rates from 1990-2000, compared with 

a similar statistic from 2000-2006.  Ellington is one of six communities on the chart to 

have grown at a more rapid rate since 2000, than in the previous decade.  From 1990 to 

2000, Suffield grew at a rate faster than Ellington, while East Windsor, Enfield, 

Mansfield, Vernon and Willington lost population in the decade of the1990’s.  Thus the 

communities surrounding Ellington provide a region of diverse issues with respect to 

growth.  Whereas five nearby communities lost jobs and population from 1990-2000, 

none suffered population losses in the 2000-2006 period.  Ellington’s growth in this more 

recent time was greater than the rate of growth in the state or in the two counties, and was 

second in population growth only to Mansfield, Tolland, and Suffield among these dozen 

communities. 
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TABLE 1
TOTAL POPULATION

STATE OF CONNECTICUT:

1980

1990

2000

% CHANGE

179,540

118,449

5.8%

3.6%

POPULATION

3,107,576

3,287,116

3,405,565

NO. CHANGE

T O L L A N D  C O U N T Y :

1980

1990

2000

N O . C H A N G E %  C H A N G E

128,699 13 ,876 12 .1%

135,364 6 ,665 5 .2%

P O P U L A T IO N

114,823

TOWN OF ELLINGTON:

1980

1990

2000

NO. CHANGE % CHANGE

12,921 1,724 15.4%

9,711

11,197 1,486 15.3%

POPULATION
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TABLE 1A
ELLINGTON POPULATION

14,495
15,965
16,715

7,707
9,711

11,197
12,921
13,333
13,537
13,894
14,116
14,179
14,346

1970
1980
1990
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2010
2020
2025

CTSDCU.S. 
Census

Sources: U.S.  Census and CT (CTSDC) estimates  
 

 

TABLE 1B REGIONAL POPULATION, 1990-2006

+1.9%15,106+1.9%13,55211,427HartfordSuffield
+0.1%29,622-0.4%28,06329,841TollandVernon

0%45,2310%45,21245,532HartfordEnfield
+1%25,989+1.1%24,41222,090HartfordSouth Windsor

+1.2%10,546-0.3%9,81810,081HartfordEast Windsor
+1.9%14,674+2%13,14611,001TollandTolland

+0.7%11,806+0.2%11,30711,091TollandStafford

+0.7%10,873+1.4%10,4179,108TollandSomers

+3.2%24,756-0.2%20,72021,103TollandMansfield

+0.3%5,133+1%5,0174,575TollandBolton

+1.8%14,346+1.5%12,92111,197TollandELLINGTON

+0.7%6,1950%5,9595,979TollandWillington

Annual 
Change

2000-2006

Pop.
2006*

Annual
Change

1990-2000

Pop.
2000

Pop.
1990

CountyTown

Source: Bureau of the Census                            * Estimate released June 30, 2007
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Age Composition – Tables 2, 3, 3A, 4, 5 

Table 2 and the following graphs indicate that the number and percentage of 

Ellington residents under the age of 18 rose by 551 persons between 1990 and 2000.  

This was similar to the pattern of growth in the county and state.  Meanwhile the median 

age in Ellington rose from 29.4 years in 1980, to 32.9 in 1990, and to 36.9 in 2000.  This 

increase, similar to the county yet less than aging across the state, suggests that persons 

have remained in Ellington and/or that some newer residents are older in years. 

Table 3 and the following graph provide valuable information for helping to 

project the potential for future births, as well as the potential for future turnover of 

housing units.  It is crucial in understanding the population dynamics in Ellington during 

the decade of the 1990’s to realize that the population from age 0-34 declined by 73 

persons, whereas the age 35+ group increased by 1,797 persons.  Children in the age 0-

19 cohort increased by 499 persons (17%) from the number in 1990 (3,017 children in 

1990 v. 3,516 in 2000).  The cohorts from ages 20-34, taken together, shrank from 3,061 

persons in 1990 to 2,489 persons in 2000, a loss of 572 persons (-19%), and it is these 

cohorts that have the greatest impact on future births.  The age cohort from 35-44 grew 

by 625 persons.  Although, anecdotally, we know of women in this latter age range now 

giving birth, the number of births to this age group remains considerably smaller than the 

number of births to younger women (88% of births to the younger group v. 12% of births 

to the older group).  See “Age-Specific Fertility Rates” graph.  It is unlikely that 

Ellington will experience any substantial increase in the number of births in the near 

future.  Births are discussed further in Table 8. 

However, the “gen x'ers” and “baby boomers” from age 35-59 grew by 1,469 

persons.  In the 1990’s, the number of residents age 65 and above rose by 29.6%.  The 

resulting increase of 287 residents age 65 and above can be an important factor in 

projecting the potential for property turnover (see the discussion of Table 7 in this 

regard).  The 41-person increase in ages 60-64 indicates Ellington may experience only a 

moderate turnover of the “over 60” population in the short-term future.  A community 

can grow in its school population through the turnover of existing housing stock from 

families with no young children (the “empty nesters”) to families with young children.  

 5



Table 3A looks ahead from 2000 to 2010 and 2015, using recently released 

projections from the Connecticut State Data Center.  Of special interest, in projecting 

school enrollments are the numbers of school-age residents.  Students in Grades K-12 

typically are ages 5-17 (includes ages 5-9 + ages 10-14 + 60% of the 15-19 age 

grouping); the total of this age 5-17 cohort in the 2000 Census was 2,176 residents. 

Forecast in this age 5-17 group for 2010 are 2,514 persons, and for 2015, are 2,490 

persons. Thus the Connecticut State Data Center’s projection of residents roughly 

extrapolates in a manner consistent with the NESDEC projections in Tables 11 and 12.                                   

Table 4 and the related graph indicate a K-12 Ellington public school population 

that rose in similar proportion to the state’s increase regarding the percentage of the 

population in the K-12 enrollment.  (See the Historical Enrollments that follow in Tables 

9 and 10).  Table 5 and the related graph display the Population by Race and Hispanic 

Origin.  Growth through the 1990’s in the non-white population is smaller than the trend 

in Tolland County and in the state as a whole.  Ellington's absolute numbers and 

percentages remain substantially smaller than the state or county percentages and mirror a 

lack of diversity in the school system, a point raised by educators and others with whom 

we met.  The apparent growth in the “Other” category is, in part, due to a redefinition by 

the Bureau of the Census.  “Other” now includes persons of more than one race who 

heretofore had to be identified as one race or another.   

The 2000 Census reported 467 foreign-born residents.  Of the 215 persons 

reporting that they speak English less than “very well,” 49 speak Spanish, 118 speak 

other European languages, and 48 speak Asian languages.  When persons were asked to 

identify their ancestry, 2,883 reported Irish or Scots Irish; 2,397 French or French 

Canadian; 2,052 German; 1,989 English, Scottish, or Welsh; 1,980 Italian; 1,524 Polish; 

533 “United States” or “American”; 517 Swiss; 406 Swedish; and 289 Lithuanian, to note 

the largest identified groups.  
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TABLE 2
PERCENTAGE OF POPULATION UNDER THE AGE OF 18 AND 

MEDIAN AGE
STATE OF CONNECTICUT:

1980

1990

2000

749,581 22.8% 34.4

24.7% 37.4

NO. UNDER 18 % UNDER 18 MEDIAN AGE

822,919 26.5% 32.0

841,688

TO LLAND CO UNTY:

1980

1990

2000 31,520 23.3% 35.7

26.3% 27.830,171

29,006 22.5% 31.5

NO . UNDER 18 %  UNDER 18 M EDIAN AGE

TOWN OF ELLINGTON:

1980

1990

2000

2,706 24.2% 32.9

3,257 25.2% 36.9

NO. UNDER 18 % UNDER 18 MEDIAN AGE

2,962 30.5% 29.4
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CHANGES IN MEDIAN AGE
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TABLE 3
AGE COHORT DATA – ELLINGTON, CT

AGE 1980 1990 2000
% CHANGE, 
1990 TO 2000

0-4 714 751 827 10.1%

5-9 797 762 932 22.3%

10-14 876 748 977 30.6%

15-19 865 756 780 3.2%

20-24 833 818 575 -29.7%

25-34 1844 2243 1914 -14.7%

35-44 1318 1982 2607 31.5%

45-54 996 1301 1887 45.0%

55-59 431 446 704 57.8%

60-64 365 419 460 9.8%

65+ 672 971 1258 29.6%

TOTAL: 9,711 11,197 12,921 15.4%

SIZE OF COHORT
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TABLE 3A
AGE COHORT DATA – ELLINGTON HOUSEHOLDS

AGE 2000 2010 2015
% CHANGE, 
2000 TO 2010

0-4 827 812 820 -1.8%

5-9 932 880 889 -5.6%

10-14 977 1005 997 2.9%

15-19 778 1049 1006 34.8%

20-24 573 887 957 54.8%

25-34 1912 1475 1786 -22.9%

35-44 2600 2316 1978 -10.9%

45-54 1878 2611 2568 39.0%

55-59 702 931 1191 32.6%

60-64 459 783 905 70.6%

65+ 1254 1746 2138 39.2%

TOTAL: 12,892 14,495 15,235 12.4%

SIZE OF COHORT

Source:  CT SDC
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TABLE 4
PERCENTAGE OF K-12 ENROLLMENT IN POPULATION

*

ST A T E  O F C O N N E C TIC U T :

1980

1990

2000
* C onnecticut D epartm ent of E ducation

PO PU L A T IO N

16.5%3,405,565

535,701

462,265

562,248

3,287,116

PU B L IC

14.1%

PO PU L A T IO N

3,107,576 17.2%

K -12
E N R O L L M E N T *

%  K -12 E N R .
IN

T O W N  O F E L L IN G T O N :

1980

1990

2000 2,220 17.2%

E N R O L L M E N T PO PU L A T IO N
K -12 IN

11 ,197

12 ,921

1,866 16.7%

9,711 2,055 21.2%

PO P U L A T IO N

PU B L IC %  K -12 E N R .
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TABLE 5
POPULATION BY RACE AND HISPANIC ORIGIN

STATE OF CONNECTICUT:

WHITE BLACK ASIAN OTHER
%  NON-
WHITE

HISPANIC 
ORIGIN    

(of any race)
% 

HISPANIC

1980 2,799,420 217,433 18,623 72,100 9.9% 124,499 4.0%

1990 2,859,353 274,269 50,698 102,796 13.0% 213,116 6.5%

2000 2,780,355 309,843 82,313 233,054 18.4% 320,323 9.4%

T O L L A N D  C O U N T Y :

W H IT E B L A C K A S IA N O T H E R
%  N O N -
W H IT E

H IS P A N IC  
O R IG IN     

(o f  an y  ra ce)
%  

H IS P A N IC

1 9 8 0 1 1 1 ,6 49 1 ,7 9 9 7 0 6 6 6 9 2 .8 % 9 8 9 0 .9 %

1 9 9 0 1 2 2 ,7 85 2 ,6 2 5 2 ,4 4 6 8 4 3 4 .6 % 2 ,2 1 6 1 .7 %

2 0 0 0 1 2 5 ,9 15 3 ,7 0 8 3 ,0 9 0 3 ,6 5 1 7 .7 % 3 ,8 7 3 2 .9 %

TO W N OF ELLINGTO N

W H ITE BLACK ASIAN O TH ER
%  NO N-
W H ITE

H ISPANIC 
ORIGIN    

(of any race)
%  

H ISPANIC

1980 9,551 102 12 46 1.6% 57 0.6%

1990 10,964 147 58 28 2.1% 91 0.8%

2000 12,525 163 197 154 4.0% 181 1.4%
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Housing Growth – Tables 6, 6A-F 

During the 1990’s, 46 mobile homes were replaced with permanent structures, 

thus the total of new dwellings added was 901 permanent units (855 dwellings + 46 

mobile homes replaced), compared with 1,076 units added during the 1980’s.  The 1990 

Census had listed 4,562 dwellings.  At the time of the 2000 Census, 96% of all 5,417 

dwellings were occupied.  Of these, 69% were owner-occupied and 31% renter-occupied.  

Of the 222 vacant dwellings, 79 were for “seasonal, recreational, or occasional use.”    

From 2000 to mid-2007, about 603 additional housing units have been added.  The 2000 

Census documented (Table 6B) that 2,361 households (46%) had moved into their 

Ellington dwelling during the five-year period between 1995-2000; 746 households 

(14%) moved in from 1990 to 1994.  Thus, 60% of Ellington residents had moved into 

their 2000 Ellington dwelling within the most recent decade indicating significant 

mobility.  The Census Bureau found that 881 households had moved into their units 

between 1980 and 1989 (17%); 612 between 1970 to 1979 (12%) and 595 moved in prior 

to 1970 (11.5%).  The latter percentages, when combined with the growing number of 

residents over 55, suggests the potential for a number of homes to come on the market in 

the coming decade. Table 6C displays the fluctuating number of building permits issued 

annually over the past 17 years with a peak in 2003 and a slowdown in the past two 

years.  Agricultural preservation is valued.  Open space regulations are in place, and 

builders view Ellington as an orderly, by-the-book community with a measured approach 

to the permitting process.   

When we began to gather data, we learned of the perception by some people that 

the Crystal Lake Neighborhood was expected to significantly increase very soon in its 

number of school children due to new residential construction…although water and ledge 

are construction issues.  What we found through interviews, however, was that 

anticipated turnover of families in the southeast corner of town near the middle school, 

and in the Woodside Acres neighborhood west of Route 83 near the Somers line, were 

equally likely to contribute new pupils.  Thus no particular section of town, within the 

next 5-7 years, appears to be on the verge of consistently contributing more new students 

than any other neighborhood.  Town Planner Rob Phillips shared with us helpful 

information on the locations of applications submitted in the past two years for over 70 
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new single-family homes located variously on Stafford Road, Rockland Road, Wapping 

Wood Road, Webster Road, Hopkins Road, Ellridge Place, Angel Trace, Jobs Hill Road, 

Hoffman Road, Kibbe Road, Clydesdale Circle and Percheron Way, Middle Road, 

Brittani’s Way, and Webster Road…as well as over 120 units at Deer Valley, and the 

recent expansion of the Autumn Chase complex off Route 83 (40 one-bedroom units and 

40 two-bedroom units).  The 49 units on Maple and 123 on Windermere as age-restricted 

developments are relatively new to Ellington. These various sites dot the entire town, 

with many neighborhoods being affected. 

  The lag from permitting to occupancy to full impact upon school enrollment is 

described below.  In addition to new dwellings, there are a number of additions or 

remodelings each year.  The number of persons per unit is currently 2.4 persons (Table 

6).  Ellington’s numbers per dwelling unit in 2000 have been slightly lower than the state 

average and fewer than the 2.8 persons per Ellington unit in 1980 (generally indicating 

smaller families as well as more persons living alone).  
In addition to new construction, property turnover can increase school 

enrollments.  The town of Ellington may experience growth in the age-restricted housing 

market. The impact of this type of housing development upon the school system is 

referred to as having an “echo effect.”  As seniors seek to downsize, their properties 

come on the market for potential purchase by young families, thus increasing the school 

population.       

Occasionally somewhat younger empty-nesters will sell their homes, not waiting 

until they become senior citizens.  Sometimes re-valuation causes homes to come on the 

market, as large increases in assessments trigger owners to place properties on the market 

in order to realize the financial gain.  Spikes in market prices sometimes have the same 

effect in causing owners to place property on the market – a “buy low-sell high” effect.  

Although this phenomenon is less likely to affect residents of Ellington at early ages (due 

to the structure of real estate valuations/taxes), it will at some point affect most property 

owners. 

The recent rising cost of homes in the region can be seen in Table 6C, which 

compares the median prices of single-family homes and condominiums in 2004 with 

those in 2006 in Ellington and eight nearby communities.  In Ellington in 2004, 172 
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single-family properties, with a median price of $233,450, were sold.  In 2006, 147 

single-family homes were sold in Ellington at a median price of $262,000.  The median 

price of a condo rose from $108,000 in 2004 to $127,000 in 2006.  Yet, asking prices are 

rising even more rapidly.  In a survey of 92 single-family homes recently on the market 

(Table 6F), over 90% were advertised above the 2007 single-family median price of 

$280,000.  Some land is available with lots starting in the $150,000-$200,000 range.  

Many large parcels of land currently are not on the market, and are not expected to be in 

the near future.  That said, Ellington is a long way from buildout.  The farm land west of 

Route 83 some day may be developed, although not in the near term future. 

Several region-wide factors currently are at play that influence the Ellington real 

estate market with potential to continue the pause in what has been an escalating market 

and a plateau in housing growth.   

• Low interest rates have fueled the rapid rise in house prices against which 

Americans borrowed more and saved less.  The increase in residential prices 

from 2004 to 2005 was the greatest in 25 years.   

• Residential investment by 2006 accounted for 6% of the Gross Domestic Product 

(GDP), the highest since 1955. 

• The ratio of median mortgage payments to median income (a gauge of 

affordability) in 2006 was at its highest level since 1989, when residential prices 

last peaked. 

All of the factors above have combined with mortgage-market issues to trigger the 

bursting of the real estate “bubble”…an event which had affected Connecticut by 2006. 

Realtors report, however, that whatever “pause” continues in regional real estate sales 

and new residential construction, is no more likely to affect Ellington than to affect other 

towns for several reasons:  a) the town has been “discovered” as a safe, affordable place 

to live; b) Ellington is a reasonable commute into Hartford and is quite accessible from 

most directions; and c) Ellington has a positive reputation for being a well-managed 

community with reasonable taxes, a good quality of life and strong infrastructure, 

including education.  Real estate sales data appear to confirm these views.  Through 

2007, the Commercial Record indicates the number of  single-family home sales is 

similar to most nearby towns for the comparable period in each of the past ten years.  
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Single-family home sales in Ellington were down by only 20 homes (141 in 2007 v. 161 

in 2004-2006, with condo sales down by only six properties).  The median single-family 

home price also is holding up, consistent with nearby towns (see Tables 6D, 6E, 6F).   

 There are a number of factors identified as “growth limiters.”  These include 

natural features such as Crystal Lake, Shenipsit Lake, several brooks and related 

wetlands; Nye-Holman State Forest and Shenipsit State Forest; Arbor Park and 

Brookside Park; Ellington Airport; Ellington Ridge Country Club and Rolling Meadows 

Golf Course; and other small ponds and conservation areas.  Water and sewer issues also 

may be a factor in limiting growth, as is the continuing use of land devoted to agriculture.  

On the commercial side, the building along Route 83 (the “Big Y”, etc.) has taken a bit 

longer to blossom than some imagined, yet appears to be a sound foundation for long-

term growth.  Vernon may be nearing sewerage capacity, and this may eventually affect 

Ellington.  

 16



TABLE 6
NUMBER OF DWELLING UNITS AND PERSONS PER UNIT

STATE OF CONNECTICUT:

% 
CHANGE

PERSONS 
PER UNIT

1980 2.7

1990 14.0% 2.5

2000 4.9% 2.5

NO. OF DWELLING 
UNITS

1,158,884

1,320,850

1,385,975

TOLLAND COUNTY:

% 
CHANGE

PERSONS 
PER UNIT

1980 3.0

1990 22.7% 2.8

2000 5.9% 2.7

NO. OF DWELLING 
UNITS

38,039

46,677

49,431

TOWN OF ELLINGTON:

% 
CHANGE

PERSONS 
PER UNIT

1980 2.8

1990 30.9% 2.5

2000 18.7% 2.4

3,486

4,562

5,417

NO. OF DWELLING 
UNITS

 
 

 

CHANGES IN HOUSING GROWTH, 1980 TO 2000
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222

79 for 
seasonal use

3.4% rental 
vacancy

5,195

3,572 
owner 

occupied
69%

1,623 renter 
occupied

31%

5,417280

80 for 
seasonal 

use

7.6% rental 
vacancy

4,282

3,019  
owner 

occupied
70.5%

1,263  
renter 

occupied
29.5%

4,562

VacantOccupied2000
Dwellings

Vacant Occupied1990
Dwellings

TABLE 6A 
ELLINGTON, CT HOUSING DETAIL

Source: U.S. Census, Tables DP-1,4; national rental vacancy rate in 2000 was 5.0%

* CERC estimated 8,004 EXISTING dwellings in  2005

 
 

 

TABLE 6B 
ELLINGTON, CT HOUSING DETAIL

45.5%
14%
17%
12%

11.5%

2,361
746
881
612
595

1995 to March 2000
1990 to 1994
1980 to 1989
1970 or 1978
1969 or earlier

YEAR HOUSEHOLDER MOVED INTO UNIT

20%
27%
16%
15%
14%
8%

1,069
1,457
872
838
752
429

1-3 rooms
4 -5 rooms
6 rooms
7 rooms
8 rooms
9 or more rooms

ROOMS (  5.7  rooms median) 

17%
21%
19%
13%
18%
12%

942
1,146
1,000
692
969
668

1990’s (to 3/2000)
1980’s
1970’s
1960’s
1940’s/50’s
Prior to 1940

PercentNumber
YEAR STRUCTURE BUILT
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TABLE 6C
ELLINGTON, CT BUILDING PERMITS

(S-F and Multi-Family)

* Permits through January, 2008

109
117
94

117
79
87
98
68
53*

1999/00
2000/01
2001/02
2002/03
2003/04
2004/05
2005/06
2006/07
2007/08

25
41
57
50
45
62
49
77

1991/92
1992/93
1993/94
1994/95
1995/96
1996/97
1997/98
1998/99

PermitsYearPermitsYear

Source: Building Department and CT DECD

 
 
 
 
 

SCHOOL AGE CHILDREN BY UNIT TYPE

0.01
0.01

0.11-0.13
0.4

0.44-0.6
1.0

1 bedroom market rate
1 bedroom affordable
2 bedroom market
2 bedroom affordable
3 bedroom market
3 bedroom affordable

“Industry Standard”
Students/Unit

Low-rise

Sources: Connery Associates and “Housing School-Age Children: The Implications of 
Multi-Family Housing Development”, Citizens’ Housing and Planning Association (CHAPA); 
ratios represent estimated long term annual average for low-rise garden-style/townhouse 
units…in any given year, yield may fluctuate 10% above or below the number shown; 
industry practice is to calculate a proposed mix of 1-3 BR units by using the multiplier for 2 
BR units. 
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TABLE 6D
2004 and 2006 MEDIAN PROPERTY SALES

(single-family median above; # sales in paren; condo median below)

+25,000$285,000   (197)
$173,000   (268)

$260,000   (309)
$134,000   (265)

South Windsor

+29,000$200,000   (585)
$180,000   (129)

$170,900   (627)
$143,000   (163)

Enfield

+25,000$199,950    (83)
$190,000    (81)

$175,000   (118)
$147,900   (107)

East Windsor

+51,000$286,000   (194)
$314,500     (25)

$235,000   (215)
$101,000    (15)

Tolland

+33,500$203,500   (146)
$149,900     (50)

$170,000 (147)
$120,000    (40)

Stafford

+35,000$290,000    (84)
- (1)

$255,000   (97)
$  95,500    (10)

Somers

+16,000$234,000   (138)
$168,000     (93)

$214,900  (145)
$125,000    (61)

Mansfield

+41,000$276,000    (53)
-

$235,000    (67)
-

Bolton

+29,550$262,000    (147)
$127,000      (49)

$233,450   (172)
$108,000   (55)

ELLINGTON

Increase-single 
family

2006 2004 

 
 
 
 

 

TABLE 6E
“PAUSE” IN REAL ESTATE SALES

86%281242Vernon

105%8690Somers

72%9568East Windsor

76%149113Stafford

78%582455Enfield

78%246193South Windsor

89%206183Tolland

95%135128Mansfield

76%5844Bolton

86%161141Ellington

Single-Family
2007 as % of 
3 Yr. Average

2004-06
3 yr. Average

2007

Source:  The Warren Group, Commercial Record
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TABLE 6F
ELLINGTON RECENT ASKING PRICES (January, 2008)

Single-Family Residences (Median $449,900)
$134-$199,900    =    3
$200 - $299,900  =   14
$300 - $399,900  =   21  
$400 - $499,900  =   25   
$500 - $599,900  =   16
$600 - $699,900  =     5 
$700 - $799,900  =     6 
$800 - $899,900  =     1
$1M + =     1

Condos = 20
$ 86,000 - $  99,999  =  4
$100,000 - $199,999  =  6
$200,000 - $299,999  =  4
$300,000 - $399,999  =  6

Multi-Family = 4
$274,900 - $394,000 = 4

Rentals = 6
$695 - $1850 = 5
$3200 

 
 

 

Land = 32 (various prices)

$1.75M14.94
$795,00066.1
$529,00013.91
$325,0007.22
$225,0005.26
$209,9001.27
$199,9000.81
$199,9001.34
$155,9002.52
$149,900 (multiple)1.5
$149,900 (multiple)2.0
$129,9000.97
$109,9000.92
$99,9001.43
$49,9006.07
$39,5000.24 acres
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Other Economic Factors – Table 7 

As reported in the 2000 Census, the Ellington median household income was 

$62,405.  “Management/Professional” (40.5%); “Sales and Office Occupations” (27.9%); 

“Service Occupations” (11.6%); and “Production, Transportation, and Material Moving” 

(11.2%) were the largest occupations.  “Education/Health” (20.3%); “Manufacturing” 

(17.5%); “Retail Trade” (13%); “Finance, Insurance and Real Estate” (10%); 

“Professional/Scientific” (9.1%); “Construction” (6.2%); “Arts, Entertainment, and 

Recreation” (5.1%); “Transportation and Warehousing” (4.4%); “Wholesale Trade” 

(3.8%); and “Public Administration” (3.8%) provided the largest number of jobs. 

Although agriculture once was an Ellington mainstay, currently it accounts for only 1.1% 

of Ellington’s jobs.  There were 95 families with incomes below the poverty level; of 

these, 76 families had children under the age of 18, and 25 families had children under 

age five. In eight households, grandparents were the primary caregivers for children of 

school age. 

 Table 7 and graph display the number of K-12 Ellington public school students 

per dwelling.  This statistic decreased from .59 in 1980 to .41 in both 1990 and 2000.  

Roughly speaking, every ten Ellington dwellings will yield four public school students, a 

statistic the same as the state as a whole.  The .41 statistic is important:  when 3-4 

bedroom homes are occupied by a new family it is often the case that the “student 

yield” will be double that local ratio (see below).  NESDEC was told that, in earlier 

discussions of Ellington school enrollments, the estimate of “two children per household” 

figured prominently in the deliberations.  Although there are undoubtedly many homes 

with two (or more) school-age children, these are balanced by other dwellings with one 

child, or none.  Table 4 displays the arithmetic for 1980, 1990, and 2000.  If we divide 

the 2007-08 enrollment into the estimated number of dwellings, today’s result is roughly 

.42 students per dwelling (2,552 K-12 students/6,020 estimated dwellings = .42). Then, 

to estimate the “student yield” of new families: .42 x 2 = .84 K-12 students per 

dwelling-with-a-new-family.  In the 2000 Census, 3,257 households had individuals 

under 18 years of age.  This number (32.5%) include students in public, private, 

parochial, and vocational school, school dropouts, and those too young for school.  
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TABLE 7
NUMBER OF K-12 STUDENTS PER DWELLING UNIT

STATE OF CONNECTICUT:

1980

1990

2000

2000 Number of Households with individuals under 18: 451,411
2000 Percentage of Households with individuals under 18: 34.7%

1,320,850 462,265 0.35

1,385,975 562,248 0.41

UNITS ENROLLMENT PER UNIT

1,158,884 535,701 0.46

PUBLIC K-12
K-12 STUDENTS

# OF
HOUSING

TOWN OF ELLINGTON:

1980

1990

2000

2000 Number of Households with individuals under 18: 3,257
2000 Percentage of Households with individuals under 18: 32.5%

4,562 1,866 0.41

5,417 2,220 0.41

UNITS ENROLLMENT PER UNIT

3,486 2,055 0.59

# OF PUBLIC K-12
HOUSING K-12 STUDENTS

 
 

 

PUBLIC SCHOOL ST UDENT S PER 
DWELLING UNIT

0.00
0.10
0.20
0.30
0.40
0.50
0.60
0.70
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Births– Table 8 

 Table 8 and the accompanying graph display the rather steady number of 

Ellington births from 1991 to 2005.  Over the past 15 years, the number of Ellington 

births has fluctuated: ranging from a low of 135 in 1998 to a high 176 in 1999.  Given the 

number of persons in the 20-34 age cohort described in Table 3, there appears to be little 

potential for the annual number of births to current residents to rise significantly in the 

near-term, a period of slight decline.  It is expected that the annual number of births to 

Ellington residents will remain in the 145-148 range.  In Table 3A, however, note the up-

tick in 2010 among residents ages 20-24, and more significantly ages 20-34 by 2015. 
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TABLE 8
BIRTHS TO RESIDENTS OF ELLINGTON, CT

# OF
YEAR BIRTHS

1991 158

1992 153

1993 138 151

1994 146

1995 161 2.4%

1996 149

1997 154

1998 135 155

1999 176

2000 160 -1.4%

2001 164

2002 157

2003 151 153

2004 150

2005 141

Source:  CT Department of Public Health

AVERAGE %  CHANGE

 
 

 

BIRTHS TO RESIDENTS: ELLINGTON, CT 
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B.  HISTORICAL ENROLLMENT 

Historical Enrollment – Public Schools – Tables 9, 10  

 The PK-12 historical enrollment for Ellington students over the past 11 years is 

shown in Tables 9, 10, and the following graph.  Table 10 displays the enrollment in 

grade combinations.  Students registered in public Kindergarten, on average, have 

represented about 112% of the Ellington births (five years previously); see the graph on 

page 31 illustrating the relatively stable Birth-to-Kindergarten relationship of the past 

decade.  It is worth noting that Kindergarten classes in Ellington are scheduled for half-

day sessions, and Preschool classes are offered primarily for special needs students.  See 

Section VI.A. “Full-Day Kindergarten and Early Childhood Education.” 

 The progress of a class from Kindergarten through the grades can be traced by 

drawing a diagonal line from Kindergarten, dropping in the following year to Grade 1 

then to Grade 2, etc.  Ellington classes generally grow by about 10% in Grades 1 and 3% 

over Grades 2-5, as students enter from private Kindergarten, or additional students move 

to town.  The enrollment increases close to 6% during Grades 6-8.  Ellington experiences 

out- migration at Grade 9 of approximately 3% and reasonably steady enrollment through 

the high school. 

 Over the past decade, PK-12 enrollments have grown steadily.  Grades PK-6 

currently have 207 more students than in 1997-98; Grades 7-8 have added 103 pupils; 

and the high school has 175 additional students when compared with ten year ago. 
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TABLE 9
HISTORICAL ENROLLMENTS, 1996-2007

SCHOOL PK-12
 YEAR  PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 TOTAL

1997-98 27 147 174 165 157 172 152 201 164 141 154 157 133 150 2094
1998-99 27 169 165 181 173 157 184 158 208 157 127 156 158 122 2142
1999-00 31 168 172 171 188 180 155 189 157 206 147 130 155 159 2208
2000-01 46 169 168 179 180 194 181 155 192 174 200 149 126 153 2266
2001-02 40 171 177 174 173 194 202 185 157 194 152 192 148 124 2283
2002-03 40 164 181 181 174 181 196 211 186 159 175 157 193 145 2343
2003-04 41 158 176 182 186 177 179 192 209 188 157 184 156 189 2374
2004-05 44 193 188 183 182 191 186 180 194 215 183 168 179 153 2439
2005-06 40 181 216 184 194 189 195 191 188 195 206 185 156 174 2494
2006-07 51 177 191 212 185 200 192 198 198 193 190 204 182 158 2531
2007-08 45 180 195 191 217 191 209 192 202 206 187 192 205 185 2597

 
 

 

TABLE 10
HISTORICAL ENROLLMENT, GRADE COMBINATIONS

SCHOOL
YEAR K-2 K-4 5-6 K-6 5-8 6-8 7-8 7-12 9-12

1997-98 486 815 353 1168 658 506 305 899 594
1998-99 515 845 342 1187 707 523 365 928 563
1999-00 511 879 344 1223 707 552 363 954 591
2000-01 516 890 336 1226 702 521 366 994 628
2001-02 522 889 387 1276 738 536 351 967 616
2002-03 526 881 407 1288 752 556 345 1015 670
2003-04 516 879 371 1250 768 589 397 1083 686
2004-05 564 937 366 1303 775 589 409 1092 683
2005-06 581 964 386 1350 769 574 383 1104 721
2006-07 580 965 390 1355 781 589 391 1125 734
2007-08 566 974 401 1375 809 600 408 1177 769
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HISTORICAL ENROLLMENT, PK-12
1997-2007   Ellington, CT
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TABLE 10A
NON-PUBLIC ENROLLMENT, 1997-2006

SCHOOL PK-12
 YEAR  PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 TOTAL

1997-98 2 4 8 14 11 10 9 6 6 9 10 7 8 5 109
1998-99 3 9 5 11 12 9 9 7 7 7 9 7 5 8 108
1999-00 3 12 7 5 6 11 12 6 7 8 9 11 5 6 108
2000-01 3 11 13 10 5 4 11 10 4 4 8 7 8 7 105
2001-02 4 7 8 10 13 7 5 7 5 1 9 11 9 6 102
2002-03 2 5 9 10 10 14 4 6 5 5 5 11 10 7 103
2003-04 6 12 4 5 9 8 10 4 3 6 5 6 10 10 98
2004-05 5 13 6 5 6 9 5 10 2 2 7 3 4 10 87
2005-06 11 7 8 8 4 9 5 7 8 4 7 6 5 4 93
2006-07 11 11 8 6 6 3 8 3 5 4 7 7 7 6 92
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Historical Enrollment – Non-Public Schools – Table 10A 

 Although enrollments in the public schools have risen since 1997-98, the total of 

Ellington residents in non-public schools has declined by 17 pupils.  With only 6-8 

students per grade in non-public schools, Ellington has an unusually small number not in 

public school. The PK-12 historical enrollment of Ellington residents in private and 

parochial schools in regular education schools from 1997-2006, as tallied by the CT 

Department of Education, is reported in Table 10A.  Day care centers do not report 

enrollments to the Department of Education, thus PK enrollments may appear to be low. 

 Decisions to attend private or parochial schools are driven by a number of factors, 

including family tradition, economics, and relative satisfaction/dissatisfaction with 

various schools, public and private.  Some Ellington parents may have chosen to enroll 

their children in non-public schools for family reasons unrelated to the public schools.  

The American economy during the decade of the 1990’s was relatively prosperous.  It is 

unclear how the present economic climate will play out.  A policy question which might  

be asked is:  what would be our plans if the numbers of Ellington students in Grades PK-

12 currently attending private/parochial schools should begin to shrink?  Because these 

numbers are small to begin with, this variable is not a large planning factor for Ellington. 

As new numbers become available each fall, the trend in the non-public percentages at 

each school level will provide additional planning insights.  By November, the state will 

release its count of 2007-2008 non-public enrollments; these are anticipated to be 

consistent with the data from earlier years. 
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 Ellington Birth-to-Kindergarten Relationship
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TABLE 11
PROJECTED ENROLLMENT, 2008-17

SCHOOL PK-12
 YEAR PK K 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 TOTAL

2007-08 45 180 195 191 217 191 209 192 202 206 187 192 205 185 2597
2008-09 43 169 198 195 195 224 197 212 197 207 200 189 188 206 2620
2009-10 42 168 186 198 199 201 231 200 218 202 201 202 185 189 2622
2010-11 40 158 185 186 202 206 207 234 206 224 196 203 198 186 2631
2011-12 41 165 174 185 190 209 212 210 241 212 217 198 199 199 2652
2012-13 40 164 182 174 189 196 215 215 216 248 206 219 194 200 2658
2013-14 40 162 180 182 177 195 202 218 221 222 241 208 215 195 2658
2014-15 40 164 178 180 186 183 201 205 224 227 215 243 204 216 2666
2015-16 40 163 180 178 184 192 188 204 211 230 220 217 238 205 2650
2016-17 40 163 179 180 182 190 198 191 210 217 223 222 213 239 2647
2017-18 40 163 179 179 184 188 196 201 196 216 210 225 218 214 2609

 
 

 

TABLE 12
PROJECTED ENROLLMENT, GRADE COMBINATIONS

SCHOOL
  YEAR K-2 K-4 5-6 K-6 5-8 6-8 7-8 7-12 9-12

2007-08 566 974 401 1375 809 600 408 1177 769
2008-09 562 981 409 1390 813 616 404 1187 783
2009-10 552 952 431 1383 851 620 420 1197 777
2010-11 529 937 441 1378 871 664 430 1213 783
2011-12 524 923 422 1345 875 663 453 1266 813
2012-13 520 905 430 1335 894 679 464 1283 819
2013-14 524 896 420 1316 863 661 443 1302 859
2014-15 522 891 406 1297 857 656 451 1329 878
2015-16 521 897 392 1289 833 645 441 1321 880
2016-17 522 894 389 1283 816 618 427 1324 897
2017-18 521 893 397 1290 809 613 412 1279 867
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PROJECTED PK-12 ENROLLMENT 2007-2017
BASED UPON HISTORICAL PATTERNS: ELLINGTON, CT
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HISTORICAL & PROJECTED ENROLLM ENTS 
PK-12, 1997 TO 2017  ELLINGTON, CT
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C.  PROJECTED ENROLLMENT  

Methodology   

 The data reported below are “status quo,” that is, without the impact of a 

significantly increased rate of development of residential housing.  The cohort survival 

technique is the most frequently used method of preparing school enrollment forecasts.  

NESDEC uses this technique, but modifies it in order to move away from forecasts that 

are wholly computer or formula driven.  Such modification permits the incorporation of 

important and current town-specific information into the generation of the enrollment 

forecasts.  Basically, percentages are calculated from the historical enrollment data to 

determine a reliable percentage of increase or decrease in enrollment between any two 

grades.  For example, if 200 students were enrolled in Grade 1 in 2006-2007 and the class 

increased to 220 students in Grade 2 in 2007-2008, the percentage of survival would have 

been 110%, or a ratio of 1.10.  Such ratios are calculated between each pair of grades or 

years in school over several recent years.  This methodology is quite similar to that used 

by the Connecticut Department of Education, with two exceptions: a. NESDEC was able 

to make use of 2007-08 (i.e. newer) enrollment data and births than earlier projections; 

and b. NESDEC has made adjustments in the thirteen ratios (K-12) based upon real estate 

and housing information from the Town Planner, realtors, and others. 

 The ratios used are the key factors in the reliability of the projections, given the 

validity of the data at the starting point.  The strength of the ratios lies in the fact that 

each ratio encompasses collectively the variables that could possibly account for an 

increase or decrease in the size of a grade enrollment as it moves on to the next grade.  

Each ratio, then, represents the cumulative effect of the following factors: 

1. Migration, in or out, of the schools 

2. Births and deaths 

3.   Housing turnover and housing growth 

4.   Dropouts, transfers, etc. 

5. Changes in school program 

 In projecting school enrollments for Ellington, housing turnover as well as 

housing growth may be more of a factor than in some other communities. 
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 Based upon a reasonable set of assumptions in regard to each of these factors, 

ratios most indicative of present/future trends are determined for each pair of grades or 

years.  To project for the future, the ratios thus selected are applied to the present 

enrollment statistics for a predetermined number of years.  In the case of Ellington, the 

assumptions based upon earlier historical patterns of the past five-ten years would be 

these: 

1. The annual number of births to Ellington residents through 2010 will remain in 

the range of 145-148 per year.  

2. Single-family housing growth over the next ten years will continue to be at 

approximately 90 units per year. 

3. The pattern and numbers involved in the turnover of existing housing stock will 

not change appreciably from the recent past, at approximately 160 units per year.  

4.  Kindergarten will continue at 112% of births five years previously.  An Ellington 

class will grow by 10% in Grade 1; and 3% over the period from Grades 2 

through 8.  

5. Out-migration at Grade 9 will continue at approximately 3% each year, then high 

school enrollments in Grades 10-12 will remain steady. 

6. The percentage of Ellington students in non-public schools and in home-schooling 

will continue at present low levels (see Table 10A). 

  If any of these assumptions needs to be altered in the future, so, too, will the 

projections.  It is important to note that NESDEC annually updates projections 

for affiliated school districts at no cost.  This provides an opportunity for the 

District to plan adequately for any changes that might occur. 

Reliability of Projections 

 While the reliability of projections, in general, rests upon the soundness of the 

assumptions upon which they are based, there are degrees of reliability over the grades 

and the ten-year period shown.  The enrollment projection in Table 11 can be divided 

into three sections.  The top and largest section represents the projections based on 

students who are already enrolled in the Ellington Public Schools.  This projection 

has the highest reliability. The projections based on children who have been born, 

but are not yet in school, are somewhat less reliable.  The projections for students 
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who are not yet born are the least reliable projections.  Close liaison with the 

Preschools will help to establish contact with those who later may be attending the 

Ellington Public Schools.  Keeping track of this number will give the district a rough 

estimate of the potential increase in Kindergarten registrations if the Ellington Public 

Schools should decide to offer a full-day Kindergarten program.   

 A ten-year projection (which drops in reliability after the fifth year) is a very 

small window into the future.  The “leveling” of the elementary enrollment, which occurs 

in years six-ten of the projections, is caused by holding the births stable during that 

period.  If the births should increase during that period (reversing the trend of the last 

several years), the Kindergarten class will increase, an increase that would ultimately 

spread to all the elementary grades.  If the rate of housing growth were to increase 

dramatically from past levels (or if property turnover increased markedly), the projections 

would rise.  At all grade levels, improved programs/facilities could lead to additional 

Ellington residents attending (or remaining in) the public schools.  Ten-year enrollment 

projections are just that – projections; they are not guarantees.  Whatever the School 

Board chooses to do in making plans, it should take into account the possibility of a 10% 

swing either way in terms of enrollment at all grade levels.  In other words, the School 

Board should be prepared to respond to the questions:  “How will the space be used if 

10% fewer students materialize?”, and “How will the space be provided if 10% more 

students materialize?”  Updating enrollment projections on an annual basis is the best 

method of noting any shifts in the important variables affecting enrollment. 

Projected Enrollment, 2008-2017 – Tables 11, 12 

 Based upon these earlier historical patterns, the total public school enrollment, 

PK-12, (as displayed in Table 11 by grade level, and in Table 12 in grade combinations), 

is projected to rise slightly, then return to its  current level over the next ten years.  The 

October 1, 2007 enrollment was 2,597.   In 2012, enrollment is projected at 2,658 and at 

2,609 in 2017.   

 All of these factors bear careful watching.  As new information is obtained, it can 

be used to further illuminate and/or modify the enrollment projections for Ellington.  For 

example, by tracking building permits and property sales, future enrollments can be 

forecast which will update or modify these projections.  In any event, it is clear that the 
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perceived quality of life, to which the excellent public school programs are an important 

contributor, continue to make Ellington properties attractive choices on the real estate 

market. 

Multi-Family Housing and “Echo Effect” 

 Although Ellington has had a long history of single-family residences, additional 

multi-family housing may be in its future.  As a community gets nearer to buildout, 

multi-family housing is more often proposed.  The potential effect on the public schools 

of multi-family housing may become a topic of considerable discussion.  Thus we have 

furnished with this Report a copy of “Housing the Commonwealth’s School-Age 

Children:  The Implications of Multi-Family Housing Development for Municipal 

Expenditures” (CHAPA, 2003).  The CHAPA Report includes case studies from 42 

Massachusetts communities, of which 13 high-yield examples are summarized below.  

NESDEC has found this document to be useful in assisting communities; to our 

knowledge, there is no similar study in Connecticut.  Ellington shares some 

characteristics of these 13 “high-student-yield” communities, rather than the 29 lower-

yield towns (although the student yield will be less than for 3-4 bedroom homes).  

Following Table 6C there is a chart indicating the number of school-age children who 

might move into certain types of multi-family housing. 

Thirteen examples of high-student-yield in multi-family housing 

    School     Yield/ 
Town          Children/Units      Unit         Comments 
 
Andover   212/444  .48      57% el. 
Attleboro   118/184  .64      44% el. 
Barnstable   126/220  .57      57% el.  all rentals 
Bedford   36/96        .38      60% el.  all rentals 
Bedford (2nd development)  34/40        .85      70% el.  ownership 
Brockton   35/79        .44   
Charlton   34/40        .85  
Leominster   255/403  .63      40% el. 
Lexington   104/198  .53      39% el.  1 BR = 30 
                2 BR = 113 
                3 BR = 55  
Lynn    351/545  .64   
Mashpee   102/73   1.40      70% el.  family units 
North Andover  156/254  .61      40% el. 
Wilbraham    29/34   .85      67% el.  2/3 BR 
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Note:  Twenty-nine communities in CHAPA study had smaller ratio of student-yield/unit. 

Source:  CHAPA (2003) 

 In some communities, “empty nest” owners have sold their three-four bedroom 

homes and moved to smaller quarters, if available, within their present communities.  

Thus, when condominiums or apartments become available in towns like Ellington, it is 

common for 10-20% of the “new” occupants to come from downsizing residents within 

the same community.  Thus, we must ask “what is the probability that this phenomenon 

could occur in Ellington?”  Below are findings from a Massachusetts study of multi-

family dwellings in 42 cities and towns. 

Housing, Families and School-age Children (excerpts from “Housing the 

Commonwealth’s School-Age Children,” CHAPA 2003): 

• Compared to single-family homes, new multi-family developments almost always 

house fewer school-age children per dwelling unit (there is a myth that the 

number would be greater...NESDEC). 

• The probability that multi-family developments will generate school children is 

influenced by several factors, including: 

 The number and percentage of dwelling units sized for family households.  In 

virtually all cases, developments that offer three- or four-bedroom units 

generate more school children per unit than developments limited to one- and 

two-bedroom units. 

 The reputation of a community’s public schools.  In most cases, multi-family 

developments in suburbs with prestigious school systems house more school-

age children than communities with average or less competitive schools.  The 

same usually holds true for single-family homes.   

 Scale, density and location.  Large, high-density multi-family developments 

appear to be less attractive to families with children than low-rise, moderately 

dense developments with fewer units per building.  Developments that offer 

yards, walkways and common open space typically house more children.  In 

addition, developments located near schools, playgrounds, or established 

residential areas – developments that connect logically to adjoining 
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neighborhoods and the larger community – usually have more children than 

developments that are isolated, by location or design, or occupy sites near 

offensive land uses. 

 Composition, age and character of existing housing stock.  In communities 

with relatively high percentages of two-, three- or four-unit homes in 

traditional neighborhoods, new multi-family developments seem to attract 

fewer families with school-age children. 

 Units for low- and moderate-income households.  Multi-family housing 

developed exclusively or primarily as affordable to low- and moderate-

income families generates more children than a development with 25% low- 

and moderate-income units, i.e., the minimum required for comprehensive 

permit development.  (the multiplier for low- and moderate-income is 

generally in the range of 130-140% for two BR (and 160% for three BR), 

although a myth exists that the number would be far greater…NESDEC) 

• In high-growth communities, large multi-family developments that include three- 

or four-bedroom units accelerate the need for new or expanded community 

facilities, notably schools.   

 New multi-family developments often attract occupants who already live in the 

community.  (In the case of Ellington, these may be seniors…NESDEC.)  The scale, 

character and location of a new development, coupled with the cost to live in the town 

compared with nearby communities, will influence the extent to which it causes down-

sizing seniors to remain within the town…thereby making their 3-4 bedroom homes 

available for a new family with school-age children. 

 39



 40

SUMMARY OF SECTION I:   

DEMOGRAPHY AND ENROLLMENT PROJECTIONS 

 

• Ellington’s population is growing faster than the state and the county. 
 
• The median age in Ellington has increased (29.4 in 1980 to 36.9 in 2000). 
 
• The percentage of the population that is Hispanic/non-white has increased, but 

remains a relatively small overall percentage (i.e. the population of Ellington thus far 
remains relatively homogenous). 

 
• 60% of residents moved to their 2000 dwelling within the past ten years (indicating 

mobility). 
 
• 69% of residents own their dwelling; 31% rent. 
 
• No area of town is more likely to experience significant growth through 2018 than 

any other area. 
 
• There was an average of 2.8 persons/dwelling in 1980, now the average is 2.4 (i.e. 

fewer children and more people living alone). 
 
• There has been an increase in the median single-family dwelling price ($233,450 in 

2004; $262,000 in 2006; $280,000 in 2007). 
 
• Across the entire town, every ten dwellings yield about four K-12 public school 

students. 
 
• Estimating .42 students/dwelling x 2 = .84 K-12 students/dwelling with a new family 

(Table 7). 
 
• Annual births are expected to remain at about 145-148/year (except for a potential up 

tick in potential parents (ages 20-34) by 2015 – Table 3A). 
 
• Multiplying annual births by 112% provides an estimate of the number of 

Kindergarten students (based upon 5-year-prior births). 
 
• There has been a consistent rise in the total number of students (including a decline in 

non-public school enrollment). 
 
• There is a plateau in overall enrollment (Tables 11, 12). 
 
• Projections “ten-years-out” have the potential to vary by 10% in either direction 

(20% variance).



II.  SCHOOL CAPACITIES

 



II.  SCHOOL CAPACITIES 

 

 As part of the Long-Range School Facility Master Plan, the Current Operating 

Capacity (COC) and the Planned Operating Capacity (POC) were determined for each 

school.  The Current Operating Capacity is based on current usage of the building, 

including classrooms, core, and specialized areas.  This figure may differ from the 

architects for it includes all spaces used for instructional purposes, some of which may be 

inappropriate, or temporary portable classrooms.  The Planned Operating Capacity is 

based on planned usage of the building, recommended class size policy, elimination of 

space needs or deficiencies, and the inclusion of appropriate classroom, laboratory, core 

(auditorium, Library, gym, etc.) and special use areas (Special Education, Art, Music, 

instructional specialists, etc.).  Temporary, portable classrooms are not included in the 

Planned Operating Capacity.  Analyzing each space in the schools, observing the schools 

while in session, reviewing the program of studies, and interviews with staff are all 

included in the process of determining school capacities.  The Planned Operating 

Capacity connects the demands/requirements of the educational program to the facilities 

needs of that program. 

 Counting the number of rooms in a school is relatively straightforward.  However, 

counting “classrooms” for the purpose of establishing student capacity (i.e., 

“homerooms”) is more complex…especially in an open space school with few walls or 

temporary moveable walls.  What does NESDEC count as a “classroom?”  Although 

Connecticut has square footage guidelines for elementary/middle/high school general 

purpose classrooms, in older schools a classroom may be somewhat smaller.  NESDEC 

does not automatically exclude a room of 600-700 square feet from its count.  NESDEC 

looks at square footage, program uses, and code issues.  The Life Safety Code of the 

National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) requires two means of egress from a 

classroom.  Thus, NESDEC would not count a room with a single exit as a classroom 

although the room might be satisfactory for other uses.  Finally, a room with adequate 

square footage and adequate egress could be devoted to a use other than housing a 

“homeroom” (e.g., might be the Art or Music room, or the only Teacher Workroom-

Lunchroom) in which case, NESDEC would not count it as a classroom.  For each school, 
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the detailed room count is indicated as a “full-sized room” or “conference-sized room” 

and its use is noted.  The pages below describe the unique program uses of the rooms in 

each school.  Factors unique to elementary and to middle/high schools are described. 

     The reader will note that NESDEC’s method of calculating school capacity is 

directly related to the ever-changing educational program.  For the purposes of a quick 

snapshot, architects often will divide the gross square footage of an existing school by a 

square-foot-per-pupil ratio in order to make a quick estimate of the school’s capacity.  

Sometimes the architect may multiply the result by a factor of 90% for elementary 

schools and 70-85% for middle and high schools in order to acknowledge that no school 

can schedule 100% of its space all of the time.  Although commonly applied and 

somewhat useful, the resulting estimated “capacity” generally minimizes the actual 

configuration of space in the school (for example, the Krissinger Study of the Ellington 

school capacities).  In NESDEC’s experience, there are many older schools in which a 

disproportionately large amount of the square footage is found in large hallways, foyers 

or locker rooms; or extra shop, gym or auditorium space…while the school has too few 

academic classrooms, an overcrowded cafeteria, etc., or other problems of configuration 

which act to lower the effective student capacity of the facility for offering a high quality 

21st Century educational program. 

 

A.  ELEMENTARY SCHOOL CAPACITY 

 To determine the operating capacity of an elementary school, it is necessary to 

consider the following three factors: 

1. Physical Space – The volume and extent of space available. 

2. Pupil/Teacher Ratios – School policy/practice on grouping students for 

instruction has a direct bearing on the classroom space that will be required.  

For this Report, NESDEC has used the class sizes as provided by the District in 

computing the Planned Operating Capacity (POC):  15 students for PK; 20 pupils for 

Kindergarten; 22 for Grades 1-4; and 24 for Grades 5-12. 

3. School Programs – The allocation of appropriate space for present and planned 

educational programs offered outside of the regular classroom setting is 

considered when establishing the Planned Operating Capacity.  In an elementary 
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school, rooms used for such programs as Special Education and resource services, 

Physical Education, computer education, Art and Music instruction, are not 

counted in the capacity determination, since they serve as “pull-out” programs.  

However, the need for these specialized spaces, addressed in the Planned 

Operating Capacity (POC), in some cases will reduce the Current Operating 

Capacity.  If separate rooms are not available for Art or Music, the taught 

curriculum will change.  NESDEC has found that elementary Art teachers who 

did not have an assigned Art room space with adequate storage were able to offer 

only 35% of the lessons in the curriculum.  This was due to the “one-shot” nature 

of projects which had to be offered when the teacher was rapidly moving from 

classroom-to-classroom.  Thus considered, facilities have a direct effect upon the 

nature of classroom instruction.  Special Education is mandated, thus other spaces 

would need to be taken to house Special Education if its current space was needed 

for a regular classroom. 
 

B.  MIDDLE SCHOOL CAPACITY 

           To determine the capacity of a middle school, an inventory is made of spaces 

available for instructional use.  Each instructional space is assigned a capacity based upon its 

use and school practice relative to class size and grouping of students.  Consideration is also 

given to the way in which middle schools are organized and operated. 

 Middle schools recognize the special developmental differences – physical, 

intellectual, social, and emotional – of pre- or early-adolescents.  Recent research suggests 

that a curriculum and instructional program which takes into account the differences in these 

students “in transition” positively affects student achievement, personal development, 

learning climate, faculty morale, staff development, and parental and community 

involvement.  The Planned Operating Capacity (POC) incorporates facility space to address 

these needs and differences. 

  Because students are moving along a developmental continuum, a middle school 

program should provide a “continuity of schooling,” where students begin with greater 

degrees of supervision and advance to more opportunities for independence with a rich 

program of exploratory experiences. 
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          The program should also ensure a strong student-teacher relationship with the teacher 

as mentor-advisor, and should be developed around small teams of teachers who get to 

know the same students better through an interdisciplinary team organization and common 

planning time. 

          For the purpose of determining the operating capacity of a middle school, the 

procedure follows that which is typically used for the elementary level, (the capacity for a 

junior high school, on the other hand, would more closely resemble that for a high school 

with a departmentalized and elective program).  The general classrooms in the middle 

schools were assumed to hold an average of 25 students although the square footage of an 

undersized classroom could affect its functional capacity.  See each school’s capacity 

charts below.  The “special-use rooms,” such as Art, Music, etc., are not included in 

determining the middle school capacity.  While students are in these special program 

rooms, their teacher team is typically at work in a planning meeting.  Auditoriums, 

cafeterias, storage spaces, office spaces, conference/tutorial spaces, or resource rooms are 

not included in determining the capacity of a school building.  In some districts (not used 

in this Ellington Report), an alternative procedure is followed in calculating capacity 

more similar to that of a high school (although the middle school multiplier often is .70 

rather than the high school multiplier of .85…due to the unique nature of the educational 

programs in some middle schools).  Middle schools typically are less space-efficient than 

high schools due to the pattern of scheduling required by a true “middle school model” 

with a team of students taught by a unique team of teachers; common planning time for 

teachers on the team; an “Arts rotation” for the students; and student room assignments 

within limited corridors of the building.  See, also, the high school paragraph below, as it 

contains an added footnote related to middle schools.   

 

C.  HIGH SCHOOL CAPACITY 

           The process for determining the capacity for a high school is similar to that used for 

the elementary/middle schools only in that support areas, such as cafeteria, auditorium, 

offices, and those areas for special needs instruction, departmental resource rooms, internal 

suspension room, and prep-storage rooms, are not counted in the capacity.   

 At the high school level, in addition to the general classrooms, the special area 
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rooms such as Art rooms, laboratories and shops are included in the determination of 

capacity.  Each general classroom has been assigned a capacity depending upon size and 

use.  The capacity assigned to each special area room is usually contingent upon the number 

of workstations existing in the space.  Once the capacity of each instructional space is 

determined, a total capacity can be computed based on the sum of the individual capacities. 

 No high school (or middle school) building can operate effectively at 100% 

capacity.  First, students cannot be scheduled into neat groups of 25, 22 or 20.  Second, the 

elective system provides opportunities for students to choose from a variety of course 

offerings.  Third, schools which choose to provide ability-level grouping, enrichment classes 

and programs for the academically advanced, accept increased problems in achieving 

evenly-balanced classes.  A comprehensive educational program requires, therefore, a 

greater number of teaching stations than would be the case in a school without an elective 

program.  If secondary schools were to operate at total capacity, comprehensiveness and 

course electives would have to be severely curtailed.  For this reason, the operating capacity 

of a high school reflects not only spaces available, but also the program design of the school 

and is calculated in Ellington High School at 85% of the maximum capacity of the building.  

General classrooms were assigned 25 pupils as described in the capacity charts which 

follow.  See, also, the reference above to undersized classrooms.  An alternative method for 

calculating the capacity of middle schools uses a 70% or 75% multiplier for schools 

following a complete “middle school model” v. the 85% multiplier used for high schools 

and “junior high schools.”  Middle schools typically are less space-efficient than high 

schools due to their pattern of scheduling.  

 

D.  “THEN-NOW” 

 The student capacity of a school is directly related to the changing nature of 

the school’s educational program.  Four “Then-Now” charts are included to display the 

educational program factors which have combined to reduce the student capacity of older 

school buildings constructed 40-50 years ago.  Many schools were designed and built 

when desks were in straight rows; there were few, if any, Special Education services, and 

no use of computers.  Such buildings served well the programs for which they were 

designed.  Little storage space for educational materials was required.  Twenty-First 
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Century schools, however, are expected to provide a broader program to a more 

comprehensive spectrum of students.  Thus, a school which once housed 600 students a 

generation ago now may be overcrowded at 500 students.  The “Then-Now” charts 

provide detail in describing this phenomenon, in which new educational programs have 

decreased the student capacity of older school buildings. 
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Books, computers, media major curr. 
support; Lib. Sci. instruction

Depository for booksLibrary

Separate Art/Music Rooms; 
1200-1500 sq. ft., spec. equip.

In classroomArt/Music

Separate Science RoomIn classroomScience

In classrooms and Comp. LabNoneTechnology

Full-day, 1200 + sq. ft. toilets sink & 
drinking fountain, etc.; some preschool

None, or Half-day, in 
standard classroom

Kindergarten

1000 sq. ft., learning centers, in-class 
library, sink & drinking fountain in room 
(prim. Gr. toilets)

500-600 sq. ft.
Desks in rows, no water

Classrooms

ELEMENTARY: THEN (50 years ago) NOW

1

PROGRAM CHANGES = DECREASED BUILDING CAPACITY

See Rothstein, The Way We Were: The Myths and Realities of America’s Student Achievement (2003); 
Tanner and Lackney, Educational Facilities Planning (2005); Castaldi, Educational Facilities 4th edition 
(1993); Conrad, Educational Programs and School Capacity (1952 Ohio-State University doctoral dissertation)

 
 

 

ELEMENTARY (cont’d): THEN (50 years ago)     NOW

Schools use many educational 
materials; space required

Little neededStorage

Schools are secured; outside 
phones for parent and emergency 
calls

Buildings unlocked; not a 
major concern

Security

Most children ride buses or are 
driven to school

Some bused, but most 
children walked or rode 
bicycles to school

Transportation

All areas of the school must be 
handicapped-accessible

Little or no 
accommodations were 
made

Handicapped-
Accessibility

Included in regular classes,
plus many small instruction rooms; 
parent conferences required

Possibly separate 
classroom, few students 
in school

Special 
Education
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JUNIOR HIGH: THEN (50 years ago) MIDDLE SCHOOL:  NOW

Books plus computers and other 
media; major curric. support; Lib. Sci. 
instruction

Library a depository for books

Included in regular classes, small 
instruction rooms, parent conferences 
required

SPED in separate room, few students

Lab in each team areaScience Labs in one area

900-1000 sq. ft. student projects,
In-class computers/library

500-600 sq. ft. classrooms

MS Teams, Students remain in home
base wing for most classes

Jr. High Departments,
Students move throughout building

 
 

 

HIGH SCHOOL: NOW

Tech Ed; Fam/Consumer Sci.
Active projects in Sciences

Ind. Arts; Home Ec.
Demonstration in Sciences

Labs

Schools use many 
educational materials; space 
required

Little neededStorage

Schools are secured; 
outside phones for parent and 
emergency calls

Buildings unlocked; 
not a major concern

Security

Books, computers, media 
Major curr. support; Lib. Sci. 
instruction

Depository for booksLibrary

All areas of the school must 
be handicapped-accessible

Little or no accommodations were 
made

Handicapped-
Accessibility

Included in regular classes, 
plus many small instruction 
rooms

Possibly separate classroom, few 
students in school

Special Educ.

In classrooms and Comp. LabNoneTechnology

THEN (50 years ago)
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Center School

 

 

CENTER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

Center Elementary School is a brick-faced building, built in 1949, with additions 

and renovations in 1963 and 2003.  The 56,352 square foot school stands on seven acres 

of land, with the Ellington Town Hall on one side and the Board of Education offices on 

the other.  There is a two-story addition to the school, which houses Grade 2 downstairs 

and Grades 3 and 4 upstairs.  The school includes a cafeteria, gymnasium, multi-purpose 

room, Media Center, small room (667 square feet) used as an office for Information 

Technology, Art room, two resource rooms, an OT/PT room and two small conference 

rooms.  The office area, nurse’s area, Media Center, teachers’ lounge and upstairs of one 

classroom wing are air-conditioned.  The multi-purpose room has a movable door.  Half 

of this room was designed for use as a Music room.  The other half of the multi-purpose 

room is currently in use as a second Art room, which limits its use for its designed 

purpose.   

  There are a total of 23 classrooms available for classes, four of which were re-

designed for Preschool, with lavatories.  The addition of lavatories reduced the size of the 

Preschool classrooms, which are now 702 square feet each.  The enrollment of 408 
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students on October 1, 2007 included 16 classrooms, three half-day Kindergarten classes 

(two in the morning and one in the afternoon) in two classrooms, three Grade 1, three 

Grade 2, four Grade 3 and four Grade 4 classes.  There are currently three classrooms 

without classes.  One is in use for Math integration; one is in use as a workroom, PTO 

and Reading for Fun space; one is empty.  The cafeteria accommodates all students in 

Grades 1 through 4 in three 30-minute lunch sessions. 

 The school has been updated and has few deficiencies.  There is sufficient 

parking, utilizing town parking for the town offices and the Board of Education office.  

Security is enhanced with all doors locked throughout the school day.  There are three 

security cameras on the premises.  Walkie-talkies are used to communicate between the 

play area and the office during the school day.  Telephones in each classroom allow 

emergency access from each classroom during and after school hours.  There is adequate 

storage space throughout the school.  Every classroom has a sink.  There are group 

student bathrooms near each cluster of classrooms and near the cafeteria, Art and multi-

purpose rooms.  There are specially configured areas for special services, resource rooms 

and other support personnel.  When the school was renovated in 2003, it became 

handicapped-accessible.  

 Three improvements at Center School may be considered, as follows.  Full-day 

Kindergarten would benefit the early childhood program.  The Preschool and 

Kindergarten classrooms were not originally built as early childhood classrooms and are 

under-sized (Preschool are 702 square feet each, Kindergarten Room 12 is 769 square 

feet and Room 13 is 764 square feet).  Art is taught in an Art room and half of the multi-

purpose room, which was not designed for this purpose and limits the availability of the 

space for its intended use.  If a second Art room is needed in the long-term, another room 

might be considered for this purpose, which would reduce the Planned Operating 

Capacity of the school by 20-22 students. 

      The Current Operating Capacity (COC) of the school is 396 students, with two 

Kindergarten classrooms of 20 students each, six Grade 1 and 2 classrooms of 20 each 

and eight Grade 3 and 4 classrooms of 22 each.  The Planned Operating Capacity (POC) 

of the school is 396 students, with 19 classrooms on-line for Kindergarten through Grade 

4.  If a regular classroom is taken off-line for use as a second Art room, the POC becomes 
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374 students in 18 classrooms.  The COC and POC do not include the number of 

Preschoolers in the four Preschool classrooms.  The Information Technology office is a 

district-wide function and does not need to be located at Center School.  That said, we did 

not count this room as a “classroom” because it is less than 700 sq. ft.  If this office were 

located in a different building, the space could be put to certain instructional or school 

uses.  It is not large enough to house a regular classroom of students. 
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FACILITY PROFILE – ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

Name: Center Elementary School Grades: Pre-K-4 Reg. ed. enr.: 408   Total Classrooms: 23 

Year of Construction: 1949  Year of Additions: 1963, 
2003 

Sq. ft. of bldg: 56,352 Acres: 7 

Number of additional classrooms:  
 4 Preschool Classrooms (702 sq. ft. each) 

Number of Interchangeable classrooms: 19 
(2 in use for Half-day Kindergarten) 

      In addition, does the school have dedicated space for (indicate number of rooms in the appropriate box): 
  

Full-size 
room 

 
Conference-

size room 

 
 Space shared with 

 
Comments (if desired) 

Art 2  ½ of multi-purpose Kiln, 3 sinks, storage 
Computer  1  Tech Dept Office - 667 sq. ft. 
Health     
Music 1   Half of multi-purpose room 
Reading     
Science     
Foreign Languages     
Auditorium     
Cafeteria 1   Full up-dated kitchen 
Gym 1   Newly finished wood floor 
Media Center 1   Computer Lab within 
Special Needs Classrms     
Resource Rooms 1 2 3 staff in Room 27  
Psychologist/Testing  1  Office with desk and table 
Social Worker     
Title I/Reading/Math  2 2 staff in Room 16 One teacher in office size space 
Guidance     
Speech  2  1 is small office 
Nurse’s Office 1   3 cots, lav, work area and private area 
Administrative Offices  2 2 clerical  Principal and Main Office 
Teachers’ Room  1   
Teachers’ Workroom  1  Teachers, PTO and Reading is Fun 
Conference Room  2  Room 15 is very small 
PT/OT 1    
Curriculum Enrich/Math     
Time Out Area     
     

Current Operating Capacity = 396   Planned Operating Capacity = 396  
   2 Kindergarten (Half-day) @ 20 = 40     2 Kindergarten @ 20 = 40 
   9 Grade 1-2 @ 20 = 120       9 Grade 1-2 @ 20 = 180 
   8 Grade 3-4 @ 22 = 176       8 Grade 3-4 @ 22 = 176  
   4 Preschool classrooms       4 Preschool classrooms  
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Center School

 
 

Center School

Art in Multi-Purpose Room
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Crystal Lake

 
 

CRYSTAL LAKE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

 Crystal Lake Elementary School is a brick-faced, one-story building constructed 

in 1957 with a major renovation in 1977 and other improvements during the 1990’s.  The 

27,000 square foot school stands on eight acres of land.  The school includes ten 

classrooms, a cafeteria, gymnasium, two locker rooms, Media Center (in half of a 

previously open-spaced quad), a stage in the gymnasium with a sliding wall (where 

general music classes are taught), and a computer room.  Two of the classrooms and the 

computer room do not have sinks.  There is a ramp connecting the portions of the school 

at different elevations. 

 The enrollment on October 1, 2007 was 207 students in Kindergarten through 

Grade 4 with two half-day Kindergartens, and two at each grade level in Grades 1 

through 4 for a total of ten classes of students.   

 There are many deficiencies at this school, which include maintenance issues.  

The gymnasium floor is cracking out, causing safety concerns.  There is no classroom for 

Art.  A corner of the cafeteria is utilized for Art instruction.  Art instruction is interrupted 

by deliveries to the kitchen, which does not have a delivery platform.  Scheduling of Art 

instruction is limited by the lunch schedule.  A trained media specialist is at Crystal Lake 
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School for the equivalent of one school day per week, which is insufficient for the 

number of students on-site.  The two Kindergarten classrooms are located in half of a 

previously open-spaced quad, with no sinks or lavatories.  The Kindergarten program is 

half-day.  The district is encouraged to consider providing a full-day Kindergarten 

program when space is available for this purpose.       

 The kitchen has numerous deficiencies which include deteriorating asbestos floor 

tiles, no delivery platform, older equipment and dry food storage, office space and 

refrigerator and freezer in one small section of the kitchen.  Occupational 

therapy/physical therapy services are held in a variety of spaces.  Use of a dedicated 

space for OT/PT, where equipment is available, would benefit this program.  The older 

original structure, built in 1957, is not ADA compliant.  There is a lack of sufficient 

storage for classroom, general and parent group supplies.  Perhaps the two locker rooms, 

which are not required for elementary physical education, would provide additional space 

for storage, if properly renovated.  The small teachers’ room has no running water which 

is another concern. 

 There are additional deficiencies regarding the exterior of the facility.  There have 

been issues with the proximity of the well to the septic field on the property, which are 

being addressed with the relocation of the well.  Upon completion of this project, 

improvements to the playground would be beneficial.  The bus and car traffic with 

pedestrians pose a safety concern.  The existing driveway and sidewalk have some 

cracked surfaces.  Part of the land adjacent to the access road is owned by the church 

across the street, with a small historic building near the school, which limits driveway 

access.  The District is encouraged to consider an alternative traffic pattern on the 

property to improve this situation.  

 The Current Operating Capacity (COC) of the school is 208 students, which 

includes two Kindergarten classrooms with 20 students each, four Grade 1-2 classrooms 

with 20 students each and four Grade 3-4 classrooms with 22 students each.  The Planned 

Operating Capacity (POC) is 186 students, with two Kindergarten classrooms of 20 

students each, four Grade 1-2 classrooms with 20 students each and three Grade 3-4 

classrooms with 22 students each.  In calculating the POC, one classroom is taken off-

line to provide an Art room.  The classroom used for Art will need to have a sink. 
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FACILITY PROFILE – ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

Name: Crystal Lake Elementary School Grades: K-4 Reg. ed. enr.: 207 Total Classrooms: 10  

Year of Construction: 1957  Year of Additions: 1977, 
1990’s  

Sq. ft. of bldg: 27,000 Acres: 8 

Number of additional classrooms:  
 2 Kindergarten Classrooms (Half-day) 

Number of Interchangeable classrooms: 8  
 

      In addition, does the school have dedicated space for (indicate number of rooms in the appropriate box): 
  

Full-size 
room 

 
Conference-

size room 

 
 Space shared with 

 
Comments (if desired) 

Art    Use part of cafeteria for art (no kiln) 
Computer        1    
Health     
Music 1   Use stage with sliding wall 
Reading  1  Office and instruction - 1 staff member 
Science     
Foreign Languages     
Auditorium     
Cafeteria 1   3 lunch sessions 
Gym 1   With stage and locker rooms 
Library/Media Center 1   Half of former open space quad 
Special Needs Classrms     
Resource Rooms  1 Teacher + 2 Aids  
Psychologist/Testing  1   
Social Worker     
Title I/Remedial Math  1   
Guidance     
Speech  1 Small office size  
Nurse’s Office 1   2 cots, lav., 2 sinks, closet 
Administrative Offices  2  Principal and Main Office 
Teachers’ Room  1  No running water 
Teachers’ Workroom  1   
Conference Room  1   
PT/OT    Use variety of spaces, as available 
Curriculum Enrich/Math     
Time Out Area     
     

Current Operating Capacity = 208    Planned Operating Capacity = 186 
   2 Kindergarten @ 20 = 40      2 Kindergarten @ 20 = 40 
   4 Grade 1-2 @ 20 = 80       4 Grade 1-2 @ 20 = 80 
   4 Grade 3-4 @ 22 = 88       3 Grade 3-4 @ 22 = 66 
         1 classroom off-line for Art classroom  
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Crystal Lake

Traffic Concerns
  

 

Crystal Lake

Locker Room  
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Crystal Lake

Handicap-accessible (ADA) issues
 

 

 

 

 

Crystal Lake

Storage Issues
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Crystal Lake

No running water in Kindergarten
 

 

Crystal Lake

Kitchen Floor
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Windermere School

 
 

WINDERMERE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL  

 Windermere Elementary School is a brick-faced, one-story building built in 1966 

on 13 acres with additions/renovations in the 1970’s, 1995 and 2001.  The 87,740 square 

foot school includes three classroom wings and core facility, with a Media Center 

(formerly the cafeteria), cafeteria with a stage/Music room (formerly the gym), a 

gymnasium, Music, Art and Science rooms.  There are multiple rooms shared by more 

than one staff member, no dedicated conference room and one teachers’ room for a large 

K through Grade 6 staff.  The older sections of the school are not fully ADA-compliant. 

 There are a total of 34 classrooms, two of which are in use for four half-day 

Kindergarten classes.  The enrollment on October 1, 2007 was 806 students with all of 

the Grade 5-6 students from the district assigned to this school.  The teachers do a strong, 

enthusiastic job with Grades 5-6.  Due to the turnover of 50% of these students each year, 

pupils are, to an extent, in “transition space.”  All students then go on to a two-year 

experience in Grades 7-8.  The district makes good use of its existing space, yet an 

improved grade level realignment with fewer transitional steps could lead to greater 

educational success.  See introduction to Section IV. “Alternative Solutions” on pages 

83-92.  In 2007-2008, there are four classes in Grades 1 through 3 and three classes in 
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Grade 4.  There are eight classes in both Grades 5 and 6.  There is a room designated for 

Health instruction, which also is scheduled for other purposes.  In addition, there are four 

regular classrooms used for special needs programming. 

  Security at Windermere School is enhanced in a number of ways.  All doors are 

locked throughout the school day.  Nine perimeter and three door security cameras are in 

use on the property.  Walkie-talkies are used for staff communication during the school 

day.  Each classroom has a telephone, which can be used for local calls during and after 

school hours.  There is a driveway for buses and a separate parking area for cars.  The 

main walkway and entrance are visible from multiple locations from within the school. 

 The core facilities, although renovated since the original construction, are 

inadequate for the current student population.  The Media Center is small for the age 

range and number of students on-site.  Also, it is located at one end of the school and 

preferably would be located near the center of the school, more easily accessible to 

students at all grade levels.  The large number of students requires four lunch sessions 

each day.  One of the Art rooms was designed for Art instruction; a regular classroom 

also is utilized.  The regular classroom used for Art is inferior for use as an Art room 

compared to the other Art room which was designed as an Art room. A second Music 

Room (other than the stage) will be needed, regardless of the grade levels assigned to the 

school (unless many fewer classes were enrolled in the school). The instructional 

program requires the use of all spaces, eliminating dedicated conference space, which is 

an issue due to the number of meetings scheduled throughout the school year.  There is 

one teachers’ room which is not adequately sized for use by all of the staff on-site.  The 

nurse’s office includes three cots and a lavatory.  With the large number of students and 

the age range in the current population, the district might consider reconfiguring the 

nurse’s office.  As Ellington plans for the future, full-day Kindergarten would benefit the 

students. 

 The Current Operating Capacity (COC) of the school is 738 students, with two 

Kindergarten classrooms of 20 students each, eight Grade 1-2 classrooms of 20 students 

each, seven Grade 3-4 classrooms of 22 students each and 16 Grade 5-6 classrooms of 24 

students each.  The Planned Operating Capacity (POC) of the school is 738 students, as 

listed for the COC.  In calculating the Planned Operating Capacity (POC), one classroom, 
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which is currently used for Health, would remain off-line for Health instruction and 

conferences. 

 In summary, the list of projects which the District considers for Windermere 

School will depend upon which option(s) are chosen, and how the building is to be used 

in the future…for the grades currently assigned, as a (P)K-5 neighborhood school, as a 

(P)K-6 neighborhood school, etc.  Items to be considered on a short list include: adding 

playground equipment for the grades assigned, including a fenced area for the youngest 

children; converting space to a second Art room with sinks, counters, etc.; refurbishing 

portions of the original 1966 building that may be in need or are not ADA-compliant 

(examine floors, doors, windows, etc. and update as needed; check efficiency of heating 

system and controls in the several zones of the school); designate dedicated spaces for 

second Teachers room and conference room(s); consider driveway configuration, 

especially where pedestrians must cross main driveway and bus traffic, to access long 

sidewalk to main entrance; consider room dividers in classrooms utilized for multiple 

small group instruction (currently rooms 11 and 13); and reconfigure Nurse’s space to 

increase number of beds and provide more privacy for ill students who range from K-6 in 

age. 

 Depending upon which option(s) are selected, a more expensive long-term list 

would include: adding two classrooms designed for Kindergarten in the event of a full-

day K program; add a second Music room closer to the center of the school (current 

Media Center?); enlarge and relocate Media Center closer to the center of the school; 

expand the cafeteria (currently requires four lunch waves); and consider relocation of 

main office closer to the main driveway. 
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FACILITY PROFILE – ELEMENTARY SCHOOL 

Name: Windermere Elementary School Grades: K-6 Reg. ed. enr.: 806 Total Classrooms: 34 

Year of Construction: 1966  Year of Additions: mid-
1970’s, 1995, 2001 

Sq. ft. of bldg: 85,740 Acres: 13 

Number of additional classrooms:  
 2 Kindergarten classrooms (Half-day) 

Number of Interchangeable classrooms: 32 
 

      In addition, does the school have dedicated space for (indicate number of rooms in the appropriate box): 
  

Full-size 
room 

 
Conference-

size room 

 
 Space shared with 

 
Comments (if desired) 

Art 2   1 designed, 1 regular classroom 
Computer         1 1 Gr. 5-6 enrichment  
Health 1    
Music 2   1 is stage in cafetorium 
Reading 2  Multiple staff Room 11 and 13 
Science 1   Grades 5-6 lab 
Foreign Languages     
Auditorium     
Cafeteria 1   4 lunch waves 
Gym 1   Can be divided into two sections 
Library/Media Center 1    
Special Needs Classrms 1    
Resource Rooms 4 1   
Psychologist/Testing  2 Lead teacher  
Social Worker     
Title I/Remedial Math     
Guidance  1   
Speech  2   
Nurse’s Office  1  3 cots + lavatory 
Administrative Offices  3  Principal, main & district database coor. 
Teachers’ Room 1    
Teachers’ Workroom  1   
Conference Room     
PT/OT  1   
Curriculum Enrich/Math     
Time Out Area     
     

Current Operating Capacity = 738   Planned Operating Capacity = 738  
   2 Kindergarten  (Half-day) @ 20 = 40     2 Kindergarten @ 20 = 40 
   8 Grade 1-2 @ 20 = 160        8 Grade 1-2 @ 20 = 160 
   7 Grade 3-4 @ 22 = 154       7 Grade 3-4 @ 22 = 154 
   16 Grade 5-6 @ 24 = 384      16 Grade 5-6 @ 24 = 384 
          1 classroom remains off-line for Health  
          and conferences  
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Windermere School

Media Center
 

 

 

Windermere School

Grade 5-6 Wing Hallway
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Ellington Middle School
 

 

ELLINGTON MIDDLE SCHOOL 

The Ellington Middle School, a two-story masonry building, located on a 20-acre 

site, was constructed in 1953.  The building underwent a major renovation in 1996 and it 

currently has 83,241 square feet.  The middle school currently houses 408 students in 

Grades 7 and 8.  Due to the turnover of 50% of the students each year, pupils are, to an 

extent, in “transitional space” with little time for the faculty to get to know them.  It will 

be helpful if a long-range plan provides for a three-grade alignment.  See introduction to 

Section IV. “Alternative Solutions” on pages 86-87. 

The building contains 17 general classrooms.  An additional two classrooms are 

outfitted as Science labs.  The shortage of additional Science lab spaces negatively affects 

the school’s ability to completely implement the Science program.  The general 

classrooms are attractive, however, storage space for classroom materials and textbooks 

is generally lacking.  Using the class size numbers provided by the district of 24 students 

per classroom, the school has a Current Operating Capacity (COC) of 591.  In addition to 

the general classrooms and the Science spaces, the building also houses a Music room 

with a small attached computer classroom and two practice rooms.  Additional space is 

allocated for an Art room with adequate instructional and storage space, two technical 
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education spaces, with an attached computer room which houses 12 teaching stations, a 

TV studio and three computer labs.  Two classrooms are utilized for Family and 

Consumer Science instruction.  One regular-sized classroom and an additional five 

smaller-sized spaces, four of which were formerly team workrooms are used for Special 

Education instruction.  There are three classrooms designated for computer technology 

instruction.  The building has one gymnasium with two teaching stations and two full-

sized locker rooms which were renovated in 2000.  The middle school does not have an 

auditorium.  There is a stage in the gymnasium which is used for musical and other 

artistic performances.  However, due to acoustical problems, the lack of comfortable 

seating, and the absence of lighting and audio systems, the facility is not deemed to be 

adequate   

 The school is well maintained.  The heating system is based upon the original 

1953 design, distributing heat unevenly throughout the school; it needs to be studied, new 

controls and other upgrades installed. There are insufficient electrical outlets in 

classrooms. The plumbing system was updated during the 2000 renovation.  Exterior 

walls, windows and doors are generally in good shape, although some windows are 

inoperable.  The roof is in good repair and the interior walls and floors were redone with 

the 2000 renovation.  At that time, handicapped-accessible issues were also addressed 

and the building conforms to ADA recommended codes.  There are no structure-related 

safety issues and there are no maintenance problems within the building. 

 Classrooms at the middle school are clean and bright.  They help to create an 

atmosphere that is conducive to learning.  Most of the classroom furnishings were 

purchased during the 2000 renovation project.  Each classroom has one student and one 

teacher computer station.  All computers have internet connectivity.  Smart Boards and 

projection capacity are lacking within the classrooms and should be added to.  Student 

lockers are small and have insufficient capacity. The Media Center at the middle school 

is located in a converted physical education area.  The room has acoustical problems and 

the sight lines are obstructed.  The collection is viewed by administration as outdated, as 

is the equipment.  A computer room is attached to the Library, but this room is not 

always available to students who are doing independent research.  Computer access 

within the main portion of the Media Center is inadequate.  Storage space for the Library 
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collection is also limited.  The Media Center facility has a capacity of approximately 30 

students. 

 The cafeteria which has a full kitchen has a capacity of 175 students.  There is one 

serving line and three lunch waves.  The middle lunch wave requires a “split instructional 

period” and this creates a less than optimum instructional situation.  Kitchen equipment 

and storage space are viewed as adequate given the present enrollment. The gymnasium 

which has two teaching stations is in good condition.  The bleachers have a capacity of 

425.  There is ample instructional space and there are two good-sized locker rooms 

attached to the gym.  A handicapped-accessible stage at one end of the gym is used 

during large gatherings and student performances.  A separate entrance with a lobby 

provides easy access from the parking lot. 

 The administrative suite has two offices plus work spaces for the secretarial staff.  

There is inadequate conference space and storage space.  The nurse’s office is spacious 

and well-equipped with a handicapped-accessible bathroom and ample privacy for 

students.  The guidance department has two offices and a conference room.  The space is 

adequate, however, storage space is lacking.  There is adequate office space for the 

school psychologist.  There are no separate dedicated spaces for the delivery of OT/PT 

and ELL services.  Teacher workspace and the teacher dining area are small and 

cramped. The communication systems within the building and to and from the middle 

school are viewed by administration as effective.  There are telephones in each classroom 

and teachers have outside, 911 access.  Several cameras are positioned to view sight lines 

around the building. However, with one exception, these cameras cannot be monitored 

from the principal’s office.  Access to the building is limited and all visitors must be 

“buzzed in.”  

 Field space is adequate and includes baseball, soccer, and softball playing fields.  

Parking is adequate during the school day.  Difficulties do arise during special events 

such as Parents’ Night, however an agreement with a neighboring church allows for 

overflow parking.  Pick up and drop off procedures are effective.  Street traffic does get 

congested during major events.  Any additions should be planned with traffic in mind. 

In order to calculate a Planned Operating Capacity (POC) to address deficiencies 

within the building, two classrooms could be assumed to be off-line to address the need 
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for Science labs.  Two additional rooms would be utilized to accommodate the need for 

conference and storage space.  Another classroom space would be taken off-line for 

Special Education instructional and OT/PT space.  This would decrease the Planned 

Operating Capacity (POC) to 471.  The highest projected Grade 7-8 enrollment in the 

next decade is below the estimated Planning Operating Capacity thus, barring significant 

changes in educational programming or scheduling; the available space should be 

sufficient to house all Grade 7-8 students without adding portable classrooms.  Also, see 

Options I-III below.  In the Options, reference is made to adding 15 classrooms; if this 

were the plan, four of the new rooms would be 21st Century Science Lab-classrooms 

(thereby freeing up the two current Science rooms), eight classrooms would house Grade 

6, and three classrooms would be for Special Education.  In an earlier report, reference 

was made to adding 18 classrooms; an extra three rooms would add conference/team 

space and storage, and provide flexibility for growth after 2018.  A basic question to be 

addressed is: how does the Board of Education view the long-term use of the EMS 

building?  If a new high school will be built within a decade, then the middle grade would 

be moving to the (much larger) current EHS building.  If that were the plan, the upgrades 

at EMS would be to the building systems and reconfiguration of existing space…with 

minimal additions so as not to “overbuild” the site.  That said, a number of fix ups are 

indicated in this Report.  
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FACILITY PROFILE – MIDDLE/JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL 

Name of School: Ellington Middle School Grades: 7-8 Reg. Ed. Enr. 408 Spec. Ed. Enr.: 39 
Year of Construction: 1953 Year of Additions: 

 1996 / 2000 
Site size acres: 20 Sq. ft. bldg.: 83,241  

Is this school scheduled as a middle school?  Yes      or junior high?   
Optimum number of pupils per class: 24 Number of interchangeable general classrooms: 17 
     In addition, does the School have dedicated space for (indicate number of rooms in the appropriate box): 

 Full-size 
room 

Conference-
size room 

Space 
shared with 

No. of 
student 
stations 

Comments (if desired) 
 

Art 1   24 Large area 
Computer 3   72 1 scheduled for tech. , 1 for split 

use, 1 available for regular class 
use 

TV Studio  1  20 Outdated equipment 
Fam. & Consumer Science 2   40  
Tech. Ed. 2 1  48 Computer room adjacent w/12 

computers 
Music 1 1  48 1 large room and 1 small room 

with computers 
Remedial Lab  1  5  
Science  2   48 2 Labs 
Auditorium     No auditorium 
Cafeteria 1   175 3 waves – 1 service line 
Gym  1   48 Large – 2 teaching stations – 

stage/serves as auditorium 
Library 1   25 Converted gym – few computers 

– lacks storage 
Special Needs Classrooms 1 4  30 4 converted offices 
Psychologist  1   Office is adequate  
Guidance/Testing  2   Small – lacks adequate 

conference space 
Speech / ELL     No designated space 
Nurse's Office  1   Adequate 
Administrative Offices  1   Suite –insufficient storage and 

conference space 
Teachers'  Lunch Room  1   Small and inadequate 
Teachers' Workroom  1   Small and inadequate 

Current Operating Capacity – COC = 591  Planned Operating Capacity – POC = 471 
See next page for computation details 
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ELLINGTON MIDDLE SCHOOL 
 

Current /Planned Operating Capacity 
 

 
Current Operating 
Capacity COC 

   

Room Description Number of 
Rooms 

Student Stations Total 

Regular 
Interchangeable 
Classrooms 

17 24 408 

Science Labs 2 24 48 
Art  1 24 24 
Tech Ed 1 24 24 
Music 1 48 48 
Foods/Child Care 2 20 40 
Physical Education 1 48 48 
Computer 1.5 36 36 
TV Studio 1 20 20 
Total  Students Stations 696 
Current Operating 
Capacity - COC 

 696 x .85 = 591 591* 

 
Planned Operating 
Capacity - POC 

   

Description of Room 
Needs 

Number of 
Rooms Off- 
Line 

Student Stations Total 

Science Labs 2 24 48 
Conference Space 1 24 24 
OT/PT and Special 
Education Work Space 

1 24 24 

Storage Space 1 24 24 
Total   120 
Planned Operating 
Capacity - POC 

 591 – 120 = 471 471* 

* Current and Planned Operating Capacities assume average class sizes in regular 
classrooms of 24 students.  The eighty-five percent (.85) room utilization factor 
represents maximum recommended use and may affect the school’s ability to completely 
schedule classes using the Middle School Model (which often requires only about 75% 
utilization in order to guarantee all elements of a true middle school program, e.g., 
meetings of teacher teams built into the school day, students being scheduled only into 
areas assigned to their teams, etc.). 
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Gym with stage

 
 

Stage band room
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Team Work Room

 
 

 

Shared space
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Ellington High School

 
 

ELLINGTON HIGH SCHOOL  

Ellington High School, a single-story masonry building, was constructed in 1963. 

A major renovation of the building was completed in 2003.  The building now has 

149,531 square feet located on a 17.5 acre site.  The building houses 770 students in 

Grades 9-12.  The school operates on a four-day rotating schedule.  A principal and an 

assistant principal administer the complex.  There are 63 instructional spaces at the high 

school, 27 of which are interchangeable classrooms.  Specialized areas have been 

designated for two computer labs which are available for use by regular classroom 

teachers, two Art rooms, two Music rooms which house the band and chorus, three 

physical education teaching stations, one TV studio, seven Science labs and one Science 

classroom. The building also houses four full-sized Technical Education teaching 

stations, one of which is equipped for C.A.D. instruction. Additional instructional spaces 

are utilized for three Business Education classrooms, two Family and Consumer Science 

Rooms, one Health Education room and a CWE classroom.  Several of the specialized 

subjects have more space than assigned teachers, hence are “under-scheduled” at present 

(for example, Art, Music, Family and Consumer Science, Tech Ed, Physical Education, 

and Business Education), yet the school is short of interchangeable general purpose 
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classrooms.  Thus, the Options on pages 88-92 suggest assessing the educational program 

and reconfiguring some “special spaces” to be available as regular classrooms.  Money to 

reconfigure spaces will be required. 

An additional five undersized spaces are available for use by the Special 

Education and Alternative Education Programs.  Using class size numbers provided by 

the district of 24 students per class, the Current Operating Capacity (COC) of the school 

would be 1014. Most regular classrooms are 700 square feet in size and this is viewed as 

below state standards. Science labs which measure approximately 1100 square feet are 

adequate in size.  

The school is built on a small 17.55 acre site. Practice fields and game fields are 

in short supply.  Many practices take place off site at Brookside Park, a facility that is 

about a half mile from the high school. Students are therefore required to travel to 

practices in private vehicles or to utilize bus transportation which is provided by the 

school department. Additional field space is currently being developed on the high school 

site, however, the addition of new playing areas will not completely eliminate the 

shortage of space.  Parking on school grounds is described by administration as adequate. 

The only major parking problem occurs during Graduation. Although there are no major 

pick up or drop off issues, students do have to pass by the bus loading area in order to 

cross over to the student parking lot.  At the beginning of the school day, traffic on the 

access road in front of the school is congested. Thus, in the Options, the possibility of “re-

routing traffic” is mentioned.  If it becomes possible to expand the high school site 

toward Jobs Hill Road, traffic flow can be studied. 

Ellington High School has few maintenance issues. The building is attractive and 

generally well-maintained. Administrators indicate that work orders for repairs are 

handled through the Maintenance Department in a timely and effective manner. Major 

systems in the school are described as “working well” although there are some issues 

with uneven distribution of heat and two classrooms have moisture problems which are 

currently being addressed.  The electrical system is adequate and there are no serious 

issues with the roof, exterior doors or walls. The interior floors are somewhat uneven at 

transition points. A potentially serious problem does exist with the heating and venting of 

the dark room in the Art Department area.  
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The entrances to the high school are handicapped accessible and  handicapped 

accessible bathrooms are available. The 2003 renovation addressed many A.D.A. related 

issues and the building meets handicapped code requirements. Communication in the 

school takes place via the P.A. system which is connected to the phone system. Teachers 

have 911 access from their classrooms. Security cameras are in place around the 

perimeter of the building and in the parking lot. The cameras may be monitored from the 

Main Office, the Principal’ and Assistant Principal’s Offices as well as the Business 

Manager’s Office, which is located off-site. Additional interior security cameras may be 

helpful. Visitors entering the building are “buzzed in” through the main office entrance.  

The nurse’s spaces are located across from the main office and they are up-to-date and 

adequate providing ample work space and privacy for students.  

The library/media center has a capacity of approximately 65 students. The space 

is attractive with natural lighting. There is limited access to computers for student 

research within the center. There is a computer room adjacent to the library, but it is often 

scheduled for use by classroom teachers. Storage and workspace within the library/media 

area are described as adequate.  Many of the classrooms within the building are smaller 

than the state recommended size. The limited availability of regular classroom spaces is 

one factor affecting course availability and contributes to the fact that many seniors take 

only five major subjects. Related factors are the salary costs for additional teacher 

sections, and the interest level of seniors in scheduling more academic courses.  Thus, the 

scarcity of classrooms is but one piece of a complex puzzle. Classrooms have at least one 

computer with access to the internet. Smart Boards have been installed in every other 

classroom. Student lockers and classroom furnishings were updated with the 2003 

renovation. Classroom storage space, as well as departmental book storage space, is 

generally lacking. The science labs meet recommended space requirements and are 

generally well equipped during five periods of the school day, the school cafeteria is used 

as a study hall.  This is viewed by the school administration as a “make do” situation.  

Administrative office spaces are adequate, however, conference space is lacking. 

Department offices are generally cramped and inadequate, as are teacher workspaces. The 

guidance suite is adjacent to the main office and includes a reception area and adequate 

office and conference spaces. There is also a career center within the guidance suite. 
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  Storage and organization of instructional materials is an ever-present need in 

today’s schools. At Ellington High School, storage issues exist in several instructional 

areas.  Storage in the administrative areas is also limited. 

The high school has one gymnasium area with two teaching stations.  The gym 

floor is well maintained. The gym has a weight room attached. The bleachers have a 

seating capacity of 800 students. Locker and team rooms appear to be adequate. The 

training room, which is vacant during the school day, is used for OT/PT services. 

The auditorium is a modern facility with a separate entry foyer, a large stage, a 

control room for sound and lighting, an elevator for handicapped access to the stage and a 

seating capacity of 670. The cafeteria has a full kitchen and a serving capacity of 300 

students. There are three lunch waves and four serving lines. During two of the lunch 

periods, the area is quite crowded.  Twenty minutes are allocated for lunch periods. This 

places a strain on the facility.  

To address the existing deficiencies with regard to OT/PT dedicated space, 

conference and teacher workspace, and storage space it will be necessary to take three 

classrooms off line. The Planned Operating Capacity – POC would then be 942.  High 

school enrollment is projected to grow to 897 students in 2016-17.  In the event that 

Ellington decides to build a new high school within the next decade, a capacity of 950 to 

1,000 students should be considered. 
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FACILITY PROFILE - HIGH SCHOOL 

Name:  Ellington High School Grades: 9-12 Reg. enr.:  770 Spec.Ed. enr.: 73 

Year of Construction:  1963 Year of Additions: 2003 Sq. ft.: 
149,531 

Acres:  
17.55 

Optimum number of pupils per class: 24 Number of interchangeable general classrooms: 27 

In addition, does the School have dedicated space for: (indicate number of rooms in the appropriate box) 
 
 Full- size 

room 
Conference-

size room 
Space 
shared 
with: 

No. of 
student 
stations: 

Comments (if desired) 

Art 2   48 Art room and ceramics room 
Business-General 1   24  
Business-Typing/Comp. 2   48  
Computer 3   72 1 Writing lab – 2 open for classes  
I.A. Foods / Child Care 1 1  34  
Manufacturing 1   15 Large work area 
Construction 1   15 Large work area 
Mech.Draw/CAD/CAM, Graphics 1   15 Large work area 
Construction Systems 1   15 Large work area 
ELL   1 3 Small guidance room 
Music - Band/Chorus 2   110  
Health 1   24  
TV Studio 1   15  
Physical Education  2 1  60 Weight room  plus 2 gym stations  
Science Classrooms 1   24 Intro to Science 
Science Labs 7   168  
CWE 1   17  
Special Needs cr's/ 2 4  65 Includes PAL and Voc. Ed. Rooms 
Psychologist  2   Office space is adequate 
Social Worker/Adjustment Couns.  1   Intern / social worker  
Guidance/Testing  4   Plus secretary office and conf. space 
Speech     No designated space 
Auditorium 1   670 H.C. accessible  
Cafeteria 1   250-300 Full kitchen – 3 waves –  
Library 1   65 Limited computer availability 
Nurse's Office  1    Adequate – well-situated 
Administrative Offices   1   Suite  - conference space lacking 
Tchr’s Room – lunch  1    
Tchr’s Workroom  1    
OT/PT   1  Training Room 

Current Operating Capacity: 1014   Planned Operating Capacity: 942 
 

See next page for detail on COC and POC computation 
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Current /Planned Operating Capacity 
 

 
Current Operating 
Capacity - COC 

   

Room Description Number of Rooms Student Stations Total 
Regular Interchangeable 
Classrooms 

27 24 648 

Art Rooms 2 24 48 
Business General  1 24 24 
Business - Computer 2 24 48 
Computer 1 24 ( 2 other labs are 

used for regular classes) 
24  

Foods/Child Care 2 24 plus 10 34 
Tech Ed. 5 15 (Includes TV Studio) 75  
Physical Education 3 48 and12 (Includes 

Weight Room) 
60  

Science Classrooms 8 24 (7 labs- 1 regular) 192 
CWE 1 17 17 
Health 1 24 24 
Total   Students Stations 1194 
Current Operating 
Capacity - COC 

 1194 x .85  
Space Utilization Factor 

1014  

 
Planned Operating 
Capacity - POC 

   

Description Number of Rooms Student Stations Total 
Conference Space 1 24 24 
OT/PT and Teacher 
Workspace 

1 24 24 

Storage Space 1 24 24 
Total   72 
Planned Operating 
Capacity - POC 

 1014 – 72 = 942 942 

 
* The band and Chorus rooms can accommodate 110 students, however, these specialized spaces are not 
included in the capacity totals for the building. 
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Ellington High School 
 

Classroom Utilization Chart 
 

Classroom Student Stations Notes 
Regular Interchangeable 
Classrooms 

  

232 24 Mathematics 
233 24 Mathematics 
234 24 Mathematics 
236 24 Mathematics 
237 24 Mathematics 
238 24 Mathematics 
239 24 Mathematics 
403 24 History 
404 24 History 
405 24 History 
406 24 History 
407 24 History 
409 24 History 
417 24 History 
423 24 English 
424 24 English 
431 24 English 
432 24 English 
433 24 English 
434 24 English 
435 24 English 
436 24 English 
437 24 Foreign Language 
438 24 Foreign Language 
443 24 Foreign Language 
444 24 Foreign Language 
445 24 Foreign Language 
Total – 27 Classrooms   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Classroom Student Stations Notes 
Special Use Classrooms   
Science   
249  24 Science classroom – no lab 
245  24 Biology Lab 
248  24 Chemistry/Physics Lab 
258  24 Biology Lab 
263 24 Biology Lab 
264 24 Chemistry Lab 
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266 24 Chemistry Lab 
270 24 Intro to Science Lab 
Health   
341 24 Health Classroom 
Business Education   
307 24 Classroom 
305 24 Computer Applications 
301 24 Keyboarding 
Family and Consumer Science   
308 24 Foods 
310 15 Pre-school in Spring 
Vocational Ed   
271 15 Small Sized Classroom 
Music   
331 65 Band 
324 45 Chorus 
Art   
145 24 Art Classroom 
149 24 Ceramics Classroom 
Tech Education   
174 15 C.A.D. 
175 15 TV Studio 
179 15 Construction 
181 15 Construction Systems 
184 15 Manufacturing 
CWE   
347 24  
Computers   
302 24 Open for Classroom Scheduling 
408 24 Library – Open for Classroom 

Scheduling 
418 24 Writing Lab 
Physical Education   
Gym 24 Station I 
Gym 24 Station II 
Weight Room 24  
Special Education   
425 15 PAL Program  
345 15 Shared with Distance Learning 
230 15 Voc Ed. / Inclusion 
304 5 Resource Room – Pull out 
421 15 Classroom 
Cafeteria   
Study Hall 30 – 150 students Used 5 periods per day 
 
 
            This chart, including the specific room numbers, was inserted to provide detail of the spaces at 
Ellington High School which are described on the six preceding pages. Thus, the reader can determine 
which spaces were counted in NESDEC’s calculation of the Current Operating Capacity (COC) and 
Planned Operating Capacity (POC) of the school. 
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Insufficient computer stations in Library
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III.  STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

 

 



 

III.  STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

NEAR TERM 

• Need to continue to fund schedules for maintenance/repair and capital 

improvement 

• Need to continue town-school communication regarding short-term 

repairs and school facilities issues 

• Need to update a long-range plan for PK-12 facilities and educational 

program planning (respond to NESDEC Report) 

 

LONG TERM 

• Need to address lack of equity in facilities 

• Need to rehabilitate/replace school spaces which do not support 21st 

Century educational programs 

• Need to consider additional space for full-day Kindergarten 
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IV.  ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 

 

 



 

IV.  ALTERNATIVE SOLUTIONS 

 

As indicated in the descriptions of the individual schools, Ellington schools are 

functioning at or near their capacity.  

Near Term 

The Board of Education, school administration, and Town of Ellington deserve to 

be commended for facilities maintenance. As a general rule, the NESDEC Team found 

school buildings in better shape than we often find in visiting schools.  Some work needs 

to be accomplished, as described in our descriptions of the individual schools, although 

many of the items we noted have been identified in the school department’s Five-Year 

Capital Improvement Plan ( a copy of which was made available to the NESDEC Team).  

We commend the Plan to the Board of Education and to the Town for implementing as 

soon as funds can be made available.  None of the items are of low priority, and many 

(such as burners, heating controls and re-roofing) will save money, or directly improve 

safety and/or student/faculty productivity (such as phone system replacement and 

technology upgrades). 

Long Term 

 The options presented in this Report assume: 

1. The Ellington District will consider the NESDEC Report and decide upon updates 

to the Long-Range School Facilities Plan 

2.   There will be continuing support for facilities maintenance and asset protection   

3.   Progress regarding handicapped-access will be made 

4.   Continuing attention will be given to class sizes  

5.   Full-day Kindergarten will be considered 

6.   The School Department, Board of Selectmen, and other Town Boards will 

continue to discuss cooperative approaches to Town issues 

 On the following pages, the NESDEC Project Team offers alternative solutions to 

the long-range problems previously identified.  We considered additional solutions but 

rejected them for not meeting the NESDEC criteria or for not being particularly appropriate 

for Ellington. For example, one question we were asked was “Why not build up?” that is, 

add a partial additional story on a school building.  Although two- or three-story original 
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construction can be cost effective, adding a story to an existing school is extremely 

expensive (unlike a wooden home where this is a common solution).  First, due to new 

seismic (earthquake) regulations, an expensive external steel “bridge” must be constructed 

over the school roof.  Roofs are built to carry heavy weights of water, ice and snow, 

however, a second floor is four-five times heavier, and must be supported by more 

substantial footings, etc.  Second, square footage will be consumed on both the first and 

second floors for stairwells and for an elevator.  A two-story elevator and its shaft would 

cost in the range of $250,000.  Thus, the number of square feet available for educational use 

on the ground floor is slightly decreased, and is also reduced on the second floor.  When 

there is construction overhead, that portion of the school cannot be occupied during the 12-

18 months of construction; at this time no swing space is available to which the students 

could be relocated.  Thus the cost, per square foot, of the classrooms on an added second 

story would be two-three times the cost of that same number of classrooms, if constructed 

on the ground floor level.    

   Each option describes the solution to the problem; presents preliminary cost 

estimates and lists some advantages and disadvantages.  The options should be discussed, 

compared, and analyzed by local officials and staff more thoroughly than we have done in 

this Report.  Consider, for example, refinements, possible different combinations, additional 

advantages and disadvantages. 

 When we refer to “major renovation/upgrade” (or redesign) of an existing building, 

we typically use the rule-of-thumb of 75% of the cost of new construction.  This usually 

involves a gutting of the entire building, redesigning interior spaces, and reconstruction of 

the building, including replacement of the major building sub-systems (HVAC, lighting, 

plumbing, windows, roofs, electrical, etc.).  The building then should be in a “like-new” 

condition, upgraded to current program space and code standards, and good for another 25-

35 years of service.  Sometimes, if a building presents unique problems or is in particularly 

poor condition, we estimate the renovation at more than 75% of the cost of new 

construction. If the building will be only partially renovated, or if the school is in better-

than-average condition for its age, we estimate the renovation at 50% of the cost of 

new construction. 
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 When we refer to “minor renovations,” it is usually for one or more of the following 

reasons: 

• The building’s original construction was of very high quality and it has been 

exceptionally well maintained. 

• The building needs some minor redesign and reconstruction of a few key areas only 

or replacement of only one or two building sub-systems.  Or, portions of the building 

have been modernized recently. 

• The building is of such age and design that it should be discontinued as an active 

school building in the not-too-distant future, but some minimal 

renovation/replacement work is needed to keep it in service for the next several 

years.   

 There are several stages of cost estimation for school building construction work.  

During the Planning Stage (such as this study), gross cost estimates are made based on the 

number of pupils, either the State Department of Education’s (DOE) maximum square 

footage allowance per pupil or the estimated cost per pupil based on recent school 

construction cost data.  The result is a reasonable cost figure to use for planning purposes for 

each option under consideration. 

      Once a course of action has been decided upon and the architect has developed 

Preliminary Plans, a revised cost estimate can be secured. 

      Upon completion of the Schematic Design phase, the architect often will have a 

professional construction cost estimation company do a more sophisticated cost estimate.  

The same is often done prior to sending out the final “bid set” (Final Construction Plans and 

Specifications) so as to establish a baseline against which to assess the bids on the project. 

      In essence, these are all “cost estimates,” becoming more refined as the planning 

process unfolds.  The final cost of the project will not be known until bids are opened and 

the construction actually completed. 

      Thus, using the Connecticut state information and recent construction experience is 

perhaps the best cost estimation criteria for planning purposes at this preliminary stage of 

the building planning process. Rough cost estimates for rehabilitating and/or reconfiguring 

some of the square footage of the PK-8 buildings are included in each option, consistent 

with the formulas below.  The areas needing to be reconfigured or possible projects to be 
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accomplished can be found in the school descriptions in the School Capacities section of this 

Report.  

      The rough cost estimates in this Report are calculated based upon 2009 

estimated “original-construction” square foot cost data as follows: 

 Elementary 124 sq. ft./pupil x $275/sq. ft. 

 Middle  170-180 sq. ft./pupil x $300/sq. ft. 

 High School 175-190 sq. ft./pupil x $325/sq. ft. 

If it will be two-three years before the project is bid, two-three years of projected 

inflation would need to be added to the projected cost estimates.  At present, school 

construction costs in Connecticut are escalating at about 8% per year. 

 

         One final word on costs:  Ellington is entitled to State reimbursement on the principal 

for the total cost of an approved school building project at a rate of 59.29% in 2008-09 (up 

from 58.57% in 2007-08).  Thus, the estimated cost of building construction should be 

reduced by the amount of State reimbursement to arrive at the actual net cost to Ellington 

after state reimbursement.  This net cost would be spread out over the 20-30 years of the 

bond issue. 

 Options I and II were presented in a public forum at Ellington High School in 

January.  Several in the audience requested that an option be added that includes a new high 

school, thus Option III was created. 

 Strong, enthusiastic teaching is occurring in all Ellington Schools; the NESDEC 

Team has witnessed this excellence taking place.  That said, some of the building 

deficiencies as described in Section II of the Report are making it difficult for the faculty to 

offer a 21st Century education to all students.  We encourage readers to examine carefully 

the descriptions of the needs in each school.  The Windermere School and Middle School 

descriptions refer to Grades 5 and 6 (Windermere) and Grades 7-8 (Middle School) as being 

located in “transitional space.”  By that phrase, we mean that the teachers and students 

spend only two years getting to know each other; 50% of the student body is new each year.  

In other school districts, we have found that spending three years (or more) within a building 

often helps students who need that additional stability.  These points are made as well in the 

research literature on grade configurations furnished with this Report.  Some students can 
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function at high levels in almost any setting.  Yet many students, especially those who are 

less academically successful, benefit from a longer time in the same building to develop 

relationships with the school staff and principal.  This topic should be included in the 

discussion when options are being weighed.   Section VI. C. “Why Invest Scarce Dollars in 

School Buildings?” describes the connection between student learning and the physical 

facilities in which pupils are taught.  Pages 95-97 describe the advantages of full-day 

Kindergarten, and indicate that four additional classrooms would be needed if this program 

change were made.  The cost of constructing four classrooms for this purpose would be in 

the range of $1.5 - $1.65M.  These costs are not reflected in Option II on page 90.  Some 

districts have successfully launched full-day Kindergarten options for students who would 

especially benefit, or whose parents so desired.  Thus if the Board was interested in moving 

in this direction, offering one or two such classes could be a possibility…and would require 

less additional space. 
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OPTION I 

 

Description: 

Crystal Lake:  renovate school as new; add two classrooms; configure Art room with 

sinks 

Windermere:  add lists from page 62 as desired; bathrooms reconfigured for PK 

Middle School:  add 15 classrooms (eight for Grade 6; four Science; three SpEd); new 

cafeteria; existing cafeteria becomes Media Center; existing Media Center becomes 

office/conference space; upgrade HVAC and electrical service (see pages 65-68) 

High School:  reconfigure space (convert special spaces to academic classrooms); add to 

site; add fields; re-route traffic 

Configuration: 

PK-5 Windermere; K-5 Center and Crystal Lake; 6-8, 9-12 

Rough Costs:  $25.65M - $29M 

Crystal Lake:  $6.5M - $7.1M 

Windermere:  $600K - $1.5M 

Middle School:  $12.55M - $13.8M 

High School:  $6M - $6.6M 

Advantages: 

• Renovates Crystal Lake similarly to the other elementary schools 

• Adds classrooms at the middle school for Grade 6, adds to core facilities, and 

improves function of building systems 

• Significantly improves high school site, fields, and configuration of classrooms 

• Removes Grades 5-6 and 7-8 from “transition spaces” 

• Improves educational opportunities by placing Grade 6 in a true middle school 

setting; and Grade 5 in a multi-year elementary context; includes enough space 

for full-day Kindergarten 

• Less expensive than Option III (and a new high school could be constructed in a 

later phase) 

 88



 

 

Disadvantages: 

• Uses scarce space at small middle school site, and does not provide an auditorium 

at that school 

• More expensive than Option II 
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OPTION II 

 

Description: 

Crystal Lake:  renovate school as new; add eight classrooms; configure Art room with 

sinks 

Windermere:  add lists from page 62 as desired 

Middle School:  upgrade HVAC and electrical service (see pages 65-68) 

High School:  reconfigure space (convert special spaces to academic classrooms); add to 

site; add fields; re-route traffic 

Configuration:   

PK-6 Windermere; K-6 Center and Crystal Lake; 7-8; 9-12 

Rough Costs:  $18.5M - $21.2M 

Crystal Lake:  $8.9M - $9.8M 

Windermere:  $600K - $1.5M 

Middle School:  $3M - $3.3M 

High School:  $6M - $6.6M 

Advantages: 

• Renovates and enlarges Crystal Lake similarly to the other elementary schools 

• Significantly improves high school site, fields, and configuration of classrooms 

• Improves function of middle school building systems 

• Less expensive than Option I or Option III (and a new high school could be 

constructed in a later phase) 

Disadvantages: 

• Does not improve middle school core facilities (small cafeteria, small Media 

Center, no auditorium) 

• Does not improve educational program (no space for full-day Kindergarten which 

would cost an additional $1.5M - $1.65M; Grades 7-8 and Grades 5-6 in 

“transition spaces”) 
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OPTION III 

 

Description: 

Crystal Lake: renovate school as new; add two classrooms; configure Art room with 

sinks 

Windermere:  add lists from page 62 as desired 

Middle School: Renovate existing middle school for Grades 4-5; upgrade HVAC and 

electrical service (see pages 65-68)  

High School: Renovate existing high school for Grades 6-8 (and Central Office) 

New High School: Construct a new 950-pupil high school (on expanded site?) 

Reassign Center School (or Crystal Lake) and Central Office building to other municipal 

purposes 

Configuration: 

PK-3 Windermere; K-3 Crystal Lake; 4-5 Middle School; 6-8 High School; 9-12 (new) 

High School 

Rough Costs: $74.6M - $81.6M 

Crystal Lake: $6.5M - $7.1M 

Windermere:  $600K - $1.5M 

Middle School:  $5M - $5.5M 

High School:  $5M - $6M 

New High School:  $57.5M - $61.5M 

Advantages: 

• Provides new high school building configured for 21st Century educational 

program 

• Significantly improves middle school space (including an auditorium, thereby 

strengthening programs in Music and Drama) 

• Renovates Crystal Lake similarly to the other elementary school 

• Provides appropriate spaces for Grades PK-5, including full-day Kindergarten  

• Makes available for other municipal purposes either the Center or Crystal Lake 

School, as well as the present Central Office building 
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• Provides space at the present high school building for professional development 

of PK-12 staff  (an important need) and for Central Office 

 

Disadvantages: 

• Significantly more expensive than Option I or II 

• Over-builds the number of needed seats, thus the State might not authorize a 

construction grant for the new high school 

• Grades 4-5 in “transition space” (although the EMS building could be well-suited 

to these grades) 

 



 

V.  CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION OF OPTIONS 

 

 



 

V.  CRITERIA FOR EVALUATION OF OPTIONS 

 

      To assist Ellington in making decisions as to the best way to proceed in updating 

the Master Plan for school facilities, the NESDEC Project Team suggests the application 

of the following criteria to the options presented.  In developing a Long-Range Plan, 

Ellington may wish to “mix-and-match” among the options, and eventually to 

commission an architectural study in light of choices being actively considered by 

the Board. 

Evaluation Criteria for Long-Range Planning Options  

1.  Solves the Problems as Defined 

How well does the option solve the problems as defined?  Does it solve the 

problems for the long-term, or is it merely a quick fix or “band aid” approach?   

2.  Provides Long-Term Flexibility 

Does the option provide long-term flexibility?  Enrollment projections are just that 

– projections; they are not guarantees.  Whatever the Board of Education chooses 

to do, it should take into account the possibility of a 10% swing either way in 

terms of enrollment at all levels.  In other words, the Board of Education should be 

prepared to respond to the questions:  “How will the space be used if 10% fewer 

students materialize?” and “How will the space be provided if 10% more 

students materialize?” 

3.  Provides for Program Improvement 

Does the option improve program (or is it at least program-neutral)?  It is not 

acceptable to provide additional program spaces for one group of students at the 

expense of the program of another.  Does it assure equity for all students with 

respect to program and curriculum consistency?   

4.  Provides for Minimum Disruption 

What is the “disruption factor” in the options?  NESDEC was asked where 

students might be relocated during any school renovation projects.  First, we are 

not aware of any school “swing space” available on a temporary basis.  Second, 

smaller projects can be timed to occur during the summer vacation (with materials 

delivered in advance), or in May through October when students are more often 
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out-of-doors.  More important, however, is the fact that some school architects 

and school construction firms specialize in providing for school children to be 

safe and learning disrupted as little as possible.  There should be stated criteria in 

any Request for Proposals issued by the Ellington District. 

5.  Is Financially Responsible 

Is the option financially responsible?  Does it provide the “most for the least?”  

The best approach need not be either the most expensive or the least expensive 

option.  The key word is “responsible.”  While a less expensive option may have 

immediate appeal, it may end up costing the district more money over the long 

term. 

6.  Is Consistent with Board of Education Policy/Guidelines  

The option should support and enhance the community's educational programs as 

defined by Board of Education guidelines and policy.  For example, if the option 

were to call for raising basic class sizes to 35 pupils, it would create a major 

change and disruption in educational programming and Board of Education 

policy/guidelines. 
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VI. A.  FULL-DAY KINDERGARTEN AND EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION 

 

 Ellington, in planning its educational facilities for the next decade and beyond, 

may wish to consider expanding its Kindergarten classes to full-day and offering more 

Preschool classes which integrate typically-developing peers with special needs students.  

Thus far, neither the space nor the funding has been available to take that next step. 

Considering space alone, four additional 1,000-1,200 sq. ft. classrooms designed for 

Kindergarten, with sinks, would be required for full-day Kindergarten (perhaps one each 

at Crystal Lake and Center, and two at Windermere). 

      Some districts, when tough financial times occur, consider restricting budgets in 

Early Childhood education.  This is understandable as strong Early Childhood programs 

were unknown a generation ago.  Yet the evidence is massive that such programs are the 

bedrock for later school success.  One such example is North Smithfield, Rhode Island 

which has had a strong Early Childhood program (full-day Kindergarten for all, plus an 

integrated Preschool) for six years.  The District already is experiencing almost no need 

for students to repeat Kindergarten or to enter a Readiness program, as well as much 

stronger success in Grade 1 and 2 Reading, considerably fewer high-cost referrals to 

Special Education, and cost-containment in its overall budget.  Other districts across New 

England are achieving similar results.  

 Over the last three decades, many studies have found that a high quality Early 

Childhood experience boosts both later school achievement and social adjustment, 

reducing the likelihood of grade retention or placement in Special Education and 

increasing the probability of graduation from high school.  Research also has shown that 

the negative effects of poverty can be reduced by participation in high quality Early 

Childhood education programs.  “All-Day Kindergarten” (Clark and Kirk, 2000) 

indicates a long-lasting benefit for children in quality full-day Kindergarten programs.  In 

the early 1980’s, only about 30% of U.S. Kindergarten children attended full-day 

programs; by 1993, the number had risen to 54%; currently it is about 60%… although 

New England and Connecticut lag behind the national average in this matter.  In facilities 

planning, some states now require communities to plan sufficient space for full-day 

Kindergarten and for Preschool when requesting grant monies for major renovations or 
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for new elementary schools.  “Securing Our Future” (MA Department of Education, 

2001) notes that 65% of infants and toddlers spend eight hours or more per day in 

daycare…and would benefit from quality educational programs.  

    Dramatic evidence of vital importance to Early Childhood education has come 

from the field of neuroscience.  We now know that early experience has a direct influence 

on the connective pathways that are established in the brain during the early years of life.  

The quality of a child’s early experiences not only affects his/her comfort and sense of 

security, it actually affects his/her brain development and later ability to learn and to 

reason.  Research studies document that early identification and early intervention with 

respect to cognitive, developmental, physical, social and emotional problems in young 

children, birth to six or seven years of age, provides substantial long-term positive impact 

on the overall development of children.  More recently, studies have demonstrated that 

normally-developing children benefit substantially from sound early developmentally-

based educational programs.  

    In short, formal school-based Early Childhood programs enhance the 

development of all children and significantly reduce the incidence of 

cognitive/developmental psycho-emotional difficulties through the pre-adolescent and 

adolescent years.  There is an economic advantage to the school, as well, in terms of cost-

avoidance and the distress that unaddressed problems of this nature create.  The most 

recent evaluation of the Perry Preschool/High Scope Study (which documents the 

participants lives at age 27, compared with a control group who did not attend Preschool), 

shows that for every $1 invested in high quality Preschool programs, over $7 is saved 

in later remedial education services, criminal justice spending, and welfare costs 

(Schweinhart et al, 1993).  A study of 17,600 Philadelphia school children further 

supports the academic and financial benefits of full-day Kindergarten (Andrea de 

Gaudio-Weiss, American Educational Research Association, April, 2002).  Recently 

economists have noted the long-term financial savings of providing Early Childhood 

programs, a strong argument for investing in accessible, comprehensive early care and 

education for all families.  The National Committee for Economic Development, a group 

of 250 leaders in business, industry, and education, has published The Unfinished 

Agenda:  A New Vision for Child Development and Education which strongly advocated 
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full-day Kindergarten and recommended Pre-K educational programs.  James Heckman, 

a Nobel Prize-winning economist, advocated for full-day Kindergarten and strong 

Preschool programs in “Preschool for All:  Investing in a Productive and Just Society” 

(2004).  Economist Arthur Rolnick made similar points in a study for the Minneapolis 

Federal Reserve Bank (2004).  “Exceptional Returns:  Economic, Fiscal and Social 

Benefits of Investment in Early Childhood Development” by economist Robert Lynch 

(2004) finds such programs pay for themselves, generating $2 in returns to school 

taxpayers for every $1 invested…and the total benefits to society exceed 8 to l.  A 

compelling case regarding strong programs for three to five year-olds is made by 

the National Governors Association Task Force on School Readiness; see “Building 

the Foundation for School Readiness” (2005) available on-line at 

www.nga.org/cda/files/0501TaskForceReadiness.pdf.  

  In light of this body of research and the current developments in the field, 

Ellington would be serving its students (and its taxpayers) well by adding appropriate 

space for full-day Kindergarten and additional integrated Preschool programs.  
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VI. B.  GUIDELINES FOR ADJUSTING NEIGHBORHOOD BOUNDARIES 

 

At the present time there appears to be no need for Ellington to contemplate 

changes in school assignment areas.  However, neighborhoods do grow at different rates, 

and depending upon the choice of options, the need to reassign students could occur. 

Despite the best planning, some Ellington schools may become, over time, more crowded 

than others.  One solution is to adjust the boundaries of the several elementary schools, 

because constructing additional space is expensive and involves considerable lag time.  

Thus, NESDEC has provided these general guidelines for consideration as long-range 

options are being discussed.  Redrawing the boundaries for school building attendance 

areas often is fraught with misunderstandings, disagreements, and unpleasant and 

emotionally charged-exchanges.  This need not be so.  If the issues are addressed by 

reasonable people using agreed-upon criteria and following agreed-upon procedures, and 

if the school community allows a sufficient timetable and involves all interested parties, 

there is a strong likelihood that the redesign of catchment areas can be accomplished in a 

reasonable manner.  Redistricting almost always is necessary when an additional school 

is built, or when grade levels will be reassigned to new buildings.  If, however, the issue 

is overcrowding in one school and empty seats in others, the problem can be addressed by 

other means, using open enrollment plans.  Following are some of the more commonly 

asked questions pertaining to redistricting…some questions will be more applicable to 

Ellington, other questions less applicable. 

Q.   Why do we need adjust the boundary? 

A.   Usually to correct imbalances in the schools.  Some schools are overcrowded; others 

are underutilized.  In order to assure equity among the schools, some schools may need to 

convert regular classrooms to special purpose or core facilities thus lowering the capacity 

of the building and the resultant need to transfer a number of pupils to another school. 

Q.   Are there other reasons? 

A.   Yes, sometimes community-wide enrollments have grown (or shifted) to the point 

where a new school or school addition is needed, necessitating the re-drawing of 

attendance area boundaries throughout the community (especially if a veteran school is 
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made available for other town uses).  In other instances, racial balance laws require the 

re-drawing of attendance areas. 

Q.   Can these conditions be avoided with better planning? 

A.   Generally not.  This depends upon the geo-physical nature of the community, the 

location of buildable land, the rate of development, and the unique demographic makeup 

of the community.  In some communities, people raise their children and when they 

graduate from high school, sell their homes to families with school-age children.  Thus, 

the school remains pretty constant.  In other school communities, older residents remain 

in their homes, there is no significant real estate turnover and the school enrollment 

drops.  Sometimes, a large tract of land that no one could have foreseen as development 

land spawns hundreds of single-family residences, over populating a particular school(s).  

Sometimes, a street or two at a time can be moved, in a mini-redistricting mode, and if 

this is done on a regular basis every year or so, the community evolves its school 

boundaries on a continual, rolling basis, obviating the need for a large system-wide 

change.  Most communities do not do this; rather, people put blinders on and pretend that 

unbalancing of the schools is not really happening.  The moment of truth comes when 

buildings become so overcrowded they cannot function properly. 

Q.   How long does it take for these conditions to develop? 

A.   Unless there has been a sudden, massive recent housing development, most of these 

imbalances occurred little-by-little, over a long period of time.  Class sizes increased to 

the breaking point, a new section was created for Grade 2, and the principal housed it in 

the Art room.  Two years later, another new section was put in the Music room; a year 

later another section was housed in the Special Education resource room, and soon 

storage rooms, closets and alcoves were pressed into service as instructional areas.  

Meanwhile, other buildings, in other locations, could actually be losing enrollment and 

the excess space utilized for all sorts of amenities and add-on programs, creating an even 

greater disparity and lack of equity among the schools. 

Q.   Who makes the adjustment? 

A.   Usually, the administration develops and proposes a plan for new school attendance 

areas.  The Board of Education must vote to approve whatever plan is to be enacted. 
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Q.   How is this done? 

A.   Differently, in different communities.  Sometimes the administration draws up the 

proposed new school attendance areas, presents the plan to the Board of Education and it 

is voted.  In other communities, there is much more involvement of staff, parents and 

other community members. 

Q.   My children currently walk to school; will they be bused? 

A.   Possibly.  But remember, that the large majority of children are bused to school in 

this country.  School bus transportation is the safest of all forms of transportation by a 

wide margin.  In fact, your children may be safer on a school bus than walking, where 

they could be struck at a crosswalk or by a vehicle coming up onto the sidewalk, or even 

assaulted. 

Q.   Will adjusting boundaries hurt my property values? 

A.   No, this is one of the myths surrounding this issue.  What will hurt property values is 

continuing obsolete buildings in service, failing to assure equity among school buildings 

throughout the community, and failing to provide a strong instructional program and 

educationally sound learning environments for the children. 

Q.   Isn’t it difficult for the children to adjust to a new school? 

A.   “No, not in our experience.”  Children are resilient and adjust to changes in a short 

period of time.  It is the parents who may have difficulty adjusting.  Children adjust to the 

change from Preschool to Kindergarten to Grade 1; they adjust to changes in elementary 

schools; they adjust to the moves to middle school and to high school; they adjust to the 

moves to college or further education; and, they adjust as readily to a new elementary 

school. 

 We have observed the change experiences of many New England school districts, 

city, suburban, and rural.  The changes that have gone more smoothly have been 

characterized by four features: 

A.  Good planning on the part of the district 

B.  Involvement of parents in the planning stages 

C.  A clear explanation of the need for the changes 

D.  Adequate notice so that implementation can be planned, both by the school and by    

      the families 
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Next, we suggest some criteria and procedures to assist Ellington in its efforts, if 

necessary.  While it may be possible to implement the full process within a six- to eight-

month period in smaller districts, larger school systems often will need to allow a full 

year to two full years for planning and preparing the district boundaries for the schools. 

Moving teachers takes time, as job assignment rules must be followed in a 

prescribed sequence; moving instructional materials (such as Library collections) also is 

time-consuming.  Training is helpful for new teams of persons who will be working 

together, even if they are veteran teachers in the District.  Often parents, given enough 

time to attend meetings, to make plans for transportation and childcare, to meet new 

principals and teachers, will become supportive of a change…if given sufficient 

opportunity to adjust. 

 

Criteria for Readjustments 

1. Definable neighborhoods should be kept intact – Every effort should be made to 

avoid splitting a definable neighborhood area. 

2. Geo-physical boundaries – Use main streets, highways, rivers, wooded areas, parks, 

etc. to define the boundaries. 

3. Walkers – Start with walkers, those within the prescribed walking distance.  Then, 

extend the boundaries out to include nearby intact neighborhoods that easily can be 

transported to the school. 

4. Bus transportation – Design bus routes so as to minimize distance and time on the 

bus and maximize efficiency (such as:  “second runs,” or “loops” to other schools). 

5. Expansion – Allow room for enrollment increases in each school so as to preclude 

the need to redistrict too soon. 

6. Avoid multiple moves – If possible, do not move children who have previously been 

redistricted. 

7. Transition year – Consider a “transition year” for those in the culminating grade.  

For example, in a school system with a middle school that is adjusting boundaries for 

its elementary schools, consider leaving the incoming fifth graders in their current 

schools so that they do not have to make a transition to a new elementary for one year 

only and then a second transition to the middle school the next year.  This may also 
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be done on a voluntary basis with parents providing their own transportation or the 

school district may opt to provide the extra transportation for one year. 

8.   Permanency – Will the new district boundaries sustain the school system over a      

multi-year period, eight–ten years?  Some districts address this point differently, by   

maximizing parent choice and by making more frequent adjustments which are    

small.  Many methods can work well, so long as they are well-planned, well 

understood in advance, viewed as open and fair, and not rushed to resolution. 

 

 

Process 

1. Superintendent’s office, working with the affected principals, prepares a draft plan. 

2. Board of Education appoints a community-wide Parent Advisory Committee with 

representatives from each school whose function is to review, react to, and suggest 

revisions to the proposed draft plan.  The roles of on-going parent groups or school 

advisory councils sometimes can be blended into this process by insuring 

representation. 

3. Each principal, with assistance from the Superintendent’s office, the Parent Advisory 

Committee as needed, conducts a public hearing in the school to explain the proposed 

plan and to solicit feedback and suggestions. 

4.  Input from the schools is analyzed and the Superintendent’s office prepares a second 

draft of the plan. 

5. If necessary, a second round of hearings are conducted by each principal and a third 

draft prepared. 

6. After a final review by the Parent Advisory Committee, the Superintendent prepares 

a final plan to be submitted to the Board of Education for approval. 

7.   Board of Education adopts the plan. 
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VI. C.  WHY INVEST SCARCE DOLLARS IN SCHOOL BUILDINGS? 

 

 Frequently, NESDEC is asked by a District:  “Why should we spend dollars on 

school facilities when we are finding it difficult to afford enough books and adequate 

numbers of teachers?”  “Growth and Disparity:  A Decade of U.S. Public School 

Construction” by the 21st Century School Fund (October 2006) addresses these questions 

at this critical time when municipal and school budgets are as tight as any in recent 

memory. 

Education Quality and the Condition of School Buildings 

 Research has confirmed what many educators have held as common sense – the 

quality of a school facility has an impact on students’ experiences, and ultimately on their 

educational achievement.  The research on school building conditions and student 

outcomes finds a consistent relationship between poor facilities and poor performance.  

When school facilities are clean, in good repair, safe, and designed to support high 

academic standards, there will be higher student achievement, independent of 

student socio-economic status.  There is growing evidence supporting these findings: 

• The cognitive requirements for learning and teaching – motivation, energy, 

attention, hearing, and seeing – are affected by the physical surroundings where 

they take place (Schneider 2002). 

• The amount of natural light, the indoor air quality, the temperature, and the 

cleanliness of schools and classrooms all impact student learning (Earthman 

2004). 

• Overcrowded schools lead to higher absenteeism rates for both students and 

teachers and have detrimental effects on children’s ability to learn and perform 

well (PolicyLink 2005). 

• Poor building conditions greatly increase the likelihood that teachers will leave 

their school – a troubling fact given the need for more and better teachers in the 

most disadvantaged schools (Buckley et al. 2004). 

We know that if school facilities are unsafe, unhealthy and unable to support 

technology for the delivery of curriculum…or to provide the support services needed for 

 103



 

students to succeed, minority and low-income children are further disadvantaged. 

Community Vitality and School Buildings 

Research also has confirmed that public schools affect communities and their 

economic strength (Weiss 2004).  Schools influence the reputation, quality of life, and 

vitality of neighborhoods.  Conversely, the quality, vitality, and support of a 

neighborhood affect local schools.  Because school facility improvements mean an influx 

of capital dollars in a neighborhood, there is great potential to positively impact that 

community.  Evidence increasingly supports the following: 

• School quality has a direct and positive impact on residential property values 

(Kane et al. 2003). 

• School quality helps determine a community’s quality of life and can affect the 

ability of an area to attract businesses and workers (Salveson and Renski 2002). 

• Investments in the construction and maintenance of school facilities inject money 

into local economies through job creation and supply purchases (Economics 

Center for Education and Research 2003). 

• New or well-maintained school facilities can help revitalize distressed 

neighborhoods (Local Government Commission 2002). 

• The activities that occur in and around school buildings can help build 

neighborhood social capital and affect student achievement (Blank et al. 2003). 
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VI. D.  SITE SIZE AND SELECTION CRITERIA 
 

Because of the need to consider expanding the high school campus, which 

school(s) to renovate extensively, as well as the long-term need to consider building a 

new school, Ellington may need to evaluate school sites.  It is beyond the scope of this 

Report for NESDEC to attempt to identify potential sites; however we can suggest a 

planning process that has worked well in many communities.  The NESDEC Project 

Team urges the District (in cooperation with the Selectmen) to appoint a special School 

Site Selection Committee (if it is determined that one is needed) with a view toward 

identifying an additional school site as soon as is feasible.  A good school site will 

accommodate the school building itself, a safe traffic pattern with separated routes for 

buses, staff cars, parent cars, service vehicles, bicycles and pedestrians.  Community 

uses, other than school uses, should be considered.  The site should provide adequate 

parking for staff, volunteers, and visitors.  The site also requires space to accommodate 

playground equipment, free-play fields and hard-top areas at the elementary level. 
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General Site Selection Criteria 

I.  Size – The site should be of sufficient size to accommodate the ultimate maximum 

building capacity and any special features or community requirements.  The 

recommended acreage is large because it considers fields and play space.  Conservation 

and environmental approvals must be obtained and filed with the appropriate state 

agencies as part of the application process.  Adequacy of the site is one of the issues to 

consider in determining which schools to renovate or to replace.    

Connecticut Site Guidelines                 CEFPI* 

Elementary 10 Acres + 1 acre for each 100 pupils  10 Acres + 1 A/100 

Middle       15 Acres + 1 acre for each 100 pupils  20 Acres + 1 A/100 

High School    20 Acres + 1 acre for each 100 pupils  30 Acres + 1 A/100 

* Council of Educational Facility Planners, International (CEFPI) 

Ellington Sites 

School   CT Guidelines  Existing Site 

Windermere  17 acres  13 acres 

Center   14 acres  7 acres 

Crystal Lake  12 acres  8 acres 

EMS   21 acres  20 acres 

EHS   28-30 acres  17.55 acres 

II.  Location/Shape 

• Easily accessible/located for present and future population. 

• Walking distance:  one mile elementary; two miles secondary. 

• Bus riding time:  30 minutes elementary; 60 minutes secondary. 

• Removed from undesirable business/industry/heavy traffic…safe/healthful; no 

toxic waste/pollution. 

• Check zoning to avoid future commercial/industrial development near the school. 

• Elementary schools located off main roadways; secondary, especially high 

schools, located near main roadways. 

• Site should be square or round, but not a long oblong one, or a chopped-up and 

divided site. 
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III.  Topography 

• Elevation and contours to insure good drainage. 

• Avoid rock outcroppings and ledge. 

• Avoid extensive wetlands and sub-surface water conditions. 

• Is site landscaped or is it capable of supporting a wide variety of tree/plant life? 

• Will the site support a sizeable septic system if not serviced by municipal   

 sewers? 

IV.  Instructional Needs 

• Sufficient space for outdoor physical education classes. 

• Sufficient space for informal play fields (before/after school and recess). 

• Some (at least minimal) outdoor Science teaching stations and/or nature trails. 

• Sufficient area for one or more formally equipped playground area(s) for   

 elementary schools. 

V.  Utilities 

• Located on-site or on the roadway leading to the site. 

• Estimate costs of bringing utilities on-site if the site does not presently have them 

(be especially aware of the need and costs for blasting through existing ledge to 

bring utilities onto a site, or extensive distances from the nearest utilities to the 

site). 

• Identify location of existing storm/sanitary sewers on or contiguous to the site.  

VI.  Road/Sidewalks/Parking 

• Site should be able to accommodate reasonable separation of vehicles and 

pedestrians. 

• Service vehicles and buses should be separated from parent drop off/pick up roads 

and areas.  Staff parking should be separated from all other vehicular traffic and 

located near staff entrance. 

• Pedestrian and bicycle walkways/bikeways should be separate from and avoid 

hazardous crossings of any vehicular traffic. 
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• There should be one parking space for each anticipated staff member; 

approximately 50% of 11th and 12th Grade pupils may drive cars; additional 

space for parent/public parking as determined necessary for elementary, middle, 

high school.   

• Each parking space should be approximately 300 square feet; 2% should be for 

handicapped parking with curb cuts/ramps for handicapped-access. 

• Playgrounds/athletic fields separated from roads for safety reasons.  

VII.  Acquisition and Costs 

• Site is owned by the community and can be transferred to the school/system. 

• Site can be purchased at or below market value cost. 

• Site can be purchased with the cooperation of owner and abutters, without 

eminent domain proceedings. 

 



 

VII.  PHASED IMPLEMENTATION SEQUENCE 

 

 



 

VII.  PHASED IMPLEMENTATION SEQUENCE 

 

The first step is for the administration and School Board to study the report and 

phases, communicate with the community and, ultimately, for the School Board to adopt 

a Long-Range School Facilities Master Plan.  Then, the Board will develop a step-phase 

sequence for implementing the plan over the subsequent four-six years, possibly using 

the following outline as a model or guide for whatever plan is ultimately adopted.  

Assume, for example, the adoption of Option X as the Master Plan by October, 2008 and 

use the following pages as a model for implementation of the Plan.  Using this model, a 

similar implementation schedule could be developed if any combination of Options were 

selected. 

 A word of caution is in order here.  We all have a human tendency to focus on 

immediate issues and concerns.  Failure to have a long-range strategic plan that 

encompasses the entire scope of the program over a decade or more often leads to 

decisions that may temporarily resolve an immediate problem while building in some 

significant longer term problems.  Implementing a Long-Range School Facilities Master 

Plan in phases is desirable for several reasons:   

a) funds can be expended over a period of time; 

b) care can be taken to provide adequate supervision of the several projects; and 

c) students can be subject to less disruption of their schooling.  

  The Administration and Board of Education should think, plan, and act both 

strategically and tactically.  Adopt a long-term Strategic Master Plan, and then make 

year-to-year tactical decisions that aim toward the eventual attainment of the Master Plan 

Goals.  As year-to-year decisions are made, care should be taken to ascertain that they are 

in concert with the Strategic Long-Range Master Plan. 
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Strategic Long-Range 

Master Plan  

 

Year 1 
 

Tactical 
Immediate Problems 
“Next Year’s Issues” 

Year 3 
 

Tactical 
Immediate Problems 
“Next Year’s Issues” 

Year 2 
 

Tactical 
Immediate Problems 
“Next Year’s Issues” 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Facilities issues are, unfortunately, somewhat expensive.  Problems will not go 

away or self-correct.  Sites will not expand, buildings will not grow nor will they self-

improve.  Rather, as each year passes, the buildings will only become more obsolete 

unless decisive action is taken to modernize them and to add the necessary facilities to 

support the programs. 

We trust that NESDEC’s analysis of the problems and the phases presented will 

assist the Board of Education, the School Administration, and the Town in resolving 

these issues in order to provide sound educational facilities for all of Ellington’s 

pupils...for many years to come.  We see this Report as a beginning point for study and 

discussion.  Ultimately, the Board of Education should adopt an updated Master Plan for 

Ellington’s future educational facilities and provide the community leadership for 

implementing the plan.  

      The NESDEC  

      Ellington Team  
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