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Master Plan Update 16  
New revision of road map for construction  
(Frequently Asked Questions) 
                                                   

                                                          Nov. 12, 2013 


The Cleveland Metropolitan School District is about to undertake another revision 

of the Facilities Master Plan that governs which of the city’s schools will be replaced or 
fully renovated and when. Part of the revision process will be twelve community 
meetings – Nov. 13 through Dec. 12 -- that will provide critically important opportunities 
for Cleveland residents to learn about the choices faced and to express their opinions 
about them. 

This report will attempt as briefly as possible to explain what the Master Plan is, 
why it is important, and what is involved in the revision process. 

What is the Facilities Master Plan? 
The Master Plan essentially is a tool used to ensure that new or fully renovated 

school space will be provided for every student that a district is expected to have (but no 
more than that) by the time that the building program concludes. The Plan identifies 
which schools will be selected for replacement with a new one or for complete renovation 
(and which ones will not), sets a rough timetable for the work, and provides a preliminary 
cost estimate. 

The Ohio Facilities Construction Commission, which pays for two-thirds of most 
construction expenses, requires that a district have a Facilities Master Plan that, after it is 
executed, will result in enough school space to accommodate the number of students 
forecasted for the program “build-out” year by an OFCC consultant.     

Why is the Master Plan being revised? 
The OFCC does not want to pay for school space that will not be needed. So, for 

districts such as CMSD in which the construction program takes many years, the agency 
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periodically orders a new enrollment forecast and requires that the Master Plan be 
adjusted if necessary to match the forecast. 

The Cleveland District’s Master Plan has been revised a number of times to 
reflect enrollment declines. When the Cleveland program began in 2002, the District had 
about 72,000 students, and the Plan called for replacement or renovation of 111 schools. 
But the District had only about 40,000 students last year, and the Master Plan, last revised 
in 2010, currently includes only 63 schools. 

The OFCC now has commissioned another enrollment forecast, the draft results 
of which might be available by late December. The District will be required to have a 
Master Plan that conforms to those results. 

 Part of the calculation will involve identifying a new build-out year for the 
CMSD building program. In an era of steadily declining enrollment, the later the final 
year, the lower the enrollment forecast. CMSD’s construction has not kept pace with 
previous Master Plan timetables, so the build-out year has been extended several times 
since 2002, and another extension is expected. 

So, after enrollment and general population statistics are analyzed and after 
CMSD and the OFCC determine a new build-out year, a target student capacity for the 
building program will be established.  

CMSD is in Segment 6 of what is currently planned as a 10-segment building and 
demolition program. The OFCC will not approve a Segment 7 until a new Master Plan is 
in place or is deemed unnecessary because the enrollment target has not changed. 

Does the OFCC pick the schools that will be replaced? 
No, that is up to CMSD.  
Based on the enrollment forecast and the build-out year, the OFCC will provide 

enrollment target levels according to grade categories, but it will not dictate where the 
School District allocates that school space. CMSD must decide how to divide the space 
allocation among its schools, with the main limitation being that the OFCC generally will 
not co-fund a school for fewer than 350 students. 

This is why it is so important for Cleveland residents and other stakeholders to 
express their opinions on these matters to the District Administration and Board. 

What factors should be considered in revising the Master Plan? 
Many considerations may go into determination of whether a new school is built, 

where it will be and how large it will be. At a minimum, a Master Plan should allocate the 
OFCC-funded school space so that it reflects the reasonably expected enrollment of each 
neighborhood. 

 For example, the OFCC might say that, after current construction is completed, it 
will co-fund enough K-8 space for 10,000 more students. The District could build all of 
that K-8 space in, say, Collinwood, but that wouldn’t make any sense in such a far-flung 
district as CMSD.  
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Simply put, overbuilding in one neighborhood will leave another neighborhood 
underserved. Therefore, the enrollment trends of individual neighborhoods – not just of 
the District as a whole – must be considered to arrive at an equitable, functionally 
efficient distribution of school space. 

Among other factors: geographic accessibility, academic programming needs, 
availability of alternative schools, and, of course, cost. 

How does school location affect costs? 
Many factors can inflate the cost of building a particular school beyond what it 

should be, but the impact of those pales in comparison to the waste resulting from 
building a school where it is not needed or larger than is needed. 

 Construction of a typical elementary school now costs about $5 million to $6 
million in Issue 14 money, on which taxpayers will pay off principal and interest for 
about 20 years. 

In addition, taxpayers will pay the bills for maintenance, security, heating and 
cooling at that building for decades to come. 

 So it is very important that construction be based on realistic, enrollment-based 
assessment of needs rather than political expedience or wishful thinking. 

If the forecast is for District enrollment to fall, say, 5 percent, why not just 
reduce the plan for each neighborhood by 5 percent? 

Enrollment has fallen far more sharply in some neighborhoods than in others over 
recent years. To presume that these neighborhoods will now behave identically to each 
other defies logic. Remember, overbuilding in one neighborhood will leave another 
neighborhood underserved because the OFCC will co-fund only a limited amount of 
student capacity. 

  The BAC examined enrollment trends of individual neighborhoods last March in 
its report Master Plan Update 15 / Matching PreK-8 construction with enrollment, which 
is available in it entirety at  
http://www.clevelandmetroschools.org/cms/lib05/OH01915844/Centricity/Domain/278/
Master%20Plan%20Fifteen.pdf . 

That analysis, based on a build-out year of 2019, suggested changes in the Master 
Plan that would result in a District-wide net reduction of PreK-8 new-school capacity for 
1,120 to 2,020 students, the equivalent of 2.5 to 4.5 schools at the typical size. This 
would save taxpayers $13 million to $23 million in construction-bond dollars, plus 
interest and the cost of maintaining unused space for many years. 

Extension of the build-out year would probably make more school space 
superfluous and dictate further cost-saving Master Plan reduction. 
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How are Master Plan costs estimates made? 
Once a Master Plan is established, the OFCC determines the approximate co-

fundable cost of each school according to formulas based generally on square footage, 
minimum and maximum specifications in the Ohio School Design Manual, and the 
regional construction market. 

 (A school district may, if it wishes, build a school with features that exceed the 
co-funded designs, but it must pay for those extras on its own. A District may also choose 
to partially renovate or even replace a school that is not included in the Master Plan, but 
the cost would be borne entirely by the District.) 

What does this mean for property taxes? 
CMSD funds its portion of construction costs with proceeds from the sale of $335 

million in bonds authorized by District voters in May 2001. That money will be 
exhausted by the end of Segment 6. To execute Segments 7-10, the District will have to 
win voter authorization to issue more bonds, which are paid off with property taxes. 

In short, this Master Plan revision will determine to a large extent how much 
more bond money voters are asked to approve for the CMSD building program. 

The BAC calculated in a September report (Issue 14 Update 7 /How much money 
is left? How much is needed?) that if no changes were made to the current Master Plan 
except that the build-out year was extended to 2022, the District would need 
approximately $167 million more to execute Segments 7-10. The new Master Plan 
revision could reduce that amount, and with inflation reductions due to the currently 
envisioned earlier build-out year of 2018-19, the total would also decline. Inclusion of 
money for maintenance or for repairs of non-Master Plan schools could increase that 
amount. 

Will all of this construction raise property tax bills? 
Probably not.  
The $335 million in construction bonds authorized by voters in 2001 was never 

envisioned as, or portrayed to be, anything more than a good start on the amount needed 
to complete the construction program. 

However, the District’s financial planners have structured the retirement of the 
$335 million in bonds, including interest, so that the additional money necessary to 
complete the program probably can be raised by keeping tax bills at current levels but 
extending the end date for the tax.  
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