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Representative John Kavanagh, Chairman 

Joint Committee on Capital Review 

1716 West Adams 

Phoenix, Arizona 85007 

 

Dear Representative Kavanagh: 

 

A.R.S. § 15-2002, subsection A, paragraph 13, requires the School Facilities Board (SFB) to 

submit demographic assumptions, construction schedules, and cost estimates for the New School 

Construction Program to the Joint Committee on Capital Review by June 15.  

 

The FY 2012 budget authorized the SFB to approve new school construction projects, subject to 

legislative appropriation. The SFB awarded one project in the FY 2012 capital plan cycle, valued 

at $590,371.  The SFB also cancelled six projects valued at $51 million. 

 

Included in this report are: 

 

 Demographic Context 

 

This section includes a summary of the statewide new construction climate and its 

projected impact on the SFB.  A recent development is making it increasingly difficult to 

project school district ADM.  The rate at which charter schools are opening and enrolling 

students from district schools is unpredictable. 

 

 Projected Schedules of Projects that are Board Approved 

 

Schedules and cost estimates are provided for all new school construction projects 

approved by the SFB that are not yet completed. 

 

 Projects Scheduled to be Approved in FY 2013 

 

Schedules and cost estimates are provided for conceptually-approved projects that could 

be approved in the next capital plan cycle if ADM projections materialize. 
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 Backup Information used in FY 2012 Capital Plan Cycle 

 

This section contains the ADM projections established for the districts that applied to the 

SFB for new construction in their FY 2012 Capital Plans, and information that was used 

in the analyses.  The backup is divided into the following geographic regions: 

 

Central and Northern Maricopa County 

East Maricopa County and Pinal County 

All Other Regions 

 

 Appendix – ADM Projections Submitted by Districts not Requesting New 

Construction 

 

Even districts that do not seek new school construction funds from the SFB are asked to 

submit student population projections in their capital plans.  This section contains the 

projections submitted by the districts that complied. 

 

This report will also be posted on the SFB website.  Please feel free to contact me with any 

questions or comments.  

 

Sincerely, 

 
 

Dean T. Gray 

 

 

cc: Janice K. Brewer, Governor 

 Don Shooter, JLBC 

John Arnold, OSPB Director 

Jack Brown, JLBC Staff 

Jennifer Uharriet, OSBP Staff 

Members of the School Facilities Board 
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Economic and Demographic Context for New School Construction  

Updated June 15, 2012 

 

Overview of Arizona’s Housing Market 

 

During the last decade, Arizona experienced remarkable changes in its demographic and 

economic makeup. The decennial census in 2010 placed Arizona as the second fastest 

growing state in the nation, outpaced only by Nevada. It also changed Arizona’s rank 

from the 20
th

 most populous state to the 16th (U.S. Census Bureau 2010).  Between July 

1, 2001 and July 1, 2011, the State’s population grew by an estimated 21.8% from 5.29 

million to 6.44 million (Arizona State Demographer’s Office). Maricopa County, listed 

among the top 10 most populous counties in the nation in the 2010 Census (U.S. Census 

Bureau 2010), added over 670,000 people in the decade, reaching a population of 3.84 

million in 2011 (Arizona State Demographer’s Office). Pinal County, ranked as the 

second fastest growing county in the nation in the 2010 Census, more than doubled its 

population in the same period between 2001 and 2011 (Arizona State Demographer’s 

Office).  

 
Chart 1 New Residential Housing Units Authorized in Arizona 2001-2011 

 
  Source: U.S. Census, Building Permits, http://www.census.gov/construction/bps/ 

 

Chart 1 presents an overview of the new residential housing permits issued annually in 

Arizona during 2001-2011 as published by the U.S. Census Building Permit unit. 

According to School Facilities Board (SFB) staff’s research, the annual permit numbers 

published by Real Estate Studies of Arizona State University (ASU) during 2000-2010 

were likely the most accurate permit counts compared to other sources since the 10-year 

total of the number of housing permits is extremely close to the number of actual housing 

units added during the same period according to two decennial censuses. However, ASU 

stopped publishing the data during the last quarter of 2011. Therefore SFB staff used the 

residential permit data from the U.S. Census for this report. The U.S. Census Building 

Permit unit publishes both monthly and annual residential permit data. For the period 
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2000-2010, their annual numbers are consistently lower than those by ASU and thus 

likely lower than the actual number of constructed housing units; however, the two 

sources of annual permit data produce the same pattern. Besides the annual data, the 

Census source also produces monthly data on the state, county, and place (i.e. city or 

town) level in a timely manner which SFB staff finds very valuable, especially given the 

volatile nature of the housing market in Arizona during the past few years.   

 

In Chart 1, the annual growth during the first two years of the decade was moderate; it 

began to take off in 2003 and shot up to over 90,000 in both 2004 and 2005. However, it 

started plummeting in 2006. Total permits issued during the six years from 2006 to 2011 

numbered less than the two-year total of 2004 and 2005. In 2010, it sank to the lowest 

point during the decade at 12,370, less than one-seventh of its peak level. 

 

Much has been said about what caused this downturn in the housing market. It has been 

widely acknowledged that Arizona overbuilt during the housing boom, especially in the 

two major metro areas in 2004 and 2005 as a result of investor purchases. With a third of 

its economy heavily dependent upon construction and its related services, Arizona 

boasted an annual GDP growth rate of 8.7% in 2005 and was touted as the fastest 

growing economy in the nation, together with Nevada (8.2%) and Florida (7.8%) (U.S. 

Bureau of Economic Analysis June 2006 release; The Arizona Republic June 7, 2006, 

Business section, D1). Yet, “When the bubble burst and the speculators were no longer 

buying houses, it became obvious that the market was flooded. Some analysts estimate 

the surplus was as high as 80,000 homes at its peak” (Arizona Capitol Times, May 29, 

2009, Vol. 110 Issue 22, p. 24). The situation was confounded by the national credit crisis 

that surfaced in 2007.  The declining housing prices and the difficulty of obtaining credit 

drove many would-be buyers to the sidelines, prolonging the process of absorbing the 

housing overstock.   In 2010, Arizona was widely considered among the top five worst 

housing markets in the nation with more than half of its homeowners having negative 

equity on their mortgage (CNN Money February 24, 2010 et al). By early 2011, the online 

real estate database Zillow, placed metro Phoenix at the very top among the 132 metro 

areas tracked in the nation with 68.4% of its homeowners holding negative equity in its 

First Quarter Real Estate Market Report 2011. Foreclosures went up to account for 40% 

of all the single-family resales in Maricopa County (Resale Market Reports Jan –April 

2011, Arizona State University).  The consensus among builders and developers in the 

region was that it could take 4-5 years for the market to absorb the huge excess of 

housing inventories and to see the light at the end of the tunnel. 

 

Now, a year later, that light appears to be here.  The newly released S&P/Case-Shiller 

Home Price Indices of March 2012 show that while the 22 metro areas tracked nationally 

underwent an average of -1.8% year-over-year decline with the Atlanta metro area 

experiencing the steepest drop of -17.7%, seven metro areas saw a positive change with 

metro Phoenix leading the pack scoring an impressive 6.1% increase compared with 

March last year.  Similarly, Zillow recently reported both quarterly and yearly home 

value appreciation for 18 of 162 metro areas tracked in the nation, and picked out the 

Phoenix and Miami metro areas as the only two that had already hit the bottom of the 

housing market while the others will later this year or early next year (First Quarter Real 
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Estate Market Reports, Zillow, April 24, 2012). In April 2012, overall supply in the 

Greater Phoenix area (excluding those already under contract) was down 54% compared 

with a year ago and distressed supply down 81%. The market appears to have far more 

buyers than sellers for single family homes for sale under $250,000. In April, the 

inventory of homes for sale in this category with no existing signed contract was 

equivalent to 21 days of supply (April 2012 Report – Greater Phoenix Housing Market, 

Arizona State University, May 31, 2012).  

 

However, the State’s housing market still has some issues according to RealtyTrac, the 

leading online database on foreclosure activities.  One in every 87 housing units in metro 

Phoenix had a foreclosure filing during the first quarter of 2012, which landed Phoenix in 

9
th

 place on the list of metro areas with highest foreclosure rates in the nation for the first 

quarter, although it was 43% lower than the same time last year and 5% down from the 

previous quarter (Q1 2012 Metropolitan Foreclosure Market Report, RealtyTrac, April 

26, 2012).  In the following, we take a closer look at Arizona’s dramatic housing market 

during the past seven years.  
  

AZ Housing Market 

Chart 2 depicts the monthly number of residential housing permits issued in Arizona 

between January 2005 and April 2012.  The number of permits reached its peak in the 

summer of 2005 and started to decline in the fall of that year. The market went sideways 

for about half a year before the bubble finally burst in the summer of 2006. Permitting 

activities picked up speed in the spring of 2007, giving the false indication of a rebound. 

The upturn was followed by an even deeper decline that led to a low of less than 1,000 

permits in December 2008. The number of monthly permits mostly hovered around 1,000 

since the summer of 2009, which is about one-ninth of the peak level in the summer of 

2005. However, the first four months of 2012 saw significant growth in permitting 

activities, with a 62% increase compared to one year ago.  
 

Chart 2  New Residential Housing Units Authorized in Arizona  

January 2005 to April 2012  

 
Source: U.S. Census, Building Permits, http://www.census.gov/construction/bps/ 
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Phoenix and Tucson Metro Housing Markets   

Chart 3a presents information on permits and housing sales (both new and existing) for 

the Phoenix metro area (Maricopa and Pinal Counties). The number of permits generally 

follows the same pattern as the State. There were substantial rebounds in housing sales 

(most of which were resales) between March and December 2009 and between March 

and June 2010, most likely due to the tax rebates offered to first-time homebuyers. 

Historic low housing prices resulting from flurries of foreclosures have also contributed 

to the bumped sales volume, which reached a new level between March and Sept 2011, 

setting a monthly sales record of 10,930 in June 2011, surpassing that in June 2005, the 

peak level during the housing boom years.  

 
 

Chart 3a New Housing Units Authorized and Units Sold (New & Resale)  

in Phoenix Metro Area January 2005 - April 2012 

 
Sources: New housing permits -U.S. Census, Building Permits, http://www.census.gov/construction/bps/; 

 Units sold – Arizona Regional Multiple Listing Service, Inc (ARMLS), 

http://www.armls.com/statistics/market-reports. 

 

The housing permit situation in the Tucson metro area (Pima County) is similar. The 

sales activities, however, exhibit a pattern with much less fluctuation (Chart 3b). The 

foreclosure rate has been consistently and substantially lower than that of the Phoenix 

metro area according to Realtytrac.com.  Home prices have significantly dropped from 

the boom years but not with the same trajectory of the Phoenix metro area (Arizona 

Home Prices and Home Values, Zillow.com).   
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Chart 3b New Housing Units Authorized and Units Sold (New & Resale) 

in Tucson Metro Area January 2005 - December 2011 

 
Sources: New housing permits -U.S. Census, Building Permits, http://www.census.gov/construction/bps/ 

 Units sold - Arizona’s Economy, University of Arizona, various issues published between July      

2005 and March 2012.  

 

Predictability of the Housing Market 

Few economists predicted the severity and length of this housing downturn. The W.P. 

Carey School of Business at Arizona State University regularly polls a panel of nearly 20 

economists and institutions and publishes their economic forecasts for Arizona in 

Western Blue Chip Economic Forecast. Table 1 summarizes their consensus forecasts of 

single-family permits as an annual percentage change for 2005 through 2012.  The 

numbers cited were published in the December issue just prior to the year in question.   

 

Table 1: Forecasted and actual Arizona single-family permits percentage change over 

previous year  

Year Consensus Forecast  Actual  
2005 -3.4% 0.2% 

2006 -5.2% -28.1% 

2007 -6.8% -24.1% 

2008 -4.8% -47.5% 

2009 -0.1% -44.5% 

2010 18.5% -14.5% 

2011 26.0% 5.1%  

2012 17.5%  22.2% (June 2012 forecast) 
 

Sources: Data on Consensus Forecast for single-family permits is from the December issue of the year 

prior, Western Blue Chip Economic Forecast.  Data on actual single-family permits is from U.S. Census, 

Building Permits. 

 

Comparing the forecasts and actual numbers, it is obvious that the consensus forecasts 

were widely off the mark six years in a row (2006 – 2011). Most economists repeatedly 

underestimated the housing downturn. The panelists predicted that the year 2010 would 
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finally see a rebound with an increase of 18.5%, only to find that the treacherous housing 

market declined further by -14.5%. The year 2011 finally saw a moderate increase of 

5.1%, however, this was more than 20% lower than what the panelists had forecasted. 

Forecasts for a particular year are updated monthly until the year draws to a close. 

Usually, the June forecasts are much more accurate than forecasts made in the previous 

December since several months of actual data are available by that time. This year’s 

forecast released in June has been raised to 22.2% from the December forecast of 17.5%, 

indicating that the new housing market is improving.  

 

S&P/Case-Shiller Home Price Index  

The S&P/Case-Shiller Home Price Indices are the most watched housing price indicators. 

Chart 4 shows the S&P/Case-Shiller Home Price Index and its year-over-year change for 

the Phoenix metro area, one of the 22 MSAs that the indices track.  Just as prices shot 

straight up between 2004 and the summer of 2006, they came crashing down starting in 

July 2006. Between then and May 2009, home prices in Phoenix dropped 53.5%.  

Starting in June 2009, the index trended up for nearly a whole year, resulting in an overall 

year-over-year increase during March 2010 and August 2010, and giving much hope that 

the housing market was stabilizing and recovering. However, the price index slumped 

again from June 2010, reaching its lowest point in October 2011 since November 1999, 

and the year-over-year change went back to the negative territory during September 2010 

– December 2011.  From November 2011, the price index started to climb up and the 

year-over-year change finally emerged positive starting in January 2012. 
 

 

Chart 4: S&P/Case-Shiller Home Price Index for Phoenix Metro Area 
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Projected Residential Permit and State Population Growth 

Housing construction has a close if not perfect relationship with the state’s population 

growth (Chart 5). The intercensal population estimates for Arizona produced by the 

Arizona State Demographer’s Office show that the population growth rate was on a 

declining curve as the housing downturn progressively unfolded. It sank to the lowest 

point in 2010, followed by a noticeable climb in 2011, probably due to the rapid 

absorption of housing inventories in the market. The projection of the state’s population 

for 2012-2017 by Arizona’s Economy indicates that as the housing market rebounds and 

new construction resumes, the population growth will pick up speed; by 2017, the 

population is expected to reach the 7 million mark. 
 

Chart 5: Actual and Projected New Residential Permits  

Compared with Estimated and Projected Population Growth Rates 

Sources:  
 

Residential Permits - Actual numbers from U.S. Census, Building Permits, Permits by State-Annual are 

used for 2005-2011, and projected numbers from Arizona’s Economy, University of Arizona, March and 

June 2012 issues for 2012 -2017. 
 

Population – Estimates from Arizona State Demographer’s Office (http://azstats.gov/population-

estimates.aspx) are used for 2005-2011, and projected numbers from Arizona’s Economy, University of 

Arizona, March and June 2012 issues for 2012-2017.   

 

 

 

Arizona School District ADM 

 

Since 2006, the school district ADM growth has been for the most part on a decelerating 

path due to the dramatic downturn in the housing market, the slowdown in population 

growth, and the ensuing weak economy (Table 2).  In FY 2009, it turned negative and the 

decline accelerated during the following two years, reaching -1.8% in FY 2011, resulting 

in the closure of 20 district schools reported to the SFB.  Unconfirmed media reports 

suggest that the number may be higher.  The preliminary ADM counts for FY 2012 

http://azstats.gov/population-estimates.aspx
http://azstats.gov/population-estimates.aspx
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released by the Arizona Department of Education (ADE) as of May 30, 2012 show that 

many school districts continued experiencing enrollment declines, and that the statewide 

public school district ADM suffered a further loss of -0.6%. 

 
 

Table 2: ADM growth in public school districts and charter schools 

 Public Districts Charters Total 

Fiscal Year 100
th

 day 

ADM*  

Growth 

rate 

100
th

 day 

ADM * 

Growth 

rate 

100
th

 day 

ADM* 

 Growth 

rate 

FY 2002 809,988   62,462   872,450   

FY 2003 827,816 2.2% 70,046 12.1% 897,862 2.9% 

FY 2004 843,029 1.8% 77,422 10.5% 920,451 2.5% 

FY 2005 868,373 3.0% 83,539 7.9% 951,912 3.4% 

FY 2006 894,726 3.0% 85,707 2.6% 980,433 3.0% 

FY 2007 917,215 2.5% 90,330 5.4% 1,007,545 2.8% 

FY 2008 929,403 1.3% 94,688 4.8% 1,024,091 1.6% 

FY 2009 926,221 -0.3% 103,377 9.2% 1,029,598 0.5% 

FY 2010 918,095 -0.9% 111,915 8.3% 1,030,010 0.0% 

FY 2011 901,465 -1.8% 121,009 8.1% 1,022,474 -0.7% 

FY 2012 895,695 -0.6% 134,812 11.4% 1,030,507 0.8% 
 

* Source: ADE’s LEA information request website 5/30/2012: 

 http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx (using the same criteria 

counting pre-school and kindergarten enrollment as one -half).   The ADM counts for online district and 

charter schools are included. 

 

In contrast, charter school enrollment has grown significantly. Indeed, even with the 

historic housing downturn and the possible effect of the controversial immigration bill 

SB1070, the total ADM of district and charter schools has been consistently growing, albeit 

slightly, except for FY 2011. While the district ADM has suffered a sizable loss of nearly 

34,000 since FY 2008, charter schools gained more than 40,000 during the same time 

period. In FY 2012 alone, the district ADM lost -0.6% whereas the total ADM rose 0.8%.  

Charter school ADM reached 134,812 this year with a growth rate of 11.4%, resulting in an 

annualized ten-year ADM growth rate of 8.0%.  Therefore, it appears that the expansion of 

the charter sector has played an essential role in the decreased district school enrollment 

during the last few years.  

 

 

Market Share of District and Charter Schools 

With charter schools continuing to grow rapidly, the market share of district schools, which 

was Arizona’s sole source for K-12 public education before 1995, has been steadily 

decreasing (Chart 6).  In FY 2002, charter ADM accounted for 7.2% of the market share of 

the public education system; in FY 2012, that number increased to 13.1%.  In FY 2012, 

there were 521 non-online charter schools and 18 online charter schools in the state, and 

nearly 14,000 ADM were added to the charter sector from FY 2011 (see Exhibit I for a 

breakdown of online and non-online ADM).  In and around the northern part of the City of 

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx
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Goodyear where Avondale ESD, Liberty ESD, and Litchfield ESD are located, new major 

charter schools such as The Odyssey Preparatory Academy Goodyear, Great Hearts 

Academies - Archway Trivium, and Legacy Traditional opened in Fall 2011, enrolling more 

than 1,500 students at the K-8 level. 

 
Chart 6: ADM Market Share of District Schools and Charter Schools 

 
Source: From ADE’s LEA information request website 5/30/2012: 

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx. The ADM counts for online 

district and charter schools are included in computation. 
 

Academic Performance of District Schools and Charter Schools  

One might naturally wonder if the tremendous growth in the charter sector is attributed to 

better academic performance.  Interestingly, there is no data that supports that statement 

(The Washington Times June 29, 2010, The Arizona Republic p.3 April 8, 2011). As a 

matter of fact, The Center for Research on Education Outcomes at Stanford University used 

federal data from standardized test scores through 2008 reported by 16 states, including 

Arizona, and published a report in June 2009 titled “Multiple Choice: Charter School 

Performance in 16 States”. The research showed that while 17% of charter schools 

demonstrated better performance than district schools, 37% of charters performed worse 

than their district school counterparts, and 46% were about the same.  A supplemental 

report by the Center specifically pointed out that charter schools in Arizona performed 

significantly below their district school peers, especially in reading and math skills.  

Nevertheless, the massive school choice movement continues to sweep the state, and 

parents and students heartily embrace the educational choices that charter schools offer.  It 

is not uncommon that charter schools have a large number of students on their waiting list, 

and some even resort to lotteries to select their students among applicants, prompting more 

charter schools to come into existence.  

 

 

 

 

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx
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Unpredictability of the Charter Sector  

During FY 2010 and FY 2011, the effect of SB1070 was largely considered an 

unpredictable factor in projecting district school enrollment.  Despite claims in a September 

2010 article that the number of illegal immigrants living in Arizona had likely declined by 

100,000 from six months earlier (The Arizona Republic Sept 10, 2010, Pg. 8), the total 

public school ADM counts (including both district schools and charter schools) for the last 

three years do not reflect a significant exodus in population.  Therefore, the decreased 

district enrollment appears to be the result of competition from charter schools rather than a 

decrease in overall population.  Indeed, the charter school sector has become the most 

unpredictable factor in projecting school district enrollment. 

 

Facing ever-growing challenges from the charter sector, a number of school districts such 

as Chandler USD, Deer Valley USD, Litchfield ESD, and Peoria USD, have created various 

specialty programs to add educational options (The Arizona Republic, p3 Jun. 1, 2011; p5, 

Aug 13, 2010, etc); others have converted some of their district schools to charters.  In Fall 

2011, Vail USD changed two of its K-5 schools, Acacia Elementary and Mesquite 

Elementary, to district-sponsored charter schools.  Cave Creek USD is currently 

considering chartering four of its five elementary schools, citing the benefits of the different 

funding structure established by the legislature. "Clearly, the Legislature is favoring charter 

and market-driven schools, and we want to be part of that," said Debbi Burdick, 

Superintendent of Cave Creek USD (The Arizona Republic, May 18, 2012).  The likely 

trend for school districts to convert some of the district schools to charter schools only adds 

another layer of complexity and uncertainty to the future of district schools and their 

enrollment.  

 

Ratio of Growing Districts to Declining Districts 

 

Table 3: Number of districts that gained or lost ADM during FY 2003 - FY 2012  

   FY 03 FY 04 FY 05 FY 06 FY 07 FY 08 FY 09 FY 10 FY 11 FY 12 

# Growing Districts 115 110 122 138 126 117 91 79 74 84 

# Declining Districts 105 104 94 79 92 103 127 139 141 132 

Gainer/Loser Ratio 1.10 1.06 1.30 1.75 1.37 1.14 0.72 0.57 0.52 0.64 
 

Sources: Data for FY03-FY10 is calculated from ADM tables prepared for SFB by ADE; data for FY 11-12 

is calculated from ADE’s LEA information request website 5/31/2011 and 5/30/12 respectively, 

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx. The ADM counts for 

online schools are excluded in computation. 
 

There are 217 public school districts that enrolled students in FY 2012 (ADE’s ADM 

counts as of May 30, 2012). Among these districts, 84 experienced ADM growth 132 had 

declining ADM between FY 2011 and FY 2012 (Table 3).  One district experienced no 

change.  For every district that saw its ADM decline in FY 2006, there were 1.75 districts 

that grew. Currently, for every district whose ADM is declining, there is only 0.64 district 

that is growing.  However, this year marks the first time in the past six years that the ratio 

of growing districts to declining districts actually trended up, giving an indication that as 

the housing market starts rebounding, so does district school enrollment.  Table 4 lists the 

top ten gainers and losers of district ADM in the state in FY 2012.  

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx
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Table 4: Top 10 districts that lost ADM and top 10 districts that gained ADM between 

FY 2011 and FY 2012 

District 

FY 12 100
th

 day 

ADM 

ADM Change 

FY 11 to FY 12 

Top 10 Districts in ADM Decline 

Tucson Unified District 48,984 -1,628 

Vail Unified District
1 

8,803 -894 

Mesa Unified District 60,949 -889 

Flagstaff Unified District 8,995 -634 

Deer Valley Unified District 33,264 -485 

Gilbert Unified District 36,090 -459 

Marana Unified District 11,975 -414 

Coolidge Unified District 3,517 -397 

Lake Havasu Unified District 5,389 -321 

Isaac Elementary District 6,650 -320 

Top 10 Districts in ADM Growth 

Phoenix Union High School District 25,372 736 

Cartwright Elementary District 17,148 583 

Dysart Unified District 23,851 573 

Sunnyside Unified District 16,665 564 

Chandler Unified District 37,766 494 

Laveen Elementary District 5,174 363 

Tolleson Union High School District 9,573 330 

Phoenix Elementary District 7,007 296 

Higley Unified School District 9,847 296 

Glendale Elementary District 12,035 269 
 

Source: from ADE’s LEA information request website 5/30/2012: 

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx. The ADM counts for 

online schools are excluded. 
 

Note
1
: the decline in Vail USD’s ADM in FY 12 was due to the conversion of two district schools to 

charter schools. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

As Arizona’s residential housing market experienced an incredible bubble-bust cycle in 

the past few years, population growth and student enrollment growth have slowed down 

significantly.  The continuous aggressive growth of charter schools has also posed serious 

challenges for school districts to keep their enrollment steady. Since FY 2009, district 

enrollment growth has turned negative.  All of these conditions are reflected in the 

current fiscal year’s award for new schools, which is the lowest since the Students First 

program was implemented, both in terms of the number of awards and in terms of dollars.  

Only one new project was approved, bringing the number of projects that are currently 

delayed due to the moratorium on new school construction up to six. The SFB also 

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx
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cancelled several previously approved projects.  There is no doubt that the housing 

market is starting to show signs of recovery in  Arizona,  but the rapid expansion of the 

charter sector may continue diminishing district ADM. Going forward, the SFB will 

continue to closely monitor the condition of the housing market, trends of population 

growth, and changes in enrollment to best plan for new school construction.  
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Exhibit I 

 

 

ADM growth in public school districts and charter schools (non-online) 

 Public Districts Charters Total (non-online) 

Fiscal 

Year 

100
th

 day 

ADM * 

Growth 

rate 

100
th

 day 

ADM * 

Growth 

rate 

100
th

 day 

ADM* 

Growth 

rate 

FY 2002 809,707   62,350 

 

872,057   

FY 2003 827,529 2.2% 69,886 12.1% 897,415 2.9% 

FY 2004 843,029 1.9% 76,956 10.1% 919,985 2.5% 

FY 2005 867,958 3.0% 80,590 4.7% 948,548 3.1% 

FY 2006 894,285 3.0% 81,654 1.3% 975,939 2.9% 

FY 2007 916,589 2.5% 83,398 2.1% 999,987 2.5% 

FY 2008 928,625 1.3% 85,886 3.0% 1,014,511 1.5% 

FY 2009 925,333 -0.4% 92,665 7.9% 1,017,998 0.3% 

FY 2010 917,299 -0.9% 100,608 8.6% 1,017,907 0.0% 

FY 2011 900,764 -1.8% 108,014 7.4% 1,008,778 -0.9% 

FY 2012 894,432 -0.7% 119,099 10.3% 1,013,531 0.5% 

 

 ADM growth in public school districts and charter schools (on-online) 

 Public Districts Charters Total (online) 

Fiscal 

Year 

100
th

 day 

ADM * 

Growth 

rate 

100
th

 day 

ADM * 

Fiscal 

Year 

100
th

 day 

ADM * 

Growth 

rate 

FY 2002 281 

 

112 

 

393   

FY 2003 287 2.3% 160 42.4% 447 13.7% 

FY 2004 0 -100% 466 192.1% 466 4.3% 

FY 2005 415 NA 2,950 532.7% 3,365 622.1% 

FY 2006 441 6.3% 4,053 37.4% 4,494 33.6% 

FY 2007 626 41.9% 6,932 71.0% 7,558 68.2% 

FY 2008 777 24.2% 8,802 27.0% 9,579 26.7% 

FY 2009 888 14.2% 10,712 21.7% 11,600 21.1% 

FY 2010 795 -10.4% 11,307 5.6% 12,102 4.3% 

FY 2011 701 -11.9% 12,995 14.9% 13,696 13.2% 

FY 2012 1,263 80.2% 15,713 20.9% 16,976 23.9% 
 

* Source: ADE’s LEA information request website 5/30/2012: 

 http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx (using the same criteria 

counting pre-school and kindergarten enrollment as one –half for district schools).   Online schools that 

have dissolved are not included. 

 

 

 

http://www.ade.az.gov/schoolfinance/forms/LEAQuery/InformationRequest.aspx
















1 - Agua Fria Union District (6+2)
2 - Avondale Elementary District
3 - Buckeye Elementary District
4 - Fowler Elementary District
5 - Laveen Elementary District
6 - Liberty Elementary District
7 - Litchfield Elementary District
8 - Riverside Elementary District
9 - Union Elementary District
10 - Nadaburg Unified School District
County Boundaries

School Districts in Central and Northern Maricopa County 
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School Districts in East Maricopa County, and Pinal County

1
2

3
4

5

6

7

8

1. Casa Grande ESD   2. Florence USD   3. Higley USD    4.J. O. Combs USD  
5. Maricopa USD  6. Queen Creek USD   7. Stanfield ESD    8.Toltec ESD





























































































































































































School Districts from Other Regions in Four Counties

1 - Benson USD                 5 - Pima USD
2 - Continental ESD           6 - Sahuarita USD
3 - Ft Thomas USD            7 - Vail USD
4 - Gadsden ESD               8 - Yuma UHSD
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