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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report addresses the impact of public school building closures on residential property values and incidences of crime in surrounding areas within Kansas City Public Schools (KCPS) boundaries. It also addresses how public school building closures are related to the growth of charter school presence. Finally, the analysis compares academic outcomes of students in KCPS with those in the growing population of charter schools. The time frame for the analysis is the 2007-2018 period. Data were drawn from multiple sources, including U.S. Department of Education, Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education, National Institutes of Health, and OpenDataKC in Kansas City, Missouri. The analysis offers important findings, outlined below.

(1) KCPS has experienced a significant decline in the number of buildings between 2007 and 2018, particularly after 2010. From 2007 to 2108, KCPS closed a total of 44 locations. In the same period, the number of charter school buildings increased from less than 20 to nearly 30. 

(2) Between 2011 and 2015, the average census tract in KCPS lost nearly 0.20 public school buildings. This means the average tract lost about one-fifth of its local (or nearby) school building volume (there are 91 census tracts within KCPS boundaries). 

(3) Existing scholarship on public school closures indicates that such closures are related to:

overestimated positive fiscal outcomes;
greater student transportation costs;
	forced mobility of students with negative effects on test scores;
lowered sense of belonging, attendance rates, and graduation likelihood;
	increased racial/ethnic and social class segregation.

(4) Of the 44 locations that KCPS closed between 2007 and 2018, 30 of them (about 70%) currently remain abandoned, regardless of any third party purchases. One of them was reopened. Nine were repurposed as educational facilities. Two currently operate as private businesses. And one is currently replaced by a public park in its location.

(5) Net of critical control measures, including charter school presence, closing 1 KCPS building reduces the median home value by about $5,000 two years later in a census tract where only 1 percent of residents are below the federal poverty line. In a tract where 35% of residents are below the poverty line (about a third of the tracts in KCPS are like this), closing a public school building is related to a decline of nearly $15,000 in the median home value two years later.

(6) Net of critical control measures, including charter school presence, closing 1 KCPS building increases the total incidence of crime by 1,000 units two years later in a census tract where only 1 percent of residents are below the federal poverty line. In a tract where 30% of residents are below the poverty line (about half of the tracts in KCPS are like this), closing a public school building is related to an increase of nearly 3,000 total incidences of crime two years later.

(7) Charter school openings/closures in a census tract have little effect of the density of nearby KCPS presence. Conversely, KCPS closures in a tract strongly predict growth in number of nearby charter schools. Closing a KCPS building in a location where 30 percent of residents are below the poverty line (about half of the tracts in KCPS) is associated with 1.2 more charter schools arriving in that (or nearby) location two years later.

(8) The average charter school consistently outperforms the average KCPS school in math and ELA proficiency, but this difference is strongly associated with differences in student composition. For instance, in the 2017-18 school year, 30 percent of charter school students were proficient in math compared to 21 percent of KCPS students. This difference of nearly 10 percentage points disappears completely when controlling for building-level racial/ethnic and socioeconomic status (SES) composition. A similar pattern is prevalent with regard to reading proficiency. A difference of nearly 9 percentage points (in favor of charter schools) is nearly completely accounted for by student composition differences.
























CONTEMPORARY DEBATES ON SCHOOL CLOSURES

Public school building closures in large urban areas are becoming increasingly commonplace due to cities’ and school districts’ increasing debt, shrinking local and state tax revenues, and greater competition for enrollment from charter schools (Royal and Cothorne, 2021). A growing number of cities view school closures as a cost saving strategy that in the long run can help stabilize finances, increase efficiency, and even improve quality of academic and social services to students. Yet, a large body of pertinent scholarship indicates that school districts’ expectations of relative cost savings and ultimate financial returns from school closures (e.g., from projected revenues of building sales) are often overestimated (e.g., Dowdall 2013; Bierbaum 2021). Moreover, mass closures have been found to be associated with greater student transportation costs, lower academic achievement and graduation likelihood for dislocated students (disproportionately for low-income students and students of color) (e.g., Sunderman, Cohlan, and Mintorp 2017), reduced sense of belonging and attendance rates (e.g., de la Torre and Gwynne 2009), and increased racial/ethnic and social class segregation (e.g., Siegel-Hawley, Bridges, and Shields 2017).

As the debate on closures ensues, two other highly relevant issues remain overlooked, both in policy work and in scholarship, namely the effects of school closures on property values and social order (crime) in surrounding areas. Because housing and school choices are intrinsically tied in the U.S. (Lareaus and Goyette 2014), school closures in a given area can reduce demand for housing and depress the value of existing housing stock in that area. This effect can be particularly pronounced in the absence of countervailing forces that can restore losses in property values, such as new commercial activity in affected areas and the productive repurposing of vacated school buildings (see Rosburg et al. 2020). Since schools are supported by their local tax base, depressed property values could have negative implications for school revenues, in addition to reducing the private equity of affected households. Such dynamics essentially run counter to the idea of school closures as gateway to financial stabilization and improvement in struggling districts. 

As for the potential effects of school closures on social order, these effects are posited by two theories. First, the broken windows theory suggests that visual cues of instability, such as abandoned buildings, attract crime because offenders assume from these cues that residents are indifferent to what goes on in the neighborhood (Wilson and Kelling 1982). Second, social capital theory suggests that the stock of large vacant buildings undermines social control in the surrounding area because it reduces the density of people whose mere presence and, possibly, their norm-enforcing actions may preclude criminal activity in the first place (simply put, the less the number of potential bystanders, the more the crime) (Wilson 1987). Key insights from both theories converge on the basic conclusion that closed school buildings can reduce social order, particularly when these buildings are not productively repurposed and when other countervailing forces in the area (such as increased commercial and social activity) are scarce or absent. Relatedly, there is a large literature on how increased deviance and reduced safety can, in turn, undermine community bonds and children’s wellbeing and academic performance (see Laurito et al. 2019). Such processes essentially run counter to the idea of school closures as a strategy to help improve student outcomes.

Aside from the effect of school closures on property values and crime, a third issue that deserves greater attention is the growth of charter schools in areas experiencing traditional public school closures. This is because school closures may create new enrollment opportunities for charters. Conversely, however, increasing charter school presence may reduce traditional public school enrollment, which may then motivate districts to close even more schools. This potentially recursive dynamic is not well understood. Moreover, because charter schools vary significantly in their quality and performance (Harris 2020), how the density of traditional public schools and the density of charter schools affect one another, and how charter schools perform in districts experiencing closures and charter school growth are critical questions.

THE POLICY CONTEXT IN KANSAS CITY, MO

Kansas City Public Schools (KCPS) has closed 44 school buildings between 2007 and 2018. Most of these closures have been justified and thus driven by rising costs, declining enrollments, and reduced revenues. KCPS have viewed the closures as a financial and academic turn-around strategy (Gross 2010; Saulny 2010). Yet, over the last decade or so the district has experienced neither the fiscal nor the academic progress at levels that can be attributable to closures. In fact, KCPS lost accreditation in 2011, gaining it only partially in 2014. Despite receiving full accreditation in 2022, the district remains one of the lowest performing systems in the state (and nationwide) (see U.S. News & World Report 2022). It also has continued to face worsening financial challenges (Moxley 2019). Despite this historical record, KCPS has recently proposed to close 10 more school buildings in 2023 as a new turn-around strategy to bring stability to the district and improve student enrollment and outcomes (Pepitone 2022). Past local experience along with well-established insights from studies of school closures in various other cities suggest that a new wave of closures may not have the formally intended consequences in Kansas City, MO in coming years. Against this robust background, this report focuses on a set of relatively overlooked, yet critically important, implications of school closures, effects on property values and crime, as well as charter school expansion. The following questions, all pertaining to the 2007-2018 period, guide the overall analysis:

(1) What happens to KCPS public school buildings that are closed?

(2) How are school closures related to property values in surrounding locations? How does this relationship vary by relative affluence of location?

(3) How are school closures related to social disorder (crime) in surrounding locations? How does this relationship vary by relative affluence of location?

(4) How is traditional public school building density and charter school building density related in KCPS? Does this relationship vary by location?

(5) What are academic outcome differences between KCPS and charter schools?

The analysis seeks to build on and extend existing insights on school closures in order to enrich the ongoing the conversation on new proposals to close buildings in KCPS. It also seeks to set the stage for a pluralistic and inclusive debate on closures in KCPS and the future of the district.
DATA SOURCES

The analysis relies on data from multiple sources. For building locations, features, and opening/closing dates, data were drawn from the U.S. Department of Education’s Elementary and Secondary Information (ELSI) System (https://nces.ed.gov/ccd/elsi/). This source provides publicly available, detailed yearly information on all school buildings in the U.S. Each building is assigned a static national ID. For each year of its existence, the building is also tracked for several features like geo-location (x/y coordinates), school type (e.g., traditional public versus charter), enrollment, grade span, pupil/teacher ratio, and Title I status, among others.

The key unit of observation in the analysis is the census tract. As shown in Figure 1, KCPS is comprised of 91 census tracts. These tracts are specified by the U.S. Census Bureau which provides publicly available Topologically Integrated Geographic Encoding & Referencing (TIGER) files that help generate “shape files” for mapping and for “spatially joining” other map features (e.g., building locations) with geographic tract information. The analysis draws on 2010 tract definitions for KCPS (https://www.census.gov/geographies/mapping-files/time-series/geo/tiger-line-file.2010.html#list-tab-IVX6N0WF6P308MGZW5). Two of the 91 tracts in KCPS were excluded from the analysis for lack of any residential and/or school presence: the tracts for the Kansas City Zoo and the Arrowhead Stadium. Both the zoo and the stadium comprise nearly entirely their own census tract.
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Figure 1. KCPS census tracts (2010 shapes)

For census tract features such as median home values, median rent, and other pertinent social and economic conditions, data were drawn from the National Institutes of Health (NIH) databases. Within NIH, the National Cancer Institute’s Surveillance, Epidemiology, and End Results Program (https://seer. cancer.gov/) offers publicly available detailed yearly estimates of a host of social and economic measures for all census tracts in the U.S. The NIH produces tract-level yearly data by complex multilevel predictive models that rely primarily on U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, which offers 3- and 5-year rolling estimates of relevant measures based on a 1 percent sample of the entire U.S. population for each year involved. However, the NIH data was limited to the 2008-18 period. Thus, the analysis involved interpolation of the 2007 measures based on a yearly trend analysis. As an additional measure of property values, the analysis relies on the federal House Price Index (HPI). Tract-level yearly HPI data was obtained from the Federal Housing Finance Agency (FHFA) (https://www.fhfa.gov/DataTools/ Downloads/Pages/House-Price-Index.aspx). HPI is a weighted, repeat-sales index, measuring average change in repeat sales or refinancings of single-family homes.

For tract-level yearly crime counts, the analysis drew on data from OpenDataKC in Kansas City, MO. This open source website offers yearly tables for all reported crime incidences in the city, along with location information (e.g., https://data.kcmo.org/Crime/KCPD-Crime-Data-2020/vsgj-uufz). Each incidence in each year was geocoded and assigned a census tract. The counts were then aggregated by census tract. In the process, crimes were taxonomized by using the Federal Bureau of Investigation’s (FBI’s) classification system for the National Incident-Based Reporting System (NIBRS). A small share of records in the original crime tables from OpenDataKC had missing location information, which precluded geocoding. An auxiliary analysis indicated that such missing information was near-random as far as crime types were concerned.

Finally, for building-level academic performance, publicly available proficiency information were obtained from the Missouri Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE; https://dese.mo.gov/quality-schools/assessment). Data included percent proficient per building separately for mathematics and reading. 

ANALYTIC APPROACH

For examining school closure effects on property values and crime, contiguous census tract groups were specified. An example is shown in Figure 2 below. In this example, a school closure inside the focal tract (left) is posited to influence property values and crime not just in that tract but also in all contiguously neighboring tracts (right). Thus, the neighboring tract group for all individual tracts in KCPS were specified and outcome measures were aggregated at the tract group level. 









Figure 2. Focal census tract (left) and neighboring tract group (right)
For estimation of effects on property values and crime, the basic structure of the predictive models is shown in Figure 3. The outcomes are on the left. The models control for year (time) fixed effects to account for periodicity. Other key controls include adult education in tract group (percent of residents with post-secondary degrees), median household (HH) income in tract group, median rent in tract group, gentrification in the tract group, and percent of residents below the federal poverty line in the focal tract. The gentrification measure is based on the first principal component of change in measures of income, education, and rent in the location. This latent measure is scale-free and was specified in terms of five quintiles. For a location to be “gentrifying” it had to have experienced at least a two quintile increase over a two-year period.

[image: ]
Figure 3. Prediction of home values and crime

The central set of predictors involve the local “school mix.” These include two-year growth in KCPS buildings and charter school buildings in the focal tract (closures captured by “negative growth”). Each of these growth measures were allowed to interact with poverty level in the focal tract in order to help determine if closure effects varied by the relative affluence of location.

Also, as seen in Figure 3, estimation models account for all time-invariant (fixed) features of the locations involved (e.g., reputation, the nature of the housing stock, land size, number of streets, and so on). This is because, as discussed below, all estimation procedures utilized “fixed-effects” procedures which, given the longitudinal repeated-measures structure of the data, help control for all observed and unobserved fixed traits of the units involved (see Wooldridge 2002).

The models to estimate the relationship between traditional public school building density and charter school building density included essentially the same set of covariates shown in Figure 3. However, the central outcome was the measure of growth in a given school type, predicted by the measure of growth in the other school type. Thus, the analysis first estimated the effect of growth in charter density on the growth of KCPS density, and then, by way of reversal, estimated the effect of growth in KCPS density on growth in charter density, shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 3. Recursive effects of traditional public and charter school densities

Finally academic performances of traditional public and charter schools were estimated by ordinary least square (OLS) models using building-level data on math and reading proficiency levels, percent of non-White students, and percent of students on free- or reduced-price lunch. 

FINDINGS

What happens to KCPS public school buildings that are closed?

As shown in Figure 4, of the 44 locations that KCPS closed between 2007 and 2018, 30 of them (about 70%) currently remain abandoned, regardless of any third party purchases. One of them was reopened. Nine were repurposed as educational facilities. Two currently operate as private businesses. And one is currently replaced by a public park in its location.
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Figure 4. Status of closed buildings
Source: Google searches in November 2022.

A building can be closed and “abandoned” but this may not mean that it is idle in terms of ownership, as it may have been purchased even though it remains unutilized (“abandoned”). Table A1 in the appendix provides more detailed information in this regard, which in aggregate is largely consistent with Figure 4. As the number of KCPS buildings declined over time between 2007 and 2018, the number of charter schools has increased, as seen in Figure 5.
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Figure 5. Traditional public and charter school densities in KCPS

How are school closures related to property values in surrounding locations? How does this relationship vary by relative affluence of location?

Effects of school closures on property values were estimated by fitting the following longitudinal fixed-effects model:

Vit = α + βY + γCjt + δPit + ζKCPSit + η(KCPSit*Pit) + θCPSit + λ(CPSit*Pit) + εit

where Vjt is the median home value (and in subsequent models, the house price index [HPI]) in tract group j in time (year) t. The subscript i represents the focal census tract. Y is a vector of year fixed effects (2007-2018). Cjt is a vector of measures for social and material context for the tract group. Pi is percentage of residents in poverty in the focal census tract. KCPSit is the two-year growth in traditional public school buildings in the focal census tract. CPSit is the two-year growth in charter school buildings in the focal census tract. Both KCPSit and CPSit are allowed to interact with Pi.

The results are shown in Table 1. Model 3 indicates that closing one KCPS building in a focal tract reduces the median home value in the contiguous tract group by -7027.259 dollars in an area where no resident is below the federal poverty line. Each percentage point increase in poverty adds another $200 loss in median home value (i.e., -1 * 199.656). Charter school closings/openings have no effect net of other predictors in the model. 

Similarly Model 6 shows that closing one KCPS building in a focal tract reduces the House Price Index (HPI) in the contiguous tract group by -16.149 points in an area where no resident is below the federal poverty line. Each percentage point increase in poverty adds another 0.320 point drop in HPI (i.e., -1 * 0.319). Charter school closings/openings have no effect net of other predictors in the model. 


21
Table 1. School closure effects on residential property values
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***p≤0.010; **p≤0.050; *p≤0.100.


Figures 6 and 7 put these estimates in context. As shown in Figure 6, while the negative impact of a KCPS closure on property values in a location where no one is poor is about $7,000, it is about $15,000 in a location where 35 percent of residents are below the federal poverty line, which is about one-third of KCPS. This large difference should be considered in connection with the likelihood that non-poor locations can recover from depression of property values more easily (by way of countervailing forces like new property development), while poor locations can be irrevocably affected.
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Figure 6. KCPS closure effect on median home value as contingent on poverty in location

Figure 7 reveals a similar dynamic. While the negative impact of a KCPS closure on HPI in a location where no one is poor is about -16 points, it is worse than -30 points in a location where 50 percent of residents are below the federal poverty line, which is about 10 percent of KCPS.
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Figure 7. KCPS closure effect on HPI as contingent on poverty in location


Figure 8 shows the distribution of KCPS census tracts by poverty level in order to provide greater visual context for the findings on which locations are heavily affected by closures. Higher poverty locations, east of the “Troost corridor” are likely to be worse affected.
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Figure 8. Poverty by census tract in KCPS (2016)

How are school closures related to social disorder (crime) in surrounding locations? How does this relationship vary by relative affluence of location?

Effects on crime were estimated by fitting the following longitudinal fixed-effects model:

Total Crimejt = α + βY + γCjt + δPit + ζKCPSit + η(KCPSit*Pit) + θCPSit + λ(CPSit*Pit) + εit

where j represents the contiguous census tract area (group), i represents the focal census tract, and t represents time (year). Y is a vector of year fixed effects (2007-2018). Cjt is a vector of measures for social and material context for the contiguous census tract area. Pi is percentage of residents in poverty in the focal census tract. KCPSit is the two-year growth in traditional public school buildings in the focal census tract. CPSit is the two-year growth in charter school buildings in the focal census tract. Both KCPSit and CPSit are allowed to interact with Pi. 

The results are in Table 2 below. Estimates in Model 3 indicate that closing one KCPS building in a focal tract increases total crime incidences by a count of 1638.914 in an area where no resident is below the federal poverty line. Each percentage point increase in poverty adds another 52 crime incidences to this baseline effect (i.e., -1 * -52.059). Charter school closings/openings have no effect net of other predictors in the model. 

Table 2. School closure effects on total crime
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***p≤0.010; **p≤0.050; *p≤0.100.
To put this finding in context, Figure 9 shows that while the positive impact of a KCPS closure on crime in a location where no one is poor is about 1,700 more incidences, it is about 3,500 more incidences in a location where 30 percent of residents are below the federal poverty line, which is about half of KCPS. As before, this large difference should be considered in connection with the likelihood that non-poor locations can recover from aggravation of social disorder more easily, while poor locations can be irrevocably affected.
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Figure 8. KCPS closure effect on crime as contingent on poverty in location

How is traditional public school building density and charter school building density related in KCPS? Does this relationship vary by location?

Effects of changes in numbers of KCPS and charter school buildings on one another were estimated by the following pair of longitudinal fixed-effects models:

KCPS Growthj(t2-t) = α + ξKCPSjt + βY + γCjt + δPit + θGCPSjt + λ(GCPSjt*Pjt) + εit

Charter_Growthj(t2-t) = α + ξCharterjt + βY + γCjt + δPit + ζGKCPSjt + η(GKCPSjt*Pjt) + εit

where j represents the contiguous census tract area (group), i represents the census tract, and t represents time (year). KCPS_Growthj(t2-t) and Charter_Growthj(t2-t) represent the two year growth in the number of KCPS buildings and charter school buildings respectively in the tract group. KCPSjt and Charterjt are the number of buildings respectively in the tract group at the beginning of the growth period. Y is a vector of year fixed effects (2007-2018). Cjt is a vector of measures for social and material context for the tract group. Pjt is percentage of residents in poverty in the contiguous census tract area; GCPSjt is the two-year growth in charter school buildings in the contiguous census tract area, and GKCPSjt is the two-year growth in KCPS buildings in the contiguous census tract area. Both GCPSjt and GKCPSjt are allowed to interact with Pjt. The results are in Table 3. 



Table 3. Effects on traditional public and charter school densities on one another
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       …continued












Table 3—continued. Effects on traditional public and charter school densities on one another
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***p≤0.010; **p≤0.050; *p≤0.100.	Comment by Julie: CARRIE: there is a duplicate “in” in the row “Average gentrification quintile in in focal and neighboring tracts” (fifth row down). I cannot fix it because this is a graphic. jat

As seen in Model 1, charter school density has no statistically significant effect on KCPS density regardless of poverty level of location. But Model 2 shows that KCPS density is strongly related to charter school density, and that this effect varies by poverty level of location. Figure 9 visually summarizes this dynamic. While closing a KCPS building increases charter density by 0.782 in a location where no one is poor, this effect grows by 0.013 percentage points for each percentage point rise in poverty. In a location where about 30 percent of residents are below the federal poverty line, closing one KCPS building is associated with a growth of 1.2 charter schools in the same area.
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Figure 9. KCPS closure effect on charter school density as contingent on poverty in location

What are academic outcome differences between KCPS and charter schools?

Math and reading proficiency outcomes were estimated by the following OLS models:

Fi = α + βTypei + εi

Fi = α + βTypei + γPwhitei + δPlunchi + εi

where Fi represents percent “above proficient” in school i. Typei is a binary school type indicator (KCPS v. charter), and Pwhitei and Plunchi are percentages of students who are White and who are on free and/or reduced price lunch respectively in school i. The academic year 2017-18 was selected as the sample (pre-pandemic) time frame.

As seen in Figure 10, 30 percent of charter school students were proficient in math compared to 21 percent of KCPS students, but this difference of nearly 10 percentage points disappears completely when controlling for building-level racial/ethnic and socioeconomic status (SES) composition. Similarly Figure 11 shows that a difference of nearly nine percentage points (in favor of charter schools) is nearly completely accounted for by student composition differences. Together these findings suggest that charter schools outperform KCPS largely due to compositional differences, consistent with findings on “demographic creaming” in the classic scholarship on school choice (e.g., Fuller and Elmore 1996). 
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Figure 10. KCPS and charter school math proficiency performance, 2017-18
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Figure 11. KCPS and charter school reading proficiency performance, 2017-18

CONCLUSION

Public school closures have adverse effects on home values and crime incidences in Kansas City, MO. These effects are particularly pronounced in high-poverty locations which are predominantly home to communities of color. Locations characterized by lower poverty concentration are likely to benefit from countervailing forces that help recover from ill effects of school closures on residential property values and crime, such as increased commercial activity, repurposed school buildings (e.g., condominium development), and community-level social efficacy. High-poverty locations, with less economic, social, and political resources, are likely to be affected by school closures in a more persistent fashion. Ultimately, depressed home values can translate to lower tax revenues from and reduced private equity within affected communities, both of which can create new challenges in supporting local public schools and student success since financial resources matter for schools and students. 
The closure of KCPS buildings predicts growth in charter school density in Kansas City, MO. This predictive effect is more pronounced in high-poverty areas which are predominantly home to communities of color. In a census tract where about 30 percent of residents are below the federal poverty line (half the district is like this), closing one KCPS building is associated with a growth of 1.2 charter schools. While charter schools fulfill a critical function and, on average, outperform KCPS schools in math and reading proficiency, this difference is entirely attributable to socioeconomic compositional advantages of charter schools. The two school types are nearly equivalent when controlling for the racial and free and/or reduced lunch subsidy composition of the respective student bodies. Thus, as things currently stand, charters are not academically better than KCPS schools, despite the high-profile visibility of some selective charter schools in the city. This is important because it runs counter to the potential assumption that increased KCPS closures combined with increased “charterization” in the city is an infallible means to close achievement gaps and improve outcomes for all children.

There are several key takeaways from these findings that can guide policy options in the near future and beyond. The most pressing issue is about what happens to closed KCPS buildings. Since the district faces exogenous financial pressures, the closure or conversion of some buildings may be inevitable. However, closures may be managed by rigorous post-closure plans for each property. Regardless of whether a closed building is purchased by a third party, if it remains vacant or unfunctional for extended periods, the effects may the same as if the building was unsold and abandoned. 

Another key issue is the degree of community involvement in the closure conversation. The more pluralistic and inclusive the debate, the more diverse and multifaceted the options that emerge might be concerning how many schools to close, where to close them, and what to do with the buildings involved. Relatedly, extended community conversations can serve as the context for broader debates on how to improve KCPS revenues and finances. These debates can provide opportunities to consider strategies other than as well as in addition to school closures as ways to make progress in KCPS.
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APPENDIX

Table A1. Details on closed KCPS schools, 2007-18
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   …continued


Table A1—continued. Details on closed KCPS schools, 2007-18
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Period effects (baseline: 2007)

2008 -4100.387

***
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***
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**

0.620 0.392 -1.219
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***
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***
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***
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high school in focal and neighboring tracts (163.138) (162.240) (313.108) (0.402) (0.401) (0.725)
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***
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***
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Percentage of residents in poverty 64.934 72.234
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***
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School mix

Growth in number of public schools in past two years -486.305 -2769.092

***

-7027.259

*
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**

-6.397

***

-16.149

*

in central tract (363.504) (984.557) (3634.895) (0.896) (2.435) (8.416)

Growth in number of public schools in past two years * Percent in poverty 70.505

**

199.656

**

0.145

**

0.319

**

in central tract (28.289) (100.905) (0.070) (0.134)

Growth in number of charter schools in past two years 4651.931 7.307

in central tract (4049.002) (9.374)
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Constant 108041.778

***

107250.577

***

145787.332

***
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65.049

***

65.651

*
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Period effects (baseline: 2007)

2008 -122.498 -75.882 -41.746

(229.177) (227.891) (451.207)

2009 2135.682

***

2195.545

***

2262.958

***
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Purchaser

21ST CENTURY ALTERNATIVE Repurposed - Ed --  --  -- 

ACE MIDDLE SCHOOL Repurposed - Ed/Closed --  --  -- 

--  --  Ashland  MOU agreement MOU agreement

ASKEW ELEM. Closed Askew Elem n/a n/a

ATTUCKS ELEM. Repurposed - Ed --  --  -- 

--  --  Bingham future kcps future kcps

B W SHEPERD SCHOOL Closed --  --  -- 

BLENHEIM ELEM. Closed Bleinheim sold Sunflower Development Group

BRYANT ELEM. Closed Bryant future kcps site future kcps site

C. R. ANDERSON ALTERNATIVE Closed --  --  -- 

CENTRAL MIDDLE Open? --  --  -- 

--  --  Chick sold

Demolished at request of Sheraton Estates and 

SPENA Nbrhood Assoc, held by City

CONTRACT ? --  --  -- 

CR ANDERSON ALT HS AT FAIRVIEW Closed --  --  -- 

--  --  DeLano n/a n/a

DOUGLASS EARLY CHILDHOOD CTR. Closed Douglass sold

Sold to Guadalupe Center for Alta Vista HS, 

Alta Vista middle moved to Douglass in 2015

--  --  Dunbar sold

Sold to The Carousel Adult Day Care, LLC. 

Moved in in June 2017

FAIRVIEW ALT. K-8 AT MESERVY Closed Fairview n/a n/a

FAIRVIEW ALTERNATIVE Closed --  --  -- 

FAXON MONTESSORI Repurposed - Ed --  --  -- 

--  --  Franklin KCPS use KCPS use

GEO. WASHINGTON CARVER ELEM. Repurposed - Ed --  --  -- 

GEORGE B. LONGAN FRENCH MAGNET Closed --  --  -- 

GRACELAND ELEM. Closed Graceland sold

Sold to Swope Corridor Renaissance/Upper 

Room for community center, in 2019 Upper 

Room began leasing building to Hogan Prep for 

elementary school.

--  --  Greenwood sold

SOld to Missouri Housing Partners, part of 

Fulson Housing Group, benefit agreement in 

palce between KCPS, MHP, and South Round 

Top Nbrhood Assoc (SRTNA)

HALE COOK MONTESSORI Repurposed - Ed --  --  -- 

J. A. ROGERS MIDDLE Closed --  --  -- 

J. S. CHICK ELEM. Closed --  --  -- 

K C MIDDLE SCHOOL OF THE ARTS Closed --  --  -- 

--  --  KCNA/Wendland Under Contract Under Contract

--  --  Ladd sold

Sold to affiliate of LocalCodeKC for "mixed-use 

development with a focus on health, wellness, 

and long-term community ownership", benefits 

agreement between KCPS, LocalCode, and 

Oak Park Nbrhood Assoc

--  --  Longan sold

Sold to Academie Lafayette, in 2018 Lafayette 

transitioned to a K-5 campus, building now 

known as Acad. Laf. Cherry Street Campus

M. L. KING MIDDLE Closed Wing/Weeks SIte n/a n/a

--  --  Marlborough sold

Sold in 2017 (lengthy process) to Exact 

Marlborough, LLC for historic renovation of 

building into market rate apts. Rejected for 

historic tax credit designation. 
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Status on KCPS  

website

Purchaser

MARY HARMON WEEKS ELEM. Closed --  --  -- 

MCCOY ELEM. Repurposed - Park McCoy sold

Demolished in Fall 2013, site transferred to 

Parks & Rec, now a park

MERCY HOSPITAL Closed --  --  -- 

MESERVEY ELEM. Closed Meservey n/a n/a

MILTON MOORE ELEM. Closed --  --  -- 

--  --  Moore sold

Sold to W.E.B. DuBois Learning Center in 

2016, DLC had leased site since Dec. 2012 

NORTHEAST ELEMENTARY Closed --  --  -- 

NORTHEAST MIDDLE AT THACHER --  NE Middle KCPS use KCPS use

PAUL ROBESON MIDDLE Closed Robeson Middl sold

Sold to Robeson Holding Co, LLC, a partnership 

between Sout Waldo Community Investors 

(SWCI) and O'Reilly Development CO in 2018. 

Community Benefits Agreement between 

KCPS, SWCI, and Marlborough and Waldo 

Tower Nbrhood Assoc.

PERSHING EARLY CHILDHOOD Closed Pershing n/a n/a

PINKERTON ELEM. Repurposed - Ed Pinkerton sold

Sold to Hogan Prep Academy in 2013, opened 

in Fall 2013

RICHARDSON ELEM. Repurposed - Ed --  --  -- 

SANFORD B. LADD ELEM. Closed/Repurposed --  --  -- 

SATCHEL PAIGE ELEM. Closed --  --  -- 

SCARRITT ELEM. Closed Scarritt n/a n/a

--  --  Seven Oaks sold Sold to Seven Oaks Estates, LP

SOUTHEAST HS AT MANUAL Repurposed - Ed --  --  -- 

SOUTHWEST EARLY COLLEGE CAMPUS Closed --  --  -- 

--  --  Swinney sold

Sold to KC Sustainable Development Partners, 

LLC for reuse as housing + office space. 

--  --  Switzer Annex sold

Sold to Foutch Bros, LLC for apartment use + 

limited commercial/retail space

--  --  Switzer Old West sold

Sold to Foutch Bros, LLC for apartment use + 

limited commercial/retail space

TEENAGE PARENTS CTR. Closed --  --  -- 

--  --  Thacher KCPS Use -- 

WEST ROCK CREEK ELEM. Demolished --  --  -- 

WESTPORT HIGH Closed Westport High sold

Agreement between KCPS and Sustainable 

Development Partners (SDP) does not allow for 

development other than parking, open, or rec 

space. SDP requested restriction revised to 

allow for residential/educ purposes. KCPS 

taking feedback on SDP proposes abut 

development and historic use revisions. 

WESTPORT MIDDLE Repurposed Westport Middle sold

Sold to SDP for mixed-use historic 

redevlopment. Now known as Plexpod Westport 

Commons, coworking and office space 

--  --  West Rock Creek sold

Demolisehed, transferred to City for parks & rec 

use

--  --  Willard School sold

Transferred to City, demolished in 2018 at 

request of Blue Hills Nbrhood Assoc. 

WM. A. KNOTTS ELEM. Repurposed(?) - Ed --  --  -- 

WOODLAND ELEM. Repurposed/Reopened --  --  -- 


