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WASHINGTON. D.C. 20548 
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The Honorable Therman E. Evans 
President, Board of Education 
of the District of Coluwbia 

Washington, D.C. 25304 

Dear Dr. Evans: 

This report identifies problems in planning for school 
construction by the District of Columbia Public Schoo'.. and 
discusses how the Board cf Education can better. admin..ster 
its building modernization and renovation program. 

Section 736(b)(3) of the District of Columbia Self-
Government and Governmental Reorganization Act of 1973 re-
quires the Mayor, within 90) days after receiving our report, 
to state in writing to the District Council, with a copy to 
the Congress, what has been done to comply with the recom-
mendations made in the report.' Section 442(a)(5) of the 
same act requires the Mayor to set forth in the District of 
Columbia's annual budget request to the Congress the status 
of efforts to comply with such recommendations. 

Copies of this report are being sent to. the chairmen of 
interested congressional committees; the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget; the Mayor and members of the Council 
of the District of Columbia; and the Superintendent of 
Schools. 

Sincerely yours, 

    Victor L. Lowe 
Director 



GENERAL ACCOUNTING'OFFICE 
REPORT TO THE 

 BOARD OF EDUCATION 
DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

EXCESS CLASSROOM SPACE--
A CASE FOR BETTER PLANNING 
District of Columbia Public 
Schools 

DIGEST 

Through better planning, the Board of Educa-
tion could improve the administration of its 
ç,apital improvement pregr'am to more effec-
tively evaluate when, where, and how many 
schools are needed in the District's public 
school system. 

To obtain better planning the Board of Educa-
tion should: 

--Implement a facilities planning system that 
provides for the accumulation and reporting 
of essential data to assist in evaluating its 
school building needs. (See app. V.) 

--Revise its planning policy to consider the 
schools' available pupil capacity in adja-
cent planning areas rather than only that 
of a specified area in determining its space 
needs. 

--Codify its policy statements on capital im-
provements and formally submit them to the 
Superintendent of Schools. 

Cevelop and adopt a plan and timetable for 
implementing the planning system. 

--Cancel its plans to build the Perry-Simmons, 
replacement school. 

The Mayor said our report would he useful to 
the District of.Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) 
and the Board of Education in their planning 
efforts and would be a useful tool in the city's 
efforts to make the most intelligent use of 
available space. :le said that the report's 
results have already been useful. 



The Board of Education did not comment specifi-
cally on GAO's recommendations. The Board 
stated that recent testimony on its capital 
budget (fiscal years 1976 and 1°77) before the 
Subcommittee on District of Columbia, Senate 
Committee on Appropriations, covered most of 
the material in the • report. The testimony 
shows that "The Board clearly recognizes the 
critical need for facilities planning, and is 
making every effort to assign the highest pri-
ority to this function." 

Actions are being taken to improve school fa-
cilities planning, but no specific plan had 
been developed nor had a timetable been set 
for completing and implementing the necessary 
planning processes. This should be done. 

The Board said that the Congress approved the 
Perry-Simmons replacement school. The repoxts 
of the Senate and House Committees on Appropria-
tions showed that the Board's regAest for funds 
in fiscal year 1976 to complete the design and 
start construction was deleted from the budget. 
The Board still plans, however, to build the re-

placement school which GAO said was not needed. 
A request fur $7.7 million was made in the 

Board's-fiscal year 1978 capital budget. 

THE PUBLIC SCHOOL SYSTEM 

The District of Columbia Public Schools manages 
and operates about 200 schools with a staff of 
about 12,100. Operating costs in fiscal year 
1977 will be about $245 million. Student en-
rollment, down for the sixth straight year, was 
127,000 in school year 1976-77. About $74 mil-
lion was allotted for operating 132 elementary 
schools in school year 1976-77, 

SHOULD THE PERRY-SIMMONS 
REPLACEMENT SCHOOL BE BUILT? 

GAO believes that she need for the Perry-
Simmons replacement elementary school has 
not been satisfactorily justified. There are 
11 elementary schools in the same planning 
area as the proposed replacement school. For 
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school year 1976-77 these 11 schools had over 
1,900 excess spaces. By not proceeding with 
the replacement school, DCPS could cut its 
capital improvement expenditures by about $7.7 
million and reduce its annual operating costs 
by about S44,000. (See ch. 2.) 

EXCESS CLASSROOM SPACE 

DCPS' January 1977 enrollment forecasts showed 
there would be about 19,000 excess seats in ele-
mentary schools in school year 1976-77. Declin-
ing enrollments and added classrooms will create 
over 28,000 excess seats by school year 1980-81. 
This surplus equals about 1,170 classrooms or 
47 schools of 600 students each. DCPS' stand-
ard for elementary schools is 500-600 pupil 
spaces. Many of the schools with excess capacity 
are within blocks of each other. (See ch. 3.) 

WHAT CAUSED THIS TO HAPPEN? 

In 1961 DCPS started an extensive building pro-
gram to eliminate crowding, replace inadequate 
school structures, and provide space to permit 
decreasing the class sizes from 30 to 24 pupils. 

Since fiscal year 1961 DCPS has added about 
34,000 pupil spaces to the elementary school 
system and expects to have another 2,000 spaces 
ready for use by school year 1980-81. Elemen-
tary school enrollment, which was 77,601 in 
school year 1960-61, peaked at 94,267 by 1967-68 
but declined by school year 1976-77 to 68,501, a 
decrease of 25,766. 

DCPS did not have an effective facilities plan-
ning system to help it during this building pro-
gram. A system requiring the systematic ac-
cumulation and reporting of data, such as anal-
yses of existing and future pupil enrollments 
and building capacities, could have helped the 
Board reduce or avoid the accumulation of ex-
cess spaces. 

Elementary school capital improvement projects 
were planned, designed, and constructed t.) meet 
the needs of a neighborhood or school plai:ning 



area without considering the availability of 
spaces existing elsewhere in the school system. 
(See pp. 17 and 18.) 

Changing conditions can alter the need for or 
priority of a planned project, but DCPS manage-
ment did not routinely evaluate the continued 
need for projects. (See pp. 18 and 19.) 

The Superintendent of Schools recognized in 
May 1974 that DCPS needed to develop a sys-
tematic approach for designing, constructing, 
and using school buildings. Although DCPF 
had developed criteria for a facilities plan-
ning process, it did not set up'a facilities 
planning group until April 1976. 

Funds to establish a facilities planning pro-
cess were requested for fiscal :ears* 1975 and 
1976. For fiscal year 1975, the Senate Com-
mittee on Appropriations suggested that funds 
be reprogramed for this purpose. The request 
was not approved for 1976, but the Committee 
directed that this activity, as it related to 
school closings, be financed with available 
fund. 

DOES PCPS STILL NEED A 
FACILITIES PLANNING SYSTEM? 

Yes. DCPS plans to start a building moderni-
zation and renovation program, and for the next 
6 years--1978 through 1993--it plans to spend 
about $102 million on this program. Because 
enrollments are expected to continue to decline 
for the next few years, DCPS faces a critical 
problem of making optimum use of school build-
ings and determining which schools should be 
renovated. 

Until a facilities planning system is imple-
mented to help the Board decide the proper 
course of action, the Board cannot effectively 
plan and monitor the modernization program. 
For example, information will-be needed to 
help decide: 



1. How to use excess space. 

--Should schools be closed or converted 
for other use? 

2. How to plan for school modernization. 

--What schools most need modernizing so 
that p-iorities can be established to 
get the job done at the least cost? 

--What changes must be made to school 
buildings to acccomodate new educa-
tional programs?
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

In August 19'74 the Senate Comuiittes on appropriations 
reported that an extensive evaluation of the capital plan-
ning requirements of the District of Columbia Public Schools 
(DCPS) wes needed to help justify additional capital projects 
for the school system. The Committee stated that initial fund-
ing requested fo: new school projects had been denied because 
of the need fo: further planning for capital improvements fund-
ing for public schools in the District. 

We wanted to find out if [DCPS' capital improvement plan-
ning system was providing essential data to the Board of Edu-
cation to enable it to effectively plan for designing, con-
structing, or modernizing school buildings. Also, we wanted 
to find out if the elementary school construction projects 
prcpósed or in progress were still warranted, especially 
since DCPS had beea experiencing a steady decline in its 
elementary school enrollment. 

SCOPE OF REVIE`ri 

We reviewed DCPS' capital improvement planning and moni-
toring processes, including its policies for constructing new 
facilities and replacing or modernizing existing school build-
ings. Also, we examined the need for capital improvement pro-
jects in progress or proposed `or funding during fiscal years 
1976 through 1981. Although we concentrated on the elementary 
school capital improvement program, our findings and recommen-
dations could apply to DCPS' capital improvement program for 
secondary schools because DCPS uses the same procedures for 
determining the need for such schools. 

ORGANIZATICNAL DATA 

DCPS operat_d a network of 199 schools in 1976-77. This 
included 132 elementary schools, 42 junior and senior highs, 
and 25 vocational or special education schools. For that 
school year, the system served about 127,000 elementary and 
secondary schóol pupils. 

DCPS' operations are financed mostly by annual appropria-
tions of District of Columbia revenues and by a direct Federal 
payment, revenue sharing funds, and grants frôc Federal agen-
cies. District and Federal funds received totaled about $236 
million in fiscal year 1976 and about $245 million (excluding 
funds, received for pay raises) in fiscal year H77. DCPS had 
about 12,1uO employees in fiscal year 1977. 
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An 11-member elected Board of Education is responsible 
for policy decisions, long-range planning, and the develop-
ment,and implementation of public school programs in the 
District of Columbia. A Board-appointed Superintendent ad-
miuisteis the school system. 

In enacting the District of Columbia Seif-Government • 
and Covernmental Reorganization Act (Public Law 93-198), 
the Congress specified that the Mayor and City Council may 
establish the maximum amount of funds allocated to the Board 
of Education. But, it may not specify the purpose!. for which 
such tends may be spent or the amount of such fund., which 
may be spent for the various programs under the Board's ju-
risdiction. The Board is vested with final authority in 
determining what capital improvement projects should oe in-
cluded in its capital outlay budget. 

Although the Board of Euucátion attermines school facil-
ity needs, the District's repartment of General oervices con-
tracts for the construction and/or modernization of build-
ings, includirw: design and engir.e:rir,g work, and administers 
the contracts tor the Board. 

SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 

DCPS had been engaged in a catchup construction program 
designed to eliminate crowding, replace inadequate school 
structures, and decrease the class size from 30 to 24 pupils. 
Since fiscal year 1961, DCPS initiated over 100 capital im-
provement projects. The Congress authorized the District to 
borrow about $357 million for these projects througn fiscal 
year 1577. DCPS reprogramed an additional $500,000. 

These projects will add or replace about 23,000 pupil 
spaces in the secondary system and add over 36,000 permanent 
spaces to the elementary school system. Of these projects, 
81 were completed as of fiscal year 1976. The remaining pro-
jects are scheduled to be completed by October 1982. 

According to the District Government's 1978-83 capital 
improvement program, DCPS will move trom constructing schools 
(adding or.replacing seating capacity) to updating or modern-
izing its schools. During the 6-year period, DCPS plans to 
start 18 projects costing an estimated $63 million. Accord-
ing, to the program, DCPS also plans to request $33 million 
for'four oro.jects previously authorized. The program ca'.:s 
for modernizing 20 elementary, secondary, and vocational 
schools at a cost of $102 million. Also included in the 
plans is the development of a $7 million prevocational center 



for handicapped secondary school level students and construc-
tion of a new elementary school, with a pupil seating capacity
of 700 spaces also at a cost of 57 million. These two pro-
jects are proposed for e,unding in fiscal years 1979 and i981. 
DCPS' standard for new elementary schools is 590 to 600 pupil 
spaces. 

ENROLLMENT TRENDS

Elementary school enrollment in the D'istrict's puLlic 
schools nas been decreasing at an average of 2,863 pupils a 
year between school years 1967-68 and 1976-77. During that 
9.-year'period the student population dropped from 94,267 to 
68,501. DCPS projections made in January 1977 show that the 
prekindergarten through sixth grade (PK-6) membership will
coitinue its downward spiral for the next 4 years, hitting a
29-year low of 59,500 students in school year 1980-81. (See` 
chart on p. 11.) 

DCPS attributes the sharp decline to.the (1) •migration 
of families with school age children to suburban communities, 
(2) declining number of births in the District óf Columbia, 
and (3) drop in student entries from outside the Disttict. 
The following chart shown the downward trend in births since 
1961 and its corresponding effect on first grade enrollment. 



COMPARISON OF LIVE BIRTHS IN THE DISTRICT WITH 
FIRST GRADE ENROLLMENTS IN PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
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CHAPTER 2 

IS THERE A NEED TO CONSTRUCT 

ANOTHER PROPOSED REPLACEMENT SCHOOL? 

The Board of Education's policy is that: 

* * when a sizeable seat shortage cmists in an 
area that possesses in ól-unsatisfactory school 
plant, a replacement which will provide the 
needed seats or a portion thereof is warranted. 
A facility in this category mu:.t not be capable 
of economical renovation in adcition to lacking 
the facilities to support Jur modern school pro-
gram. If additional seats are still needed 
these are to be provided in a new structure." 
(Underscoring supplied.) 

DCPS requested $7.7 million in its fiscal year 1978 capi-
tal budget for a replacement school costing $8.2 million. 
The need for this school has changed since work on the project 
first started and current justifications for the project nei-
ther support a need nor meet Board policy. 

REPLACEMENT OF THE PERRY AND 
THE SIMMONS ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS 

The Perry and the Simmons Elementary Schools were built 
in 1890 and 1896, respectively. The Perry school was closed 
in 1973. Both buildings will be razed when a replacement 
school is constructed. The school$ are in.DCPS planning area 
12. (See map, p. 7.) 

A single replacement for the two schools is being de-
signed. The total estimated cost is about $8.2 million, and 
the school will have a seating capacity of 641. DCPS expects 
that the design will be completed in August 1977 and the 
school ready for use in school year 1979-80. 

The replacement school was initially included in the fis-
cal year 1973 budget. DCPS j',stif ied the need for the school
on the basis that by school year 1977-78 the projected (PK-6) 
pupil enrofilment in planning area 12 would increase by 1,562' 
to a total of 7,465. According to the budget request, the
fiscal. year 1973 capacity of the 12 schools in planning area 
12 was 6,161; enrollment was estimated at 5,903. The capac-
ity of the replacement school was set at 1,124. 



DCPS, in its fiscal year 1974 budget request, changed 
its basis for justifying the need for the replacement school. 
The estimated pupil enrollment of 5,903 for planning area 12 
was 550 students lower than expected, indicating that the 
1973 projection would not materialize. DCPS then justified 
the replacement school on the basis of increasing pupil en-
rollment for only a segment of planning area 12 (urban re-
newal area NW #1). The capacity of existing schools in NW #1 
was 1,592. 

DCPS estimated that the PK-6 enrollment for NW #1 would 
increase from 1,276 pupils in school year 1973-74 to 1,849 
pupils in school year 1978-79--an increase of 573 pupils. 
(This projection includes students who live outside the bound-
aries of NW #1.) To accommodate the projected increase, DCPS 
planned to add 396 spaces co one of the existing schools in 
NW #1 and decrease the capacity of the other two schools by 
building a smaller replacement school with a capacity of 
830. The net effect of these changes was to have a total 
seating capacity of 1,854 to meet the projected student en-
rollment of 1,849 in school year 1978-79. 

The House and Senate Committee reports on Public Law 
93-91 indicate that the District was authorized to borrow 
$484,000 to start work on the replacement school. Design of 
the. facility was started in September 1974. The capacity of 
the replacement school was adjusted from 830 to 738 (later re-
duced to 641) pupil spaces when DCPS changed from a half-day 
to an all-day prekindergarten and kindergarten program. 

Considering only the estimated PK-6 enrollment ;:fld 
school capacity for NW #1, a replacement school would be 
needed. As explained below and illustrated in appendix IV, 
however, there are excess spaces in nearby schools outside 
the boundaries of NW'111 that, if used, would eliminate the 
need for the replacement school. 

The Board of Education has an unwritten policy that 
children should not have to walk farther than 1 mile to at-
tend school. The uap cn page 7 shows the elementary schools 
close to the Simmons school and the excess seating capacity 
based on the 1976-77 PK-6 enrollment and school capacity 
data available at the time of the review. 

Thirteen elementary schools within a 1-mile radius of 
the Simmons school have. sufficient total excess capacity--
2,335--to handle the enrollment of the replacement school. 
Five of these schools are within a 1/2-mile radius. Five 
of the elementary schools, within 1 mile of the existing 



ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS SERVING PLANNING AREAS 7, 12, & 13 
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Simmons school had 1,385 PK-6 seats available in school year 
1976-77. Except for the Montgomery school constructed in 
1949 (a new addition opened in September 1976) and the 
Walker-Jones school constructed in 1950 (added to in 1974), 
the other schools were constructed after 1960. CCPS does 
not plan to cicse any of these schools. The excess pupil 
spaces in these schools should be more than sufficient to 
handle the enrollment of the Simmons school; in school year 
1976-77 the actual PK-6 enrollment was 489. 

Considering only the available space in schools in plan-
ning area 12 (NW #1 is located in this area), further doubt 
exists as to the need to build the replacement school. DCPS' 
justifications were based on PK-6 enrollments. Because data 
was not available, the following analysis does not include 
prekindergarten enrollment. In planning area 12, hbwevcr, 
the prekindergarten enrollment was 191 in school year 1976-
77 and thus would not affect the conclusions reached. Capa-
city was computed using information available at the time of. 
the review. The data showed: 

-The kindergarten through sixth ()retie (K-6) 
enrollment in planning area 12 for school 
year 1976-77 was 4,045. The seating capz4-
city of the 11 elementary schools in this 
area was 5,998, or an excess of 1,953 pupil 
spaces. 

-The K-6 enrollment for planning area 12 was
expectedrto increase to 4,665 by school year 
1978-79., Even though the capacity of the area 
schools would be reduced to 5,747 pupil spaces 
if the replacement school were built, there 
would be an-excess of 1,082 spaces. If the 
proposed replacement project were not built 
and the existing Simmons school not used, 
there would sill be an excess of 72? pupil 
spaces. 

Appendix IV shows the K-§ capacities and pupil enroll-
ments for elementary schools in planning area 12. 

We advised the Superintendent in December 1974 and Dis-
trict officials in January 1975 that because of the avail-
ability of spaces in schools in planning arJa 12, the need 
for the proposed school was questionable. On March 7, 1975, 
the District's Office of"Budget and Management Systems in-
Formed us that the project,.was removed from DCPS' capital 
budget request for fiscal year 1976 and that DCPS was re-
quested to prepare a new project justification statement. 



Because of changing conditions, particularly because 
increases in enrollments did not materialize, DCPS again 
changed its justification for the project. The revised 
April 4, 1975, statement showed that DCPS reduced the capac-
ity of the proposed replacement school from 738 to 641 pupil 
rpaces, or a reduction of 97 spaces, as follows: 

Pupil spaces
Before After

Educational programs April 1975 AEU 1975 Change 

Prekindergarten 40 40 
Kindergarten 52 52 
Grades 1 through 6 646 301 -345 
Grade 7 110 110 
Day care 60 60 
Special education 78 78 

Total 738 641 -97 

The reduction in the school seating capacity was made 
to reflect the future downward trend in elementary school 
enrollments and to provide space for other educational pro-
grams. The seating capacity for grades 1 through 6 was re-
duced by 345 spaces. DCPS offset this reduction for the most 
part, however, by adding 248 seating spaces for seventh grade, 
day care and special education programs. According to DCPS, 
the added programs--for example, grade 7--require more space 
than grades 1 through 6 programs. The floor area of the 
building was not changed. 

The project, as changed, was reinstated in the fiscal 
year 1976 capital budget request but was deleted by the Senate 
and House Committees on Appropriations. DCPS included the pro-
ject in its fiscal year 19?8 capital budget request, which was 
still pending before the Congress on July 29, 1977. 

The changes do not alter the questionable need for a 
replacement school. The revised justification statement did 
not comment on whether excess seats available in other near-
by schools could be used to accommodate the expected enroll-
ment of the replacement school. Construction of the facility 
would result in continued underuse of space in other elemen-
tary schools. It would also seem to he contrary to Board of 
Education policy of replacing a school only when a sizeable 
seat shortage exists in the area. by not proceeding with the 
corstruction of the replacement school, DCPS could reduc? its 
capital improvement costs by abouir $7.7 million ($8.2 million, 
less $484,000 already committed). In addition, DCPS could 
realize savings in operating costs which will be increased by 
about $44,000 if the school is built. 
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CHAPTER 3 

INEFFECTIVE PLANNING FOR SCHOOL 

CONSTRUCTIO`7 AND MODERNIZATION 

The Board of Education needs to implement a capital im-
provement planning system to help it use its funds more ef-
ficiently. This system will provide essential data to enable 
the Board to effectively plan for the design, construction, or 
modernization of school buildings. Also, the system would aid 
the Board in establishing capital facility policies and in 
carrying out its oversight responsibilities. 

An effective planning system should provide for a long-
range plan. It should set forth DCPS' goals,-educational pro-
grams, and the necessary number and type of facilities and 
seating capacity, considering construction policies, enroll-
ment trends, location, and use and adequacy of existing facil-
ities. Systematic accumulation and reporting of this informa-
tion should tell the Board when and how much space will be 
needed, the cost, and whether the space will aid school ad-
ministration in achieving DCPS' educational goals and pro-
grams. 

A good planning system could have helped the Board re-
duce or avoid the accumulation of surplus seating capacity in 
its elementary schools. DCPS' enrollment forecasts, prepared 
in January 1977, showed there would be about 19,000 excess 
seats in elementary schools in school year 1976-77. It also 
showed declining enrollment and added classrooms will create 
over 28,000 excess seats by school year 1980-81. This sur-
plus equals about 1,170 classrooms or 47 schools of 600 stu-
dents each. The following -:hart shows the widening gap be-
tween declining elementary school enrollment and elementary 
school rapacity. 



COMPARISON OF ACTUAL AND PROJECTED PREKINDERGARTEN 
THOUSANDS THROUGH 6TH GRADE SCHOOL ENROLLMENTS AND BUILDING CAPACITIES 

CAPACITY 
(note a) 

ENROLLMENT 

196243 1963-64 1961-65 196566 1966ó7 1967-68 1968ó9 1969.70 1970.71 1971.72 1972-73 1973.71 1971.75 1975-76 1970.77 1977.78 1978-79 1979.80 1980.81 
SC}iOOL YEAR 

• EXCLUDES 7.856 PUr1L SPACES IN TEMPORARY FACILITIES
• CAPACITY WAS ADJUSTED ' HEN THE AVERAGE CL ASS SIZE WAS REOUGLO FROM )).1 TO 24.1. 
• *INCLUDES SEATING CAPACITY DEL ETED BY OCPS FOR INDIVIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION. THIS PROGRAM WAS NOT IMPLEMENTED. 



The availability of reliable, up-to-date planning 'informa-
tion could have alerted the Board that DCPS was adding or re-
placing seating capacity in one neighborhood when pupil spaces 
were available in adjacent neighborhoods to meet this need. 

DCPS' capital improvement program for 1978-83 will be 
directed toward mcdernizing school buildings. The cost of 
the modernization program is estimated at $102 million. 
DCPS also plans to develop a prevocational center for handi-
capped secondary school students and to construct a new ele-
mentary school at a combined cost of :bout $14 million. 
Thus a criticol need still exis.s for a comprehensive facil-
ities planning system to help school management set prior-
ities and make informed judgments on what course of action 
should be taken in implementing its proposed modernization
program and in making maximum economical use of school facil-
ities. The information generated by an improved planning 
system would alao help management evaluate the need for two 
new facilities proposed fcr funding in fiscal years 1979 and 
1981. 

CRITERIA FOR EFFECTIVE PLANNING 

Vital to school management in meeting its established 
educational goals is a facilities planning process that sys-
tematically accumulates and reports essential information. 
An effective planning process should provide for: 

--Developing a statement of educational goals. 

--Accumulating information on educational programs 
needed to accomplish evtablished goals. 

--Describing facilities, equipment, pupil space, 
and other items required to implement DCPS' 
approved educational programs. 

Developing demographic data, such as birth 
rates, migration trends, and housing activity, 
needed to develop enrollment forecasts and 
facility requirements. 

--Accumulating information on student popula-
tion pro;- ctions by school planning areas 
and for the District of Columbia. 

--Accumulating information on ca-acities and 
adequacies of existing facilities, including 
capacity cha.lvs that will come about as proposed 
in the approved capital improvement program. 



-Preparing areawide and systemwide analyses 
of student enrollment and building capacities, 
including assessing projected building needs. 

-Developing and implementing a system to moni-
tor the capital improvement program and its 
progress toward accommodating DCPS' educational 
programs and goals. 

Data produced frcm a system that includes these essen-
tial elements should help the School Board make informed 
decisions concerning the-location, type, number, and size 
of school buildings needed to achieve DCPS' educational 
goals and programs. 

In May 1974 the Superintendent of Schools advised the 
Senate Appropriations Subcommittee on District of Columbia 
that improved educational facilities planning•_was needed. 
The Superintendent said that the school system had been re-
miss in allowing facilities to be built as if trey were to be 
orbited in space, totally unrelated to a specific community 
with unique needs. The Superintendent said that DCPS must de-
velno e. systematic approach for designing, constructing, and 
using s-'nol buildings. In response to questions raised by 
the Subcommittee Chairman, the Superintendent provided cri-
teria Cor a facilities planning process. ;See app. V.) This 
included the eight system elements previously set forth and 
could, if followed, produce a sound approach to planning for 
needed school construction or modernization. 

The Senate Committee on Appropriations in its August 1974 
report on the District's appropriation bill for 1975 suggested 
that $200,000 be reprogramed to develop an adequate capital 
improvement plan. According to DCPS, this was not done be-
cause of internal financial problems and a crippling budget 
reduction. The DCPS budget request for 1976 included funds 
to establish a Division of Facilities Planning. The Senate 
Committee on Appropriations disapproved the request by direct-
ing that the Division's activities regarding school closings 
be continued within the funds made available in fiscal year 
1976. DCPS set up a facilities planning group combining ed-
ucational and technical staft in April 1976. 

PROBLEMS ASSOCIATED WITH 
EXISTING PLANNING PROCESS 

Need for thorough and reliable data 

The Board of Education is responsible fcr policy deci-
sions, long-range planning, and development of educational 



and capital improvement programs under its jurisdiction. The 
Superintendent of Schools is chargea with administering the 
Board's programs and reporting on DCPS' operations. Included 
in the Superintendent's responsibilities is the compilation of 
information needed fo: d ,velopin.) and justifying DCPS' capital 
improvement program and budget. 

Although information on enrollments, housing activity, 
facility use, and capacity of schools could have'been ob-
tained within DCPS, such information was fragmented and 
not always up to 1zte. Unless a specific request was made,. 
DCPS had not systematically marshaled or arrayed essential 
data for school manag:ment use. This was not done because 
the Board had not established requirements for needed data, 
and DCPS had not implemented procedures spelling out what 
studies/analyses or summary information were needed to help 
management in the capital improvement decisi9nmaking process. 
If management does not have studies/analyses showing, for 
instance, what effect an educational program change may have 
on facility needs of DCPS, it cannot effectively evaluate 
when, where, how many, and what type of school buildings will 
be needed to accommodate Lhe change. 

DCPS' fiscal year 1976-b1 capital improvement plan con-
sisted primarily of a list of projects partially funded and 
started before fiscal year 1976 and those for which funds
would be requested and started during the 6-year period. 
Provided with the list was a brief narrative statement on 
school program objectives, information on how DCPS might use 
older schools, and the emphasis for DCPS' capital improvement 
during the next 6 fiscal years, such as modernization of sec-
ondary facilities. This plan was presented to the Boaad in 
Octob4r 1974. 

Although the plan emphasized the modernization of sec-
ondary schools, DCPS did not comment on the effect the de-
cline in student enrollment in elementary schools would have 
on the junior and senior high school facility needs. Also, 
the plan did not analyze facility requirements--matching 
planning area enrollments with capacities--to aid in evaluat-
ing whether the proposed modernization of selected elementary 
and secondary schools was warranted. DCPS had prepared a 
short-term forecast of elementary and secondary enrollments 
by planning area ir. December 1973, but the data was mat up-
dated or revised to reflect the elementary schools' seating 
capacity. 

Members of the Board of Education informed us that they 
did not regolacly receive schoolwide infc:mation and compara-
,.tive analyses. For example, they did not have information on 



the additional seating capacity to be added to the elementary 
school system over the next 4 years. If this uata had been 
available to them, together with information on the capacity 
of existing school buildings and the declining trends in en-
rollments, they would have teen aware of the accumulation of 
surplus seating capacity in areas of the city whe:a new or re 
placement schools were in progress or scheduled to get under-
way. They pointed out that the absence of timely., accurate, 
complete, and up-to-date information had hindered them in et-
fectively evaluating LICPS' ,seed for some capital projects. 
As a result, they believe they could not effectively dis-
tharge their responsibility of overseeing DCPS' facilities 
needs. 

The Mayor and City Council have the responsibility for 
establishing the overall amount of capital improvement funds 
to be allocated to DCPS. Although the Mayor and City Coun-
cil do not have control over specific project:, they need 
current and reliable data to evaluate DCPS' overall facility 
needs. The capital improvements Program--Technical Advisory 
Committee (CIP-TAC), set up by the Mayor's Office, has the 
primary responsibility for reviewing and evaluating the Board 
of Education's capital budget and 6-year capital improvement 
plan. 

According to CIF-TAC representatives, the Committee could 
not make an informed evaluation of capital improvement proj-
ects included in DCPS' plan because the information DCPS sup-
plied to support the proposed projects was not sufficient to. 
make a detailed evaluation of DCPS' needs. The representa-
tives said that before CIP-TAC could make an informed evalua-
tion of the proposed modernization program and the continued 
need for projects previously approved, CIP-TAC had to request 
vital information from DCPS. This included pupil population 
prdjectíons by school planning area, information on the impact 
DCPS' career development education program would have on the 
secondary school facility needs, and an analysis showing the 
effect on elementary and secondary schools of changing the 
grade comuinations in junior high schools. Such data should 
have been developed as part of the facilities planning proc-
ess and raade a part of the capital improvement plan. 

Lack of Board policy guidance 

According to the Board of Education rules, the Board will 
clearly delineate policy tor school administration. Policies 
having an imnv diate or long-term effect on facilities planning 
must be clealy defined and disseminated tc insure that educa-
tional goals are achieved and school buildings   are  designed, 
constructed, and modernized in accordance. with Board policy. 
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Members and staff of the Board of Education advised us 
thrt policy statements relating to the capital improvements 
program--such as planning and review. of capital. projects, fa-
cility design and use, and replacement versus modernization 
of facilities--had not been codified by the Board. Futher-
more, we were advised that Board policy was communicated in-
formally to the Superintend:nt. Thus it was not known what 
policy statements existed nor which had been submitted to the 
Superintendent. 

Discussions with the Siiperintends.nt and representatives 
of the Board and DCPS ourinc; school year 1974-75 indicated 
that they disagreed on whether certain policies exist. For 
examp'e, the Superintendent advised us that the Board of Ed-
ucation had a stated policy of providing a program for pupils 
in the 3 to 21 age group. Tne Superintendent indicated that 
the extremes of this age range were largely unserved at the 
present time. A staff member of the Board of Education in-
formed us that the Board did not have a stated policy of pro-
viding a program for the 3 to 21 age group. Because of the 
impact such a Board policy could have on uCPS' resources--
people, money, and assets--and particularly or. facilities 
planning, it is extremely important that Board Policies be 
delineated and clearly communicated to the Superintendent 
of Schools.

Education program requirements not considered 

A major. functiun of the facilities planning process is 
to achieve effective coordination between DCPS' educational 
staff and the facilities planning staff. To insure that 
buildings will be able to accommodate educational programs, 
the educational staff must clearly delineate its programs and 
make this information available to the faL ilities planning
staff. During the fiscal year 1975 appropriations hearinc,.. 
before the Subcommittee on District of Columbia, House Coin-

mittee on Appropriations, the Deputy Superintendent of Schools 
commented as follows: 

"What we are after is also getting the programs, 
new programs that would be planned by educational 
personnel .to feed to a technical facility planning 
staff for the actual facility planning and design. 
What we want to óo is get away from building build-
ings first and then adapting the educational pro-
gram Lo the building. We want to.reverse this and 
have L.,e program planning and the technical end be-
ing planned at the same time." 
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We talked with a representative bf the DCPS Division of 
Building and Grounds, which is responsible for developing 
the capital improvement program. He informed us that DCPS' 
1976-81 capital improvement program; prepared after the testi-
mony, did not reflect the Superintendent's prekindergarten 
through 12th grade (PK-t2) program because the Division had 
not ,received any guidance from the Superintendent or Board of 
Education on how this educational program should to imple-
mented. 

The District's public schools are divided into three 
major categories: elementary--PK-6; junior high schools--

•'grades 7-9; and senior high schools--grades'10-12. We were 
advised, however, that DCPS planned to change these group-
ings and that school facilities may accommodate other grade 
combinations, such as PK-9, PK-12, or 4-12. 

According to DCPS personnel, the shift to different grade 
combinations in the school facilities will require varying de-
grees-of modification to the structure. For example, they be-
lieve that modification would be more extensive in an élemen-
tary school if grades 7 through 9 were added than it would be
if. the six lower grades were added to an existing junior high.' 
Until guidelines are established 'as tc how and when this pro-
gram should be implemented and made part of the facilities 
planning process, DCPS' long-tern facility needs cannot be ad-

equately determined. 

In commenting on the draft report, the Mayor said that 
DC:S, as part of its planning. has moved to consider the Use 
of space in a total availability context. He said that the 
Use of elementary space for grades 7 through 9 will help the
still tight capacity-enrollment situation at the junior high 
level. 

Inflexible application of 
"neignoorhood concept 

'Basic to bCPS' plan'for constructing or modernizing 
school buildings is its concept of a neighborhood school, 
having sufficient facilities in a neighborhood to provide 
quality education and to enable the students to walk to '
school. To facilitate the planning process and adhere to

this concept,    DCPS established 26 planning areas within the
District of Columbia. These planning areas are to be self-
snff icient in terms of pupil seating capacity, and schools in 
the planning area are to serve only residents in that area. 
In applying this concept in its capital improvementpro-
gram, DCPS considered it more important to plan for school
facility needs on the basis of a particular area rather than' 



the entire system, As a result, it did not consider any dif-
ferences between enrollments and capacities in other planning 
areas in determining the faci'ity needs of an individual 
plànning area. 

Also, in developing its construction program, DCPS. 
stressed the importance of building and modernizing school 
plants and having the flexibility of being able to close out 
old and obsolete school facilities if and when the projected 
decline in student enrollments materialized. 

DCPS officials have said, and the project justifications 
have shown, that DCPS did not consider the available seating 
capacities of other pl.nning areas when it determined the need 
for a new, replacement, or modernization project in a planning 
area. In chapter 2 we show that DCPS can avoid constructing 
a replacement school (Perry-Simmons) if it takes advantage of 
the availF.ble excess seating capacity. 

We do not disagree with DCPS' plan to have schools with-
in close proximity of a student's residence . But to rigidly
adhere to a concept that appareitly discourages the u:=e of 
seating capacity available in nearby schools outside óf the 
planning urea, or that could be made available by realigning 
school boundaries, could result in inefficient use of school 
buildinns and unnecessary expenditure of capital funds. 

It DCPS conti.iues to use planning areas to determine its 
facility needs, it should consider the dse of available ex-
cess seating capacity in adjacent planning areas. The facil-
ities .planning system should include proceaures for evaluat-
ing the number of pupil spaces, and how these spaces could be 
used. 

 Need for a monitoring system 

DCPS recognizes that conditions are not always static and 
that project needs or priorities could•be altered if condi-
tions change, particularly when tie construction timetable 
slips. It is also aware that the time lapse between the con-
ception of a capital improvement project and the award of a 
construction contract has several Mmes exceeded 8 years. 

Yet,the Board of Education had not established a policy
requiring a periodic evaluation. of need, nor had DCPS adopteu 
a procedure of routinely reevaluating the need for a project' • 
at roguiat intervals. The elementary schools have, or will 
have, excess seating capacity that could have been reduced 
or avoided if DCPS dad routinely, evaluated its long-term' 



building capacity requirements to determine, before con-
struction, whether a need continued to exist for approved 
projects. The following example illustrates the need for 
periodic evaluation. 

DCPS, in requesting construction funds in fiscal year 
1971 for the Morgan Elementary School replacement--located 
within planning area 3 or the northwest area of the city (see 
map, p. 7.)--2redicted that the 1970-71 pupil enrollment in 
this planning area would increase from 6,340 to 7,195 by 
school year 1975-76. At the time trie construction contract 
was awarded in May 1972, however, the enrollment had decreased 
by 160 students. Enrollment in planning area 3 continued to 
decline, and by 1975-76 it had dropped to 5,225 instead of 
the forecasted 7,195. 

The pupil capacity of the existing Morgan school is 578, 
but the new replacement, scheduled for completion in 1977, 
will have a PK-6 capacity of 1,119, an increase of 541 pupil 
spaces. PK-6 enrollmtnc at the Morgan school in 1976-77 was 
398. Use of the new replacement school could drop below 
36 percent if the enrollment continues to crop in planning 
área 3. 

Although student enrollment in planning area 3 did not 
take a sharp drop until after the construction contract was 
awarded, elementary school enrollment in the District had 
been declining since school year 1967-68. Periodic project 
evaluation could have alerted DCPS that the planned increase 
of 541 pupil :paces may not have been needed. 

Although DCPS did not have an established procedure for 
making'periodic evaluations of planned construction projects, 
we were advised that evaluations had been r,:ade which resulted 
in reducing the capacity of planned facilities. These evalua-
tions were not done as part of DCPS' review process, however, 
but on request 5y other District and'Federal agencies. Fur-
ther, we noted tha;r although pupil seating ,capacity was re-
duced, DCPS' evaluations did not provide a complete analysis 
of whether capacities should be reduced further or whether 
the project should be eliminated from the construction pro-. 
gram. 

For example, DCPS' evaluation of the Perry-Simmons proj-
ect in April 1975 showed that the replacement school was 
needed to handle the enrollment expected in the planning area 
being served by the school. The evaluation did not consider 
excess seating capacity that was available in other schools. in 
close proximity to the proposed project. It DCFS considered 



and used this available capacity, the planned project could 
be eliminated from the construction program. This project is 
discussed in detail in chapter 2. 

IS THERE A NEED FOR FUTURE PLANNING? 

Yes. Sound planning must take place if DCPS is to ef-
fectively and efficiently use its schools. DCPS' concern 
has shifted from constrt'cting additonal seatin; capacity to 
modernizing its existing elementary, secondary, and voca-
tional schools. The estimated cost of the proposed modern-
ization during the period 1978-83 will be about $102 million. 
School management will not, however, be able to effectively 
address this program until it develops a facilities planning 
process which pr Auces reliable and essential data needed for 
informed decisior:making. 

To help DCPS manûgcment set priorities and develop the 
scope of its long-term planning, DCPS would need answers to 
questions such as those raised by CIP-TAC and the Congress. 
For example: 

--Should special education students be placed. 
in regular elementary schools, or should the 
existing special education schools be modernized
or replaced? 

--What effect will the anticipated decline in 
secondary high school enrollment have on 
facility needs? 

--What would be the impact on facility needs if 
. junior high schools were phased out as separate 

learning institutions and these facilities were 
redirected to PK-9, PK-12, or 4-12 systems? 

Unless inforn.ition is developed to address these ques-
tions, management w'.11 not be able to effectively decide 
which schools can be efficiently modernized or co1iverted to 
other uses. The information is also esse;itial to management 
in deciding whethet schools should be closed or changes made 
in planning area boundaries to best use. their facilities. 



CHAPTER 4 

CONCLUSIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND AGENCY COMMENTS 

CONCLUSIONS 

Construction of Perry-Simmons school 

Opportunities exist fOr DCPS to reduce its capital im-. 
provement costs by about $7.7 million, excluding the funds 
previously. authorized for site and construction services, by 
not proceeding with the construction of the proposed Perry-
Simmons replacement school. Sufficient seating capacity is 
available in school buildings in the vicinity of the ex-
isting school to accommodate the expected elementary school 
enrollment of the replacement school. Also, construction of 
the school would-seem to be contrary to Board policy of build-
ing a school only when a sizeable seat shortage exists in the 
area. 

The use of other schoo' facilities with available seating 
capacity to accommodate, the pupils scheduled.to attend the re-
placement school will result in better use of existing facil-
ities. Use Of existing facilities wodul not require pupils to 
walk farther to school than pupils in other areas of the city. 

It addition to the savings in capital improvement costs, 
DCPS would also achieve savings in its operating costs. DCPS 
estimates that its annual operating costs will increase by 
about $44,000 if the Perry-Simmons replacement school is con-
structed. 

CPpital facilities planning 

The administration of DCPS' capital improvement program 
needs management attention. The problems concerning this pro-
gram stem primarily from the absence of an effective facil-
ities planning system. A well-defined and well-implemented 
planning system could have helped the Board of Education re-
duce or possibly avoid the accumulation of surplus seating 
capacity in its elementary schools. It would also contrib-
ute greatly to giving school officials the information needed 
for effectively managing the capital improvement program and
would help District officials and the Congress in carrying
out their budgeting overview responsibilities. 

The. need for an effective facilities planning system is 
of extreme importance now because of DCPS' plans to spend 
over $116 million ($102 million foc school modernization and 
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$14 million for construction of an elementary school and de-
velopment of a prevocational center for handicapped pupils) 
for capital improvements during the next 6 years and because 
DCPS' management must decide what course of action it should 
take to insure that the seating capacity in schools is effi-
ciently and effectively used. Early implementation of a 
planning system would be enhanched if the Board delineated 
its policy on capital improvements. Also, Board policy must 
be communicated to and implemented by the Superintendent of 
Schools and monitored by the Superintendent and the Board. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

We recommend that the Board of Education: 

-Cancel its plan to build the Perry-Simmons 
replacement school.

-Implemr.nt a facilitites planning system 
that provides for the accumulation and 
reporting of essential data to assist in 
evaluating its school building needs. 
(See app. V.) 

--Revise its planning policy to consider the 
schools' available pupil capacity in adja-
cent planning areas rather than only that 
of a specified area ih determining its space 
needs. 

-Codify its policy statements on capital im-
provements and formally submit Lhem to the 
Superintendent of Schools. 

-Develop and adopt a plan and timetable for 
implementing the planning system. 

AGENCY COMMENTS 

Mayor 

The Mayor, in a letter dated December 28, 1976,'said 
the report's results had been used informally over the past 
months to assist the District with the problems discussed in 
the report. He said the study benefited the District in 
pointing out the need for reexamination of the planned re-
placement schools included in the draft report. He said the 
report will also be useful in the planning efforts of the 
Board of Education and its recently established capital 
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facilities planning staff. The Mayor pointed out that dur-
ing the period of our study the District had also been con-
sidering the need for educational facilities planning and 
closer examination of enrollment versus capacity information 
in determining the continued use of educational facilities. 
He said that the report would be a useful tool in the ongoing 
efforts to make the most intelligent use of space. 

The Mayor said that DCPS, as part of its planning, hus 
moved to consider the use of space in a total availability 
context. He said that the use of elementary space for grades 
7 through 9 will help deal with the still tight capacity-
enrollment situation at the junior high level. 

DCPS' efforts to make better use of its available ele-
mentary school seating capacity is in line with our recommen-
dations. 

Board of Education 

We forwarded a draft of our report to the Board of Edu-
cation for comment on October 15, 1976. The President of the 
Board of Education, in a letter dated March 1, 1977, said that 
the Board found it difficult to comment on our report because 
the information was considerably out of date. He added that 
since thé Board's testimony before the Subcommittee on Dis-
trict of Columbia. Senate Committee on Appropriations, ad-
dressed most of the particular issues raised in our report, 
the Board chose not to respond and referred us to the appro-
priation hearings on its capital budget. (Fiscal years 1976 
and 1977 appropriation hearings were held in January and 
April 1976, respectively.) He said that it was apparent to 
the Board that its testimony before the Subcommittee was sat-
isfactory to the Congress since the projects questioned in 
our report were subsequently approved by b)i:h Houses of the' 
Congress. 

The data in this report has been updated somewhat by us-
ing information contained in the District's 1978-83 capital 
improvements program released in September 1976, and DCPS' 
enrollment report and forecast dated November 1976 and Jan-
uary 1977, respectively. Although the new data changed some 
of the figures, the modifications did not-affect our position 
or change our recommendations. 

We disagree with the Board's position that the two pro-
jects (Burrville and Perry-Simmons) questioned in our draft 
report were specifically approved by the Congress in the 
fiscal year 1976 budget. Site and construction funds were 



authorized for the Burrville replacement project in prior 
fiscal years rather than in 1976 as indicated by the board. 
The Senate and House Committees on Appropriations provided 
authorization for. the District to borrow only $100,000 for 
equipment for this project in fiscal year 1976. 

In October 1976 when we sent.the draft to the Board for 
comment, the data presented showed that this school was not 
needed. In March 1977, however, the construction contract 
was awarded. Because. of this action, we deleted discussion 
of the project from this report. 

The District's authority t.) borrow funds to acquire a 
site and start the design of tie other replacement school--
Perry-Simmons--was indicated in the House and Senate Committee 
reports for fiscal year 1974. For fiscal year 1976, the year 
referred to by the Board, DCPS requested $7_5 million for the 
Perry-Simmons replacement school with a pupil capacity of 641. 
The regues_t_was deleted from the budget by the Senate and 
House Committees on Appcopr?ations. DCPS included the project 
again in its fiscal year 1918 capital budget request, still 
pending before the Congress on July 29, 1577. 

In its 1976 testimony on the need for the Perry-Simmons 
replacement school, DCPS said chat it was determined at com-
munity meetings that the school was required because of the 
number of children from the expected 400 housing units to be 
built in NW #1 and because of a change in the school's capac-
ity to reflect other educational programs, such as day care, 
special education, and seventh grade. 

DCPS, in its 1974 budget request, expected the enroll-
ment in NW #1 to increase from 1,276 to 1,849 by school year. 
1978-79, an increase of 57' In August 1976, 6 months after 
the fiscal year 1976 appropLiation hearings, DCPS made new 
enrollment estimates. These estimates showed that the PK-6 
enrollment in NW #1 would be between 1,513 and 1,580 in 
school year 1979-80, a decrease of as much as 336 over the 
1974 budget estimate. (These estimates include pupils from 
outside the boundaries of NW #1--at least 280 pupils in 
school year 1979-80.) Considering only the estimated en-
rollment and capacity of elementary schools in NW #1, the 
replacement school would be needed.. Excess pupil spaces 
exist in other nearby schools outside the boundaries of NW 
#1, however, which, if used, would eliminate the rïeed"for"the 
replacement school. 
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The DCPS responses in the fiscal yecr 1976 Senate appro-
priations hearings to issues raised in our report are as fol-
lows. 

Capital improvement 
planning process 

"* * * the Board clearly recognizes the critical 
need fur facilities planning, and is making evCrr 
effort to assign the highest priority to this func-
tion. * * * 

"* * * A general cost effectiveness study of the 
current plant inventory is already underway, and 
a tack force has been established and is in opera-
tion which will develop total criteria for the 
analysis of program reeds and effectiveness cri-
teria for all buildings under Public Schools jur-
isdiction, as an integral part of the tacilities 
planning program now being organized within the 
Public Schools. 

"The request for * * * money was made aS a part 
of this attempt to do a more effective job of 
planning for capital construction. * * *" 

Empty pupilspaces 
in elementary schools

"* * * the projection of 30,000 excess spaces 
presumes that the entire building inventory 
would be retained into school year 1979-80. 
Such is not the intention of the Board of 
Education. Many of the pupil stations cur-
rently in our inventory are totally unsatis-
factorily (sic), and will be abandoned with 
the availability of new and tar more adequate 
space. in some other cases, the modernization 
of facilities will reduce the designated num-
ber of stations by converting the total space 
into more adequate pupil stations. * * * 

"* * * Until the facilities planning program 
proposed for the Public Schools is weil under-
way, and a comprehensive analysis of all build-
ings in the inventory has been undertaken, it 
is not possible to designate particular actions 
to be taken with regard to particular school 
facilities. We can only say at the present 
time that the Board of Education intends to 



make the maximum economical use of school facili-
ties available. Such maximum use would include 
the use of some more adequate space projected 
to become available to house Special Education 
programs new [sic] located in grossly inadequate 
_acili.ties, the use of available school space for 
school offices and perhaps other city functions 
now inadequately housed * * * and the phasing 
oui of old and excessively expensive,build-
ings * * *." 

Phasing out Eºlicy in schools 

"* * * The Acting Superintendent of Schools 
recently named a panel * * * to: (1) develop 
e proposed policy statement on the phasing out 
of undercapaciated [sic] schools; (2) develop 
a proposed policy statement on the maintenance 
of undercapaciated [sic] schools Under certain 
specific conditions; and (3) develop proposed 
criteria for determining the future use or 
disposition of phased-out educational facili-
ties. * w * 

Moratorium on future construction 

"* * * While we agree that the requirement 
for comprehensive facilities planning is 
critical to the future capital improvement 
and construction program of the Public Schools, 
we cannot concur in a total moratorium; since 
there are several serious problems and require-
ments which cannot depend exclusively upon de-
velopment of a facilities planning unit. * * 

"* * * Public Schools is attemping--within 
currently available resources--to develop some 
criteria for the general facilities planning 
program we hope to institute. * * * 

"* * * The S7perintendent has formed a com-
mùnity and professional committee'to develop 
specific criteria upon which to make judge-
ments concerning the closing of certain school 
buildings within the District, and the future 
 requirements for modernization and replacement 
among those school buildings remaining in the 
inventory. * * *" 



PK-12 Program 

"* * * The Pre-K through   Grade 12 program has not 
been adopted as a syste'wide organizational pattern. 
This Administration feels that each local community 
must have an opportunity to review, evaluate, and 
determine alternative educational programs. As 
this process is undertaken, the utilization of 
facilities will be determined. . 

"An active Facilities Planning Unit, as requested 
in the current budget, would be able to provide 
the necessary support to guide communities in the 
most economical and educationally effective utili-
zation of established facilities. 

"Only as individual programs are developed and 
adequate study undertaken as to facility need 
can such determinations be made. 

"This Administration feels that it is vital to 
have an active Facilities Planning Unipableca 
of determiniiithe best eaucationar and economical 
use of resources. * * a" (Underscoring added.) 

The DCPS testimony before the Senate Subcommiti- ee dur-
ing its fiscal year 1976 budget hearings clearly poinc'd out 
the need for a facilities planning system that can produce re-
liable and essential data ne&.ded to effectively evaluate when, 
where; and how many schools ere needed in the District's 
public school system. The testimony also showed that DCPS 
has initiated action to develop essential data, policy state-
ments, and criteria needed for informed decisionmaking. 

During hearings on the fiscal year 1977 budget request 
before the Subcommittee on District of Columbia, Senate Com-
mittee on Appropriations, the Superintendent of Schools said 
that DCPS had developed and submitted to the Board of Edu-
cation a set of proposed criteria to be used in determining 
buildings to be maintained or removed from the inventory. 
He stated that once the Board has approved the proposed cri-
teria, DCPS will identify the schools to be phased out or 
closed. The time frame for eliminating obsolete facilities, 
however, has not been established 

The Superintendent further stated: 

'In fiscal year 1976, we have requested the 
beginning elements of a facilities planning 



unit, and we hope with this base to reorganize 
much of our planning organization into a truly 
productive facilities planning unit which will 
deal with all aspects of educational planning 
and the facilities and materials required tc 
meet those plano." 

The DCPS testimony did not specifically cover our recom-
mendations concerning codification of the Board's policy state-
ments on capital improvements, use of total available space 
in determining space needs for a specific area, and the devel-
opment of a plan and 'imetable for implementing the facil-
ities planning System. 

Comments by the Mayor and DCPS taken collectively, how-
ever, indicate that action is beir.y taken to improve the 
planning for school facilities. To insure that needed changes 
are made, a definite plan should be developed and a timetable 
set for completing the necessary actions. Also, the Board's 
capital improvement policy statements should be codified and 
suhm tted to the Superintenlent of Schools, and its policy on 
det mining space needs for specific areas should be revised. 

Our response to sL?ecific questions that were not dis-
cussed in the report nair_tive but were raised by the Board 
in its attachment, "Comments: GAO Draft Report on the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Schools' Capital Improvement Program," 
is included in appendix III. 



APPENDIX I APPENDIX I

THL DISTRICT OF COLUMPIA 

WATLER E. WASHINGTON
MAYOR WASHINGTON. D. C. 20004 

Mr. Victor Lowe, Director 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Love: 

Hy staff has reviewed the draft Report on the District of Columba 
Public School's Capital Improvem.:nts Program. I would point cut that 
the City during the period of the stuov has been actively on its own 
considering the need for educational facilities planning and closer
examination of enrollment versus capacity information in determining 
continued   use of educational facilities. 

The study was mostbeneficial to the City in indicating the need for 
reovm inacion of the Burrville and Perry-Simons Elementary Schuols. 
It should he noted that the sharp examination given to both projects by 
the Board of Education, the community, the Executive and Legisl,.tive 
Branches of the City Government, and the Congress was unprecedented. 

The District's Public Schools have recently established a capital 
facilities planning staff.- I am sure your report will be useful to 
this staff and the Board of Education in their planning efforts. I 
^- also sure your report will be a useful tool in the City's -- -going 
efforts to make the most intelligent use of space available in this 
period of austerity. 

There are see specifics that I would suggest you consider: 

1. It would help understanding of the report if it were 
stated that the essential data 'collection was completed 
about L months ago and the report's results have betn 
used infor,.ally over the past months as parc of the CAD's 
efforts to assist the District on the problems discussed 
in the report. 



2. It should be stated - again to aid understanding - :hlt the 
Public Schools have moved as part of their plann'ng to con-
sider usa of space in a total availability context. This 
is Important in that the study considers only the use of 
elementary cpace as you note; however., one of the solutions 
to understanding is the use of elemeutary space for Grades 
7, 8 and 9. This, of course, helps deal with the still 
tight capacity-enrollment situation at the junior high 
level. 

[See GAO note.] 

I am pleased that the City has been given the opportunity to comment on 
your report and I hope the comments here will be useful in preparing your 

. final report. 

Sincerely, 

Walter E. Washington 
Mayor 

G:O note: These portions were deleted because material re-
lated to these comments has been deleted or re-
worded in the final report. 



APPENDIX II APPENDIX II 

BOARD OF EDUCATION
OF THE 

DISTRICT OF ÇOLUMBIA CAROL L. SCHWARTZTHERMAN E. EVANß 
VICEPRESIDENT  PRESIDENT

serves L MI.•.•wM JK1W w. roMCN. •.. •L.tAOfTMC. .IAMi .443,11A 41041/"44410 M41104o 

/J..OAOA t.R* f.a,.OM• COM/AO P. W.TM .MK.1d•tY W 11413A31041 JO.I. f- ./A31111.34 3O141444 O. 4400011104, 

;larch I, 1977 

Mr. Frank Medico 
Assistant 0iri_ctor 
General Government Division 
U.S. General Accounting Office 
Washington, D.C. 20548 

Dear Mr. Medico: 

We have received and reviewed your draft report on the capita! 
construction program of the D.C. Public Schools, and your request that 
we comment on. the report. 

In general, the Board of Education finds it most difficult to 
comment on this report, since the information in the report is consi-
derably out of date. In addition, most of this material was--we 
understand--transmitted to the Congress during the recent hearings on 
our capital budget, ar.d as a result we were requir_d to respond to it 
before the Senate Subcommittee. It is apparent to us that our responses 
to the Committee were satisfactory to Congress, since the projects called 
Into question by your report were subsequently approved by both Houses 
of Congress and made a part of our current capital construction budget. 

In this report, we appear to be required again to respond. We 
would prefer to refer you to our testimony before the Senate Subcommittee, 
since that testimony addressed most of the particular issues raised in 
your report with regard to individual construction projects. 

In addition, we would also wish to draw your attention to the 
attachment, "Comments: GAO Draft Report on the Districtl of Columbia 
Public Schools' Capital Improvement Program" which presents an analysis 
of certain items in your draft with which we wish to take exception or 
on which we would wish to comment. 

Sincerely, 

Therman E. Evans, ►+.0. 
PRESIDENTIAL BUILDING

Attachment 
• 1111 .3TM M w 

04.0.1 • CAD// u.v.0 • •...•.
w••...MOTO... O C 30004 
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APPENDIX III APPENDIX III 

BOARD OF EDUCATION COMMENTS ON 

OUR DRAFT REPORT ON DCPS' 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM AND OUR REPLY 

EXCESS SPACE 

Board comment 

"The report comments on the availability of excess 
spaces, but does not speak to the quality of those 
spaces which, in many instances, is not adequate. 
The removal of these old buildings from the inven-
tory does not obviate the need for construction of 
new space." 

Our reply 

DCPS, in its testimony during the fiscal year 1976 appro-
priation hearings, said that until a comprehensive analysis 
of all buildings in the inventory has been undertaken, it is 
not possible to say what actions will be taken on particular 
school facilities. 

We estimated tnat by 1981 DCPS will have 28,0,0 excess 
seats in elementary schools, or the equivalent of 47 schools 
of 600 students each. Mahy of its schools, including some 
in planning area 12, were constructed or modernized since 
1970. The total excess space may be altered because some of 
it may not be "adequate." We do not believe it is reasonable 
to conclude, however, that 47 schools will be closed because 
the quality of the space is not "adeauate." 

NEIGHBORHOOD USE 

Board comment 

'`Neighborhood needs as a criterion in deciding on 
school space is not noted in the digest. In dis-
cussing the Perry-Simmons on page 15, the planning 
area which includes the school is included but the 
peculiar dcwntown nature, traffic/business patterns 
of the area is not described. The digest should con-
sider neighborhood descriptors along with enrollment 
statistics as factors in school space decisions." 

Our reply 

The downtown nature and traffic/business patterns of 
the area could be a factor in deciding on school space needs. 



We did not discuss this matter because the project justifica-
tions presented by the Board to the Congress do not address 
this point.

EVALUATION 

Board comment 

"The statement 'Public Schools management does not 
routinely evaluate the continued need for projects' 
is incorrect. The capital construction program is 
evaluated annually in two ways: 

"a. the annual review of boundaries by.the 
boundary committee, and 

"b. the general review of the c.i ital outlay 
budget as it is,submitted each year, in-
cluding the current year and the out-years." 

Our reply 

Guidelines for annual boundary reviews indicate that 
the review will be directed primarily toward using existing 
space and new construction space to be completed during the 
year of the review. The guidelines are not directed toward 
determining whether space to be provided by new construction, 
approved but not underway, should be completed. Our review 
of DCPS' capital improvements program showed that the Board 
of Education had not established a policy requiring a peri-
odic evaluation of need and that DCPS had not adopted a pro-
cedure of routinely evaluating the need for an approved pro-
ject at regular intervals. 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

Board comment 

"Neither the digest nor the report speaks to the 
political implications of the decision-making 
involved in opening or closing buildings. The 
politics of community involvement should be added 
to the questions on page iv." 

Our reply 

The questions cited in the draft illustrated the infor-
mation needed by the Board to help it make decisions on the 
use of excess school space and modernization of school build-
ings. We encourage the Board to add other pertinent questions, 



particularly if they produce information needed for decision-
making. 

FACILITIES PLANNING SUPPORT 

Board comment 

"The digest does not indicate the failure of 
Congress to fund the request for facilities plan-
ning in two consecutive years, although this is' 
noted in the body of the report itself. This 
failure of Congress to fund this activity should 
be mentioned in the digest, since it indicates 
the priority which C'ngress itself attached to 
this activity." 

Our reply 

The matter of funding for facilities planning has been 
included in the digest. 

Board comment 

"The critical ne.td for facilities planning is 
repeated but a discussion of the Lelationship of 
this critical need to the Congressional percep-
tion of its priority is ommited." 

Our reply 

The congressional perception of the priority placed on 
developing an adequate capital improvement plan or estab-. 
lishing a facilities planning division is shown on page 13 
of our report. 

Board comment 

"The history of this request is descrited. It 
is critical that the GAO comment on the apparent 
prioritl which this history suggests, and make a 
recommendation to the Congress on the basis of 
the disparity in priorities." 

Our reply 

We did not mace an analyses: of the DCPS personnel staff-
ing levels or the funds allocated for its various operating 
programs. We are therefor not in a positior to recommend 
to the Congress what, if any, additional personnel and funds 
would be required to develop and implement a faïilities 



planning system or whether this activity could be 
accomplished within the present staffing and funding 
levels 'If DCPS. 

Board comment 

"The D.C. Public Schools have, with great 
difficulty, established a facilities planning

'office without needed Congressional support. 
GAO should recognize this effort as well as the 
intent of the office which is established out-
side of Management Services as a joint c'fficé 
combining educational and techninal staff." 

Oar reply 

Our report (p. 13) shows that DCPS has established a fa-
cilities planning group without approval of additional funds. 

FUNDING 

Board comment 

"Three statements are made that are either in-
correct or suggest that the basic method for 
funding in the City is not understood. ' 

"The statement 'DCPS' operations are financed 
primarily by annual appropriations from the 
Congress and by grants from federal agencies' 
suggest [sic) that Congressional funds are used. 

"It is important that this sentence be revised to 
indicate that the DCPS operation is financed al-
most exc:usively from local taxes, and not fed-
eral funds. 

'The Board is vested with final authority in deter-
mining what capital improvement projects should be 
included in its capital outlay budget.' 

"The Mayor and City Council have the authority to 
delete projects, and have exercised that authority. 

'The Congress appropriated approximately $338 mil-
lion for these projects through FY 1975.' 

"This must be changed to indicate that the Congress 
approved borrowing authority for the City at this 
level, but did not appropriate any fund3." 



Our reply 

Our report has been revised to state that DCPS opera-
tions are financed mostly from District revenues. 

According to the District's Corporation Counsel, the 
Mayor,and the Council of the District of Columbia may es-
tablish a ceiling on the total amount of funds available 
for educational purposes, but neither is authorized to 
dictate to the Board what specific projects should be In-
cluded in or excluded from the budget of the public schools. 

Our report has been revised to show that borrowing 
authority was approved. 

CAPACITY 

Board comment 

"The report indicates that the need for re-
placement of Burrville is questionable 'on 
the basis of pupil rapacity.' It should be 
noted that this was taken into consideration 
in the most recent presentation to Congress. 
The Board of Education took the position that 
pupil capacity was not necessary as the justi-
fication for this replacement, and proposed 
several other justifications, which were ac-
cepted by the Congress." 

Our reply 

Material concerning Burrville has been deleted from 
the final report. 

BOUNDARIES 

Board comment 

"The report recommends that attendance bound-
aries be realigned. It should be noted that 
such realignment takes place each year as a 
matter of rountine procedure." 

Our reply 

We do not disagree that school attendance boundaries 
are realigned each year. Our review of selected proposed 
projects indicated, however, that DCPS did nct consider 
available space in nearby schools in determing the need 



for a project. Use of excess spaces in other schcols could 
require the realignment of school attendance or planning 
area boundaries. 

CITY PLANNING 

Board comment 

"In discussing the need for Perry-Simmons, there 
is no indication that much of the problem of 
planning for this particular school includes the 
failure of the total planning process for this 
entire area of the City. It has been extremely 
difficult to determine the areas approximate 
to this school which will be residential, and 
the type of residential areas to be built. This 
broader    problem should be included in the GAO 
report."

Our reply 

This problem w.s not included in the DCPS budget justi-
fications to the Congress. We agree that this could influ-
ence planning. However, since the data used by DCPS to sup-
port its request for funds did not discuss this problem, an 
evaluation of the extent of the influence cannot be deter-
mined. 

Board comment 

"As noted in the comments on the digest, the re-
port discusses the planning area which includes 
the Perry-Simmons School, but does not describe 
the peculiar downtown nature of this area. The 
traffic/business pattern in the area is another 
factor which must be considered along with total 
enrollment statistics, and which would severely 
modify the 'one-mile radius' purported policy." 

Oar reply 

See our reply to the Board's comment on neighborhood
use on pages 32 and 33. 

EXCESS SPACE AND NEIGHBORHOOD SCHOOLS 

Board comment 

"The GAO report appears to be concerned with 
the boundaries of the planning areas. Reference 



is made, at the bottom of the page, to nearby 
schools and realigning school boundaries. ,Very 
often, the available excess seats are not adjacent 
to the planning areas requiring construction. 
What is GAO's comment on this circumstance, when 
the excess seats appear,in far Northwest, but the 
building to be replaced is in far Southeast?" 

Our reply 

We recognize that excess seating capacity may not 
always be available in adjacent schools or planning areas, 
but that should not preclude the Board from revising its 
policy to consider the available seating capacity of 
schools in the adjacent areas. 

FUNDING PROCESS 

Board comment 

"The periodic evaluation of needs, in which we 
would generally concur, appears to conflict with 
the new procedure for funding capital projects. In 
the past, only portions of the requirements were 
proposed in each year's budget, and there was there-
fore an opportunity to review the need at each state 
[sic] in the development of the project. The cur-
rent policy calls for a total funding of the project 
at a single point in time, and this would appear to 
conflict with the recommendation of GAO. Is GAO 
recommending to Congress that the newly estab-
lished procedure be abandoned?" 

Our reply 

Although the funding may now occur at a single point in 
time, the various phases--preliminary survey, site acquisi-
tion, project design, and construction--of a capital improve-

,ment project would, as in the past, occur over a span of sev-
eral years. Therefore, DCPS would still be afforded an op-
portunity to evaluate the need at various points in time, 
such as after the completion of the preliminary survey, site 
acquisition, or project design phases. A decision to con-
tinue or discontinue a project can be made at various points 
in time irrespective of whether the fun is are available for 
the entire project. 

GAO note: Page number references in this appendix may not 
correspond to pages of this report. 
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APPENDIX V APPENDIX V 

DCPS CRITERIA FOR A FACILITIES PLANNING PROGRAM 

The DCPS facilities planning process proceeds on the 
basic assumption that the effective planning, completion, 
and evaluation of District educational facilities must be 
based on identified requirements of educational and techni-
cal staff and that these specified requirements will be met 
within the resulting facility. 

The major functions of the facilities planning process, 
which must create the framework within which effective educa-
tional facilities are designed, constructed, and put into 
use, are to provide the procedures:. 

--Through which the elements of an educational 
program for a particular situat:on are com-
municated to the facilities planning division, 
which determines the technical implications of 
accommodating a planned program. 

--Through which educational staff can delineate 
the educational program to be accommodated in 
a facility. 

--For interaction so that proposed educational 
programs and related facility designs may be 
evaluated by educational research and facil-
ities planning staff. 

-Through which technical analysis of the phys-
ical properties can be evaluated to accommo-
date the described educational programs. 

-For transmitting accumulated city demographic: 
data, school population studies information, 
and up-to-date facilities design and equip-
ment standards. 

As a result of these functions: 

--New facilities will be built to accommo-
date anticipated educational programs. 

-Buildings will be designed, constructed, 
and rehabilitated on the basis of require-
ments for proposed educational programs. 



-The school system's short-range goals can 
be met while simultaneously working toward 
the system's long-range goals. 

To implement the facilities planning process: 

-An educational component will be established 
within the Office of Educational Programs and 
Services. 

-A Facilities Planning Division will be estab-
lished in the Office of Management Services. 

-Staff will be designated within the Office of 
Planning, Research, and Evaluation. 

The facilities planning process relies on the systematric 
interaction of all of the above components and depends upon ap-
propriate participants' development and presentation:of, and 
response to, the information required for completing a partic-
ular project. To carry out these responsibilities, the ed-
ucational component is required co provide an educational pro-
gram outline explaining the details of the educational pro-
gram for which a new facility is to be developed. 

The Division of Facilities Planning will review the ed-
ucational specifications and detail the physical implications 
for accommodating the proposed educational program in a new re-
designed facility. 

The staff of the Office of Planning, Research, and Eval-
uation will: 

--Interact with educational staff and facilities 
planning staff at each step of the planning pro-
cess. 

-Participate in facilities planning process de-
cisions to insure compatability with the school 
system's educational goals. 

-Participate in revisions of the facilities plan-
ning process decisions, as determined by the re-
sults of the joint assessments of proposed and 
planned facilities. 



APPENDIX VI APPENDIX VI

PRINCIPAL OFFICIALS OF THE 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA GOVERNMENT CONCERNED WITH

ACTIVITIES DISCUSSED IN THIS REPORT 

Tenure of office 
From To 

PRESIDENT, EOARD OF EDUCATION: 
Therman E. Evans Jan. 1976 Present 
Virginia Morris July 1974 Jan. 1976 
Marion Barry, Jr. Jan. 1972 July 197.4 

SUPERINTENDENT OF SCHOOLS: 
Vincent E. 	Reed Mar. 1976 Present 
Vincent E. 	Reed 	(acting) Oct. 1975 Mar. 1976 
Barbara A. Sizemore Oct. 1973 Oct. 1975 
Hugh J. Scott Oct. 197 Sept. 1973 

DEPUTY SUPERINTENDENT, MANAGEMENT 
SERVICES: 

Edward G. Winner Apr. 1976 Present 
Edward G. 	Winner 	(acting) Oct. 1975 Apr. 1976 
James L. 	Williams Jan. 1974 Oct. 1975 
William J. 	Bedford 	(acting) Sept. 1972 Dec. 1971 

ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENT, PLANNING, 
RESEARCH, AND EVALUATION: 

Vacant Aug. 1975 Present 
James Johnson Jan. 1974 Aug. 1975 

ASSISTANT SUPERINTENDENT, RESEARCH 
AND PLANNING: 

Mildred P. Cooper Nov. 1970 Present 

(42803) 
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