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Foreword
When, by the tenth amendment of the Federal Constitution, therewere left to tach State of the Union the right and the responsibilityto organize its educational system as it saw fit, the way was opened

for establishing the beginnings of State policy with reference to public
education. Moreover, the grants of langt made for educational
purposes and the creation of school fun* in the use of which localdistricts shared, brought early into the egcational picture some formof State regulation. qhe receipt of aid from the State was accom-panied by the necessity of making reports to the State, and this inturn evolved into compliance with other State demands as well. As a
result, State officials were appointed to receive reports from the school
corporations and to deal with them in matters relating to the Appor-
tionment of funds and Other items of State policy.

The early duties of the officers thus appointed were largely clerical,
statistical, d advisory with reference to the application of the Stateschool law. tut out of them grew the comptehensive structure of
the modern State education department, with its chief State school
officer acting in many cases as executive 6fficer of the State board of
educatiori. Today myriad responsibilities of administrative, super-visory, and advisory services replace the original simple functions of
tabulation ,of records and managenient of funds: State educational
administration has become a citallenging opportunity for exercising
constructive leadership in the State's educational affairs.

Because of the individual authority of each State for its own educa-tional program, practices and policies differ widely among them in
many respects. Yet in the midst of differences there are also common
elements of development. The U. S. Office of Education, in present-ing this series of monographs, has attempted to point out those
common elements, to analyze .the differences, and to present significant
factors in State educational structure. In so doing, it accedes to therequests of a large number of correspondents who are students ofState school administration and who have experienced the. need °forthe type of material offered in this series.

The sources of information have taken the form of both docu-
mentary evidence and personal interviews. Miring the year 1939,
more,th.an 20 representatives of the Office of Education were engagedin visiting State cation depariments throughput the country,z..

conferring in each case N6th the chief State school Officer and hisassistants. Working in "teams" of from 2 to 7 persons, they spentseveral' days in the State offices of the respective States, seekingaccurate and comprehensive data, gathering all available' printed or
mimeographed documents, and securing from each member of thedepartment who was available an oral statement of his duties, activi-.

,



VI FOREWORD

ties, and problems. Preceding this prógram of visitation and again
preceding the compilation of reports, committees of chief State school
officers wet in Washington with members of the Office of Education
staff, to assist in the drafting of plans, and later in the formulation
of conclusions. No effort was spared, either at the time of the visits
ópdying and checking data subsequent thereto, to make of the

irìcrt for each State a reliable document.
pi4 considered in the series include problems of administra-

,
tive nization arid ielátionships, financial control and assistance,
legislati 4_ and regult4ory standards, and various types of super-
visory services.- Earl has been studied from the point of view of
past developments and of organization existing at the time of the
visit to the State. For sopie fields of activity a State-by-State
descriiition is givensof polities, problems, and practices. For some,
selected States"are used as examples, with a summary of significant
developments And' trends kin all States. The total ,series, it is hoped,
will prove to be a helpful group of publications relating to the organiza-
tion and functiòns of State education departments arid of the boards
of educati& to which. they are related.

The report iiicluded in the present monograph deals with the
kind óf assistance given. by State departments of education with
regard to school /plant problems. Until coinparatively recently
State departments (Qf education did little to assist local conimunities
on school plant- problems. 'However, such assistance has become
an increasingly important part of State department work because
(1) there has been a steadily growing recognition of the relationship
of the functional planning of school buildings to the development of
a well-rounded, modern curriculum; (2) the importance of adequate
standirds for lighting, ventilation, heating, etc., is more widely
recognized; and (3) the movement toward large centralized schools
instead of small one- and tWo-room buildings requires technical
advice and direction which many local communities are not in a
position to furnish. To describe the organization and functions of
school building work in State departments is the aim of this bulletin.

To the chief State school officers, to members of their respective
staffs, and to other State officials who have assisted in furnishing
data for this series of monographs, the U. S. Office of Education
expresses its deepest appreciation. Without their wholehearted
cooperation the publication oi the series could not have been realized.
The entire project is an example of coordinated action, both on the
part of Office of Education staff members who have participated in it
and on the part of State officials who gave so genemusly of their time
and effort to supply the needed information and materials.

ar

BESS GOODYKOONTZ,
A884sigallt U. S. Commissioner of Education.

.
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Chaptfr I

Organization oF School Building Work in State
Departments of Education

THIORGANIZATION of the work on school buildings in State
departments of education is divided into three categories: First,

there are'22 State departments of education in which one or more
members of the staff in the State department give an of their time to
school building work with funds allocated specifichlly for that purpose.
Second, there are 18 State departments in which school building work
is allocated to some State department official or officials having other
duties in addition to the work on school buildings. Third, there are
8 State departments in which it is reporN that no one is responsible
for school building work.

Organization in 22 State Departments

The 22 State departments of education in which staffs varying from
one to nine members give all their time to school building work with
funds allocated specifically for that purpose are as follows: Alabama,
Arkansas, California, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, New Jersey,
New York, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Caro-
lina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia.,---and Wisconsin.

In 19 of these State departments school building work is carried on
under what is known as either a "division of school buildings" or a
"school building service." In 3 States no specific title was given
for the work except for the title of the director who, with the members
of his staff, gives all his time to this work. The relation of the school
building work to the organizational set-up of the State departments in
the 22 States is given in table 1 and in charts, as reported by State
'superintendents of public instruction. (See appendix A for charts.)

An examination of the charts indicate that in 13 State departments
the school building work is in a division or sèrvice under the direction
of-a school building director who is directly responsible to the State
superintendent or through the assistant superintendent to the State
superintendent. In 7 State departments the director of the school
building division or service is responsible to the head of another divi-
sion or department in the State department. In 2 States in which
there is no specific title for the work on school buildings, the super-
visor or inspector of school buildings is directly responsible to the
head of another division or department in the State department.

1
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STATE SUPERVISORY PROGRAMS

Table 1.-4-6)cation of school building work in organization of 22 State departments of
education having a school building division 6, school bidding service

State

1

Title of person in
charge of school
building work

Alabama

Arkansas
California

Connecticut

Florida

Georgia

Kentucky

Louisiana

Michigan

Minnesota

4 Mississippi
Missouri

kew Jersey

New York

North Carolina...

Oklahoma

South Carolina...

Tennessee

Texas

Virginia

Wisconsin

I.

Director

do-
do

Assistant super-
visor of build-
ings and plans.

Director

Supervisor

Director

Construction
supervisor.

Director

do

do
! do

Inspector of school
buildings.

Director

do

do
_____do

do

do

Assistant super-
n te ndent of

school plants.

Director ws, M. MID .110

Supervisor

Name of division or service

Division of surveys and school-
house planning.

Division of school plant
Division of schoolhouse plan-

ning.

School plant planning servioe_ _

Division of schoolhouse oon-
struction.

Division of ;chool buildings and
grounds.

Division of school plant

Division of buildings and busi-
ness administration.

School building servioe
do

Division of school buildings and
grounds.

Division of schoolhouse plan-
ning.

do
Division of school plant

Division of schoolhouse plan-
ning.

Division of schoolhouse plan-
ning and transportation.

Division of school plant

Division of school building con-
struction.

School building service

Official of department to whom
director of school building
work is responsible

4

Dfvision of administration and
finance.

issistant commissioner.
Assistant superintendent.

Department of instruction.

Division otadministration and
finance.

State superintendent.

Do.

Instruction and educational
planning division.

State commissioner.

Assistant superintendent.
Admipistrative Bevies.
Division of business affairs.

Department of ingtiuctional
supervision.

State superintendent.

Assistant superintendent.
Bureau of school administra

tion.
State superintendent.

Assistant commissioner.

State superintendent.

Do.

Department of supervision. ,

Personnel For Work on School Buildings
In each of 2 State departments, New York and Virginia, there are

9 people assigned to school building work; in Pennsylvania, 5 people;
in South Carolina, 4 people, in Alabama, California, Florida, Georgia,
Minnesota, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Tennessee,
Texas, and Wisconsin, respectively, 3 people; and in Arkansas, Ken-
tucky, Michigan, rissouri, mid New Jersey, 2 .people are assigned

sk

j.

_ ......

i

_

. _ ______ _

.

Pennsyliania_

_ _ _____ _

___

_____

_

'-

A%

_ _

_____
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ASSISTANCE ON SCHOOL PLANT PROBLEMS

to this work. In only 2 States, Connecticut and Lobisiana,.where thework ha.i only recently been begun, is the staff limited to one person(table 2) .

t oThe kind of workers on these school building staffs is as follows:Six States have a school building director and clerical workers; sixStates have a school building director, clerical workers and an assistantsix States have a school building director, clerical workers, and anarchitect or draftsman ;. two States have a school building director,clerical workers, assistants, and architects. Two States °havedirectors only.

Table 2.Size of staff and budgets for school building divisions or school building servicein 22 State departments of education

State
mob.

Total

Alabama
Arkansas
California
Connecticut
Florida

Georgia
Ken tucky
Louisiana
Michigan
Minnesota

sto

Mississippi
Missouri
New Jersey
New York
North Carolina

Oklahoma
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Virginia
Wisconsin

Director Assist-
ant

Archi-
tects

3

Drafts-
men

4

2

4

6

Total

7

26 72

Budget

$117,101

1 3 10, 820
1 2 5, 700
1 3 13, 000

1 3, 334
1 3 (1)

1 3 2, 700
1 2 '6, 000

1 (I)
1 2 4, 200
1 3 (1)

I, 800
(I)

1 2 5, 125
4 9 26, 825
2 3 9, 282

1 3 4, 500
1 5 (1)
1 4 8, 650
1 3 7, 890
1 3 6, 725

3 9 27, 000
1 3 7, 550

No division budget as such.
Not given.

4S4.1 Part-time draftsmen employed when necessary.

Budgets
The total budgets for these divisions or pervices on school buildingswere gi'ven for 17 States. In 1938 the budgets amounted to' $157,101.Three States, Florida; Minnesota, and Missouri, reported that tfierewere no separate diVision budgets as such but that the funds wereallocated from other divisions. Two States, eand Pesinsyl-vania, did not give the amount of

,

the, budgettl. The minimum budgetof the 17 States that reported on this item was $2,700 in Georgia fora stiff of 3 people, anli the maximum budget was $27,000 in Virginiafor a staff of 9 people. Twelve bf the 17 departments had budgetsof $5,000 or more for school building work.

41

-13

_ 41e M, 411. .114

1`

.

1
1

Clerical'

I

8,

I
.

2

..

3

.

I.

,

.

. _ _

12

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

1
1

1

1

1
1

(3)

1

3



4 STATE SUPERVISORY PROGRAMS

Total Number of School Buildings and Capital Outlay
These figures are significant in view of the school plant problem in

these States, i. e., the number of buildings, the enrollment in those

buildings, and the capital outlay for rural areas in these 22 States
in 1938.

For example, in rural areas in these 22 States there were in 1938,

122,929 school buildings to accommodate 8,954,917 pupils.' The
capital outlay in these 22 States for 1938 was $76,125,247. The capital
expenditure for school buildings in that year in these 22 States varied

from a minimum of $408,405 in Oklahoma to $13,454,836 in New
York State. Twelve of the States expended more than $2,000,000 on
school buildings in that year (table 3).

Table 3.-Total number of school buildings, capital outlay, and enrollment in 22 States

having a school building division or a school building service

411M1=1111111

State

Total number
of school build-
ings in rural
areas, 1938

Capital outlay
in rural areas,

1938

Enrollment in
rural areas,

1938

TotaL

Alabama
Arkansas
California
Connecticut
Florida

Georgia
Kentucky
Louisiana
Michigan
M innesota

Mississippi_
M issouri
New Jersey..... .....0.
New York -
North Carolina

Oklahoma
Pennsylvania_
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas

Virginia_
Wisconsin

In, 929 $71, ili Si7

4, 273 1, 323, 148
4, 510 1, 180, 655
6, 809 8, 215, 792

592
(8 1, 874 1,767, 027

5, 698 1, 032, 127
7, 243 936, 390
3, 320 4, Ill, 338
6, 966 2, 789, 783
7, 905 2, 708, 182

4, 795 8, 310, 321
9, 574 1, 929, 429
1, 045 2, 258, 243
8, 375 13, 454, 836
3, 918 4, 031, 336

5, 313 408, 405
8, 827 3, 680, 281
3, 144 982, 755
6, 584 1, 462, 532

11, 145 9, 994, 543

4, 898 8, 446, 880
7, 621 2, 501, 244

8, 911, 917

495, 954
359, 325
321, 897
80, 002

s 209, 651

514, 019
468, 484
32C 972
306, 156
274, 227

503, 387
387, 303
117, 564
498, 048
653, 359

428, 796
722, 788
370, 598
452, 011
770, 580

420, 546
273, 250

U. 8. Office of Education Bulletin 1940, No. 2, Ch. II, Statistics of State School Systems, 193748.
I Connecticut data for rural areas are incomplete.

Estimated. Florida under county system.

Considering the magnitude of the work involved in overseèing the
school building construction, maintenance, and repairs for the number
of pupils and number of buildings just enumerated, it is not surprising
that 15 State departments in these 22 States reported that they con-
sidereAl both the size of staff and the budgets not sufficient to carry
on the work adequately. The additional staff needed as reported by
15 State departments varied from one to seven people. The addi-

Data are estimated for Florida, since this State is under a county system.

'1

a
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ASSISTANCE ON SCHOOL PLANT PROBLEMS

tional budgets needed as reported by each of. 10 State departmentsvaried from $6,000 to $25,000, or a total of $124,232 for 10 States(table 4).

Table 4. Estimates of additionalstaff and budgIts needed in the school building divisionor school building service in 15 Stati departments of education

State
Additional staff needed

Type

Total_

Alabama
Arkansas
Connecticut
Florida
Georgia

&Louisiana.
Michigan
Mississippi
Missouri
New York

"V

t.

North Carolina
Pennsylvania
South Carolina N..

Tennessee
Wisoonsin

Number

Building inspector, assistant architect, draftsman 1_2 draftsmen, 1 field director
Assistant and inspector
Supervisor of construction
2 draftsmen I

Director, draftsman, stenographer
Architect or engineer
Engineer, landscaper, draftsman, secretaryArchitect
Building cost expert, maintenance engineer
Draftsman, landscaper

Fs
Draftsman, engineer, 3 fieldmen
1 assistant

41

3
3
2
1
2

3

4
1
2

2
7
4

Total
budget
needed

ammailmIno.

4

lupin
15, 000
7, 200
9, 000

10, 000

10, 000
6, 000

14, 282

18, 000
25, 000
9, 750

I Plus clerical workers. I Typt not specified.

Organization in 18 Staie Departmenti in Which the Work on
School Buildings Is Allocated to State Department Officials
Having Other Duties in Addition to School Buildings
In 18 State departments the work on school buildings is allocated toState department officials having duties othér than responsibility forschool buildings. In 6 States the work is allocated either to the State

superintendent, dssistant superintendent, or both. The amount oftime was reported either as "relatively small," "recently not a greatdeal," or not specified except in the case of Washington where it wasreported that the assistant superintendent gave 60 percent of his timeto the work.
In 1 State the deputy commissioner and architect were reported tohave charge of the work. The deputy commissioner gave one-fourth ofhis time and itwas reported that the architectgave 80 percent of his time.In four States it was reported that assistant directors of instructionor research ,dealt with school building matttrs. The time given tothe work in two of the Státes was reported as 10 and 20 percent.Three States reported that the work was allocated to (1) the "head-

of the finance division and assistant director of elementary andhigh-school inspection," (2) "the high-school vocational supervisor,assistant director, and others," and (3) "the agent for rural educa-tion." One State reportert that "advisory work is given by different

5
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STATE SUPERVISORY PROGRAMS

members of the department," and 1 State reported that an architect
was employed by the State department to examine and review specific
buildings on a (ee basis (table 5).

Table 5.-Persons appointed to take charge of school building work in State departments
not having school building divisions or school building service 4

State Persons appointed to take charge
of school building work

A pproxi mate
time le.ven to

school building
work

Total
number
of school

build-
ings in
rural
areas,
1938 1

Capital
outlay in

rural areas,
1938

Enroll-
ment in

rural
areas,
1938 1

a

Arizona

Delaware
Idaho

Illinois
Indiana

Maine
Maryland

Nevada

New Mexico_ _

North Daiota_

Ohio

Oregon

Rhode
Utah

Vermont

Washington
West

Total

MP SD MD

18 STint DEPARTMENTS IN WHICH SCHOOL BUILDING WORK IS ALLOCATED TO
OrTICIAL3 HAVING OTHER DIMES

Advisory work by different
members of department.

State superintendent
Assistant superintendent
Private architect
Assistant superintendent _

Head of finance division and
assistant director of elemen-
tary and high school inspec-
tion.

Advisory service to State archi-
tect.'

Agent for rural education
Architect employed by State

department for specific build-
ing&

Regional deputy superintend-
ents approve plans for school
buildings in accordance with
laws of sanitation, etc.

Assistant director of instruction.

State superintendent and
deputy superintendent,

High-school vocational super-
visor, assistant director, and
others.

Director of school of administra-
tion and secondary education.

Assistant director of education_ _

Assistant superintendent

Deputy commissioner
Architect
Assistant superintendent__ _____
Director of Research

Colorado
Iowa
Massachusetts
Montana

Nebraska
New Hampshire
South Dakota
Wyoming

Total

Grand total_

Not given

Small part. _

5 to 8 percent _ _

Some time.
Not given _

Very little time_

Not given

One-sixth ,
Not given._

do

10 percent...

Not a great deal

Varies; part-
time Job.

20 percent_

Notdgiven

One-fourth
80 percent.
60 percent_ _ _

Not given

614 $680, 102 62, 801

244 23, 298 22, 8,30
1, 179 926, 243 74, 646

11, 936 7, 656, 372 418, 293
2, 597 2, 436, 072 330, 683

8,937 2, 078, 945 228, 388

1,978 171, 923 102, 420
1, 203 2, 232, 283 143, 370

200 150,093 11, 783

1, 194' 585, 019 04 103

4, 644 3641 568 123, 011

8, 449 8, 678, 727 432, 577

1, 915 1, 340, 721 96, 172

109 262, 788 12, 348
533 568, 921 73, 233

1, 225 162, 299 48, 4ee

1, 739 573, 550 152, 732
5, 118 835, 192 339, 605

48,814 to 768, 431

8 Burs DZIPARTMINTS IN WHICH No ONZ Is DZSIGNATILD FOE SCHOOL BUILDING
WORK

2, 474 370, 474 107, 642
11, 221 1, 800, 029 309, 876

634 42, 250 90, 662
2, 825 424, 565 74, 770

7,014 474, 437 182, 091
645 4051 848 37, 352

4, 573 850, 044 111, 347
1, 866 608, 157 35, 697

N, 713

79, RI

4,974,884 9U, 487

.84, 711, 916 81, 717, 878

U. S. Office of Education. Statistics of State School Systems, 1937-38. Washington, U. 8. Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1940. Bulletin 1940, No. 2, ch. II. .

s Responsibility for school building work in Kansas is with State architect. The State superintendent
Elva" suggestions wilco plans are submitted to him by the State architect.

_

_______

Island...

____ . _
Mt

,

_

... ...

_

_

_

_
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ASSISTANCE ON SCHOOL PLANT PROBLEMS 7

Number oF School Buildings, Capital Outlay, and Enrollment
The total number of school buildings in rural areas in- these 18States in 1938 was 48,824. The amount of capital outlay in those 18States in 1938 was $29,736,116. This capital outlay varied from aminimam of $23,298 in Delaware to a maximum of $8,678,727 inOhio. Five of these 18 States expended $2,000,000 or more on schoolbuildings in 1938.
The enrollment in rural areas in these 18 States in 1938 was

2,768,435. The minimum was 11,783 in Nevada and the maximum
432,527 in Ohio (table 5).

Of these 18 State departments of education, 9, Arizona, Idaho,
Illinois, Indiana, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohio, Oregon, and
Washington reported that they considered that it would be desirablefor them to have school building divisions or services in the State
department. Five pf these State departments, Arizona, Idaha, New
Mexico, Oregon, and Washington estimated that 7 people would be
needed at a total estimated budget of $31,300. The other 4 States
did not give estimates as to budgets or the number of the staff needed.

, Four State deiartments, Delaware, Maine, Maryland, and Rhode
Island reported that they did not consider a school building divisionor 'service desirable, and five States, Kansas, Nevada, Utah, Vermont,
and West Virginia, did not reply to this question.

Eight Staie Departments in Which It Was .Reported That No One
Is Designated for School Building Work

The State superintendents m the following eight States repottedthat no one was designated for work on school building problems:
Colorado, Iowa, *4Massachtmetts, Montana, Nebraska, New Hamp-
shire, South Dakota, and Wyoming. Colorado and Nebraska reportedthat the "State Departmpnt had no responsibility for school buildingwork." The othër six States did not say that the State department
was not responsible for this work but they reportld that this work wm
not allocated to anyone (table 5).

Total Number of School Buildings cind Capital Outlay
The number of school buildings in these eight States m 1938 'was

30,752. The amount of capital outlay in these eight States in 1938
was $4,975,804. The amount of capital outlay varied from a mini
mum cot $4,450 in Massachusetts .to a maximum of $1,800,029 in
Iowa in 1938. The enrollment in rural areas in these eight States
in 1938 was 949,437. This enrollment varied from a minimum of
35,697 in Wyoming to 309,876 in Iowa. 0111,

.
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8 STATE SUPERVISORY PROGRAMS

Of these eight, State departments, two, Colorado and South Dakota,
reported that they Considered it would be desirable. to have a school
building division or service in the State department of education.
Colorado estimated that a staff of three and a . budget of $10,000 are
needed. South Dakota did not specify the staff or budget needed.

The other six States did not answer the question-as to desirability ofa school building division or service.

Summary

Of the 48 State departments, 22 States carried on the work in school
buildings through a school building division or service in Fhich the
staff members gave all their time to this work. In these States there
was an enrollment in rural areas in 1938 of 8,954,917 and a capital
outlay of $76,125,247.6

In 18 State departments the work on school buildings was allocatedto an official of the State department who had other duties in addition
to school building work. The enrollment in rural areas in 1938 in
these 18 States was 2,768,435, and the amount of capital outlay was
$29,736,116. In eight State departments it was reported that no one
was designatO for school building work. The enrollment in 1938 in
these States was 949,437 and the amount of capital outlay was
$4,975,804.

Of the 26 State departments not having a school building division
or service, 11 reported that they considered it would be desirable to,
establish in their Staie departmealta a sphool building division ot
service. Six of these State departments .e;timated that staffs varying
from 1 to 3 with total budgets of $41,300 wotild be needed for this
work.



Gliapter II g(

Functions and Procedures oF State Departments oF Educa-
tidon with Regard to School Building Work

IN ORDER TO ASCERTAIN what id of services on school
building work was rendered by State departmelits of education
to local school districts, al questionnaire covering in general time

following points was sent to each State superimendent of publiCi
instruction:

1. What technical services do the State departments refider to local cm'
muniVes in deciding whether a building is needed and where it is needed?
Does the State department make school building surveys for local
communities?

2. To what extent do the State departments set up standards of school
building construction? 'To what extent are these standards permissive
or binding on local school districts?

3. When a community decides that a school building, is needed, does it
submit the plans and specifications to the State department for approval?
Is the submission of plans permissive or compulsoryD

4. Does.the school district have to abide by the approval or disapproval of
the $kat...slepartment relative to proposed school building construction?

5. Does the State department itself prepare plans and specifications for
local, communities or do private architects do this work?

6. Does the State department supervise the bonstruct ion of school buildings?
7. Does the Statv department inspect school buildings?
8. Does the State provide grants or loans for school building construction

to local school districts?

School Plant Surveys
Thirty-one of the 48 States reported that they made school plant

surveys. Of this number, 12 modified their statements as follows:
5 States, Delaware, Idaho, Ohio, Oregon, and West Virginia, said
that they had made surveys'once; Vermont reported that they niade
surveys seldom; Massachusetts said the service was limited; Maine
stated that surveys consisted only of consultati#e service; New Mexico
said the State department had authority to make surveys, but did,

not state that they had made any as yet; Georgia said that the State
department made local surveis, but not State or county surveys.
Missouri reported that school building surveys were made by the
State department with the aid of the University of Missouri, and
Washington feported lhat surveys were made through the State
Planning Commission'.

The following 194States reported that school building surveys were
a regular part of the State department work on school buildings:
Alabama, Arkansas, California, Connecticut, Florida, lientúcly,
Minnesota,, Mississippi, N Jersey, New: York, North Carolina,Ts

9
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10 STATE SUPERVISORY PROGRAMS

Oldahoma, Pennsylvania, RIo4e Island, South Carolina Tennessee,
Texas, Virginia, and Wisconsin.

Of the 31 Siates that make surveys, 24 reported that they made
surveys at the request of Me 'toed! community. Ton of these States
said that they also made surveys on their own initiative. Seven
States said they made surveys only on thrir own. initiative.

Twelle States, Illinois; Indiana, Kansas, Louisiana, Michigan,
Montaña, Nebtaska, Nevada, N'ew Hampshire, North Dakota', South
Dakota, and Utah reported thai diey did not make school building
surveys. Five States did not reply to this question.

The Alabama, Mississippi, North Carolina, South Carolina, and
Virginia State deparlments of edusation submitted printed and
mimeogriiphed reports of school balding surveys on the basis of
which school buihting programs were planned in these States (appen-
dix A).

Three States, Alabama, North Carolina, find Virginia stated that
they kept their school tuil(ling surveys up to qatv. Rhode Island
said "at the discretion of the !Kai unit," Washington said "if possible,"
and Wisconsin said that some of tile surveys were' kept. up to dates-
(appendix, table I).

The importance of school plant surveys in connection with school
building construction will be discussed in the nction on feview And
approval of school building plans.

Reports on Condition of School Plants
Of the 48 State departments, the following 13 departments reported

that they Tequkred annual reports on the conditign of the school plant
from city, aminty, or district superintendents: Alabama, Delaware,
Floridir, Georgia, Louisiana, Minnesota, New Mexico, New York,
North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio-, Texas, and Vitinia:

Twenty-five States reported ...that they did not require annual
reports. Of this number, Arkansas reported that the status of the
school plant was asked for afinually in the county examiner's report.
Massachusetts reported that "each-year the school committee., * * *
should with the superintendent of schools carefully investigate
physical condition of school property. Written memorandum of results
of,investigation should be on file in superintendent's office .* * C.
The only récord that is compulsory is a report of summary of ex-
penditures on school plant." Michigan reported that "we plan a
brief ihquiry to be completed voluntarily by some but not all schools."
Mississippi stated that they were Nirorking on a plan to secure regularly
data on the condition tof the !3chool plant. New Jersey reported that
"scorepardsbare senteach 5 years to city arid county superinttindents."
Oklahoma reported, that in .1939 record forms on the conditipn of
the school plant Were mailed to county and city superintendents.

-
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ASSISTANCE ON SCHOOL PLANT PROBLEMS 1 1

Wisconsin reported that "general information is usually on file in
the Division of School Plant Service" (appeniiix, table 11).,

Standard r School Building Coristruction

School btkilding planning and construction is a highly.etechnical
matter involving'knowledge of engineering, architecture, materials,
factors making for safety and health, and als6 factors that need to
he taken into consideration for adequate ftinetional planning of school
buildings to meet the requirelents-of educational programs.

There are various laws, codes, stalidards, and regulations in the
States with relation to the planning and construction of school;
buildings. They vary greatly from State_ to State.

1. Building codes:In some States the regulations with regard to
school buildinp are found only in building codes that covipr all types
ofy buildines,. without specific reference to .:c116-ol buildings. Few
.StAtes have school building codes a's such. Experts in school building P
ponstruction are generally of the opinion that it is undesirable to
incorporate in a rigid' imilding code school building 'standards which
muy be obsolete before legislative nwasures can be set in motion to
change such standards in accordance with new developments.

2. School laws.Almo, all the Sows include in their school kiws
some regulations or stand*rds in regard to school buildings which
vary from a iingle item such as doors must open outward to detailed
iten such7as are found in the building c6de of the fire underwriter&
Gi ony, speaking, the' huilding codes and scilool laws cover merely
the standards that relate to safety and healih, for example, standards
for lighting, heating, ventilation, fii%eprotection, entrances tind exits,
stairways, and cOrridors. 11n no instance do these laws or building
codes cover such items as the planning and construction% of special-
purpose rooms.

3. Standards set up by State %departplents.gginen State depart-
ments of education have prepared and publishe,d standards or regula-
tions with regard to schooLbuilding construction which are mote
detailed and cover many aoreitems than do the majority of school
lawn. In some cases they include standards not only for constru'c-
tional but functional planning of the different units in the E;uilding.
Because they are not embodied in laws, th4se regulations can more,
easiVbe.changed to meet changes duet to technological improvements
in construction or to developments in the school curriculum.

Standard8 of the National Council Oi Schoolhouse Constructiim.
Mápy States bave adopted theistdards of the National Council on
Schoolhouse Construction in connection with schoorbuilding construc-
tion in their States.. This Council 'w formed by directors of school
buildings in State clOartments of educa ion for the purpose of pool-

201074*-41----72
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12 STATE SUPERVISORY PROGRAMS

ing their knowledge in this field and developing standards which all
of them could agree upon as sound and desirable. Foro 15 years there
has been a standizig committee on standards, tind each year the stand-
ards are checked pr, changed in accordance with the knowledge and
experience of those skie-the field. They include recommendations not
only regard to such items as ventilation, heating, 'lighting, sanita-
tion, etc., but also suggestions for the design- and 64struction of
auditoriums, gymnasiums, auditorium-gymnasiums, and special-puri
pose rooms such as art and music rooms, science labgratories, shops,
domestic 'science, etc.

An examination of the standards. as published by the *atiorial
Council on SchoOlhouse Construction for special-purpose rooms shows
that these standards were detailed. For example, the standards for
gymnasiums include flöcir area, cell:1g height, blighting, 'capacity, veii
tilation, acoustics, storage and apparatus r6orn, instructor's rooms,
and drinking fountains. . The standards for auditoziunTs indude loca-
tion, exits, proportion, capacity, stage, aisles, seating, lighting, and
projector: rooms, Details of the§e standards will- be found in the
*proceedings of the eighteenth annual meeting of the Nathinal Coun-
cil on Schoolhouse Construction,2,,

4,116 ifoortanee of these standards Is indicated by the fact. that in
1938 thé Federgl Emergency Adminisfraion' of Public Wörk4 pub-
iishéd .fbr-the use of the States in making, application for PWA giants
.and loans a pamphlet, Fire Protection Requirement8, Schoolhouse Con-

8trOion, whfch it was stated that these requfrements were ba.sed.

upon ." (1) thecortimendations of the .National Council on School-.

house Cqnstru0,ion, as. cokained" in the standárds of thé Fci*te'enth
Annual Meeting, October 1936; (2) the building code recomm4Kled
by the National toard. of -Fire Underwriteis; ana (3) the Building
Data Cgcle4,%y the.National Fire Protection Association." ,b,

Tabla shows that 41 Státès had school hvs. ivhich included some

regulatiòns! reettrd. to school buildinp 21 States had printed stand-..

ards or iegulat¡ons on cho731 buildings. in... addition, to whoa) lows
(appéiKkix..13)4:,-aaid 20 atfites used the stindards of the N'atiiolitil

Council on .8choolhouse Constructiop: Of these 20- States 10 had
print0. statidards which included , 801116 local regulations in addition
tò the- staiciárds 9f the na tional eion01: Of the 21 Stitts thg had
printed staridákis, 4 repòrt*A that., trite standards .. wore linuM tit .

schools, of high-00.061 buildings, .pr
nciáidiied schoQis. In 13 -Stateti 'the only were theie

iii the school 1aws Four Stktes had neither sth 1 laws nor prinied
standards for-school bifildings; nor did they use e tuitiottiJ .0.tinéil a

Nstándards.
.

ermaslitillgirmso. .

INational- Owneil oi fichimitionse gonstraetion. Proceedinis ofthe eighteenth annual meeting, 19409 ,

tp.10-107 (secretary:Ray L. llama,. Glow Plebody College, Vashville, Tenn.).
A $ 4
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ASSISTANCE ON SCHOOL PLANT PROBLEMS 13
Table 6.State departments which (1) have printed standards or rules and regulationswith regard to school building ;onstruction; and/or (2) use the National Council onSchoolhouse Constriction sfandards; and/or (3) have school laws which include someregulations with regard to schoolhouse construction

State

1

Has
print-

er-
stand-
ards

. ,
Alabama k
California x
Florida- xI Georgia . x
Kentucky_ x
Minnesota_ x
Missouri _ I

141/
Pennsylvania x
Virginia .... x

.

Total__ _____,_ t 10

.0r

New Jersey_
North .Carolina:..
Oklahoma
South Caroling_ _

Texas
Wisconsin

Total__

Arkansas
Mississippi. _

Tennessee

Total

Delaware

o

o
o
o

Uses
nation-
al coun-

cil
stand----
ardA

1.

3

Has school
laws which

include
some regu-
lations on

school
blind ngs

7

0
0
0

State

1

Idaho
Illinois
Maine
Michigan
North Dakota_
Oregon
Vermont
Washington
West Virginia_
Wyoming

0..

Total_

Arizona
Wiand
lava
Kansas . .. ...
Maryland
Massachusetts_
Montana
Nevada
New Hampshire
Ohio
Rhode Island_ . _

South Dakota._ _ _

Utah _ _ _

neat
Grand Total _

Has
print-

ed
stand-
ards

e

2

Uses
nation-
al coun-

cil
stand-
ards

f)

3

Has school
laws which

include
some regu-
lations on

school
buildings

4

to 3 rooms.
3 Rural schools.

Standardized schools.
4 High schools only.

What Kind of Standards?
An analysfs of the school laws affecting school building construe-

s tion and of the printed standards and national council standards
-reveals the fact that.the standhrds in certain States are limited to
general conkruction; 01E4 is, to those affecting safety and'health, and
size and capacity Qf classrooms, while the standards in other States
include regulations not only with regard to general construction, but
also standards for special-purpose rooms, such as, kindergartens,
libraries, science laboratories, music rooms, art rooms, and also for
auditoriums, gymnasiums, cafeterias, and offiges.

States Having Standoirds For. Construction' Only
14 *18 States the standards for school buildings are limited to saTety,sanitaty fadilitieA, heating, *entilating, lighting, entranpes and exits,

stairways-, corridors, typeoofpongtctruction, dimensions, seating capac-jty and equipment of classrooms, and location pd height of base-
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14 STATE SUPERVISORY PROGRAMS
4

ments. In 11 of these States, Indiana, Kansas, Maryland, Massa-
chusetts, Montana, Nevada, New Hampshire, Ohio, Rhode Island,
South Dakot:a, and Utah, the standards exist only in the school laws'.

As will be seen from table 7, there are 14 items-listed under general
construction. None of the 18 States has standards on all of the- 14
items. Idaho has standards on 13 of the items, Ohio on 11, Maine
and Indiana on 10, and Maryland on 8. In 5 States, Montana,
Nevada, South Dakota, Utah, and Vermont, the standards are limited
to those affecting safety, sanitary facilities, beating, ventilating, and
lighting. These States have no standards for entrances and exits,
stairways, corridors, type of construction, basements, or classrooms.
Massachusetts has standards for 4 items, safety, sanitation, heatint
and stairways. In New Hampshire the standards are limited to
safety, sanitary facilities, entran6es and exits; in Kansas to safety',
and entrances and exits; in Iowa to safety and sanitary facilities; and
in Wyoming and Arizona the only standards relate to safety. In
Arizona the safety standards cover one provision as follows: "Doors
upon all schoolhouses * * * shall be constructed that they may
open outward." In Wyoming the standards provide only for fire
escapes on sphool buildings.

4

111Table 7.Eighteen S#ates iti Which standards for school buildings are limited to genera
construction

State

'OP

Total_

Idaho
°Ohio

Maine
Indiana
Maryland,

North Dakota
Rhode Wand
Montana_ _

Nevada r
South Dakcita e
Utah
Vermont
Massachusetts
New Hampshire
Iowa

Kansas

Wyoming

r.
re'

3

18 15 13 13

....
13

M

7

7

8

4

I.

.111. M.

, 16

Classroom

13 13

4

14

40 IMP ---- --- 41M. 11101

Imi

M. IN

m Am.

15

- _

AD

3o1
16

14

13
11
10
10

7
6

a
5

4
a
2

2
1

1

v

1.

1:

Arizona._

I

X X XX XII
X X
X X

X X
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x

X
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State Departments Having Standards For General Construction
Plus Standards for Classrooms, Special-Purpose Rooms, Audi-
toriums, CaFeterias, and Administrative Offices
Twenty-six States had standards for school buildings not Only

for general construction as given in table 7, but also for special-
purpose rooms, auditoriums, gymnasiums, cafeterias, and adminis-
trative offices.

Twenty-one States, Alabama, Arkansas, California, Connecticut,
Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Minnesota, Mississippi, -Missouri, New
Jersey, New York, North Ctirolina, Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsyl-vania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, and Wisconsin

. have standards for all the 27 items listed below:

General construction
Safety
'Sanitary facilities
Heating
Ventilating
Lighting
Entrances and exits
Stairways
Corridors
Type of constnkction
Basements

Classrooms
Dimensions
Seating capacity
Equipment
Wardrobes

Special-purpose rooms
Kindergartens
Library.
Science laboratories
Commercial rooms
Art rooms
Music rooMs
Shops
Home economics
Study halls

Auditoriums
Gymnasiums
Cafeterias
Administrative offices

MOP

Of the remaining 5 States, Washington had standards on all the
,above items except for art and music rooms. Illinois had standards
on all the above itéms except for music rooms, auditoriums, and
cafeterias. Delaware had standards on all the items under general
construction and for classrooms, auditoriums, and gymnasiums but
nonle for speciil-purpose rooms. West Virginia had standards for one
special-purpose room, for the auditorium and gymnasium, and for all
items under general construction, èxcept for heating and ventilating.
Michigan had standards for only four items; safety, heating, type of
cohstruction, and gymnasiums.

Number* oF States Having Building Standards on General ,Con-
struction Special-Purpose Rooms, Auditoriums,. Gymngsiunis,
and OFfices, Accorcling to Items

ji the number of States having standards on each item in genii*
construction is considered, it is found that 44 States had standards farsafety and 40 had standards for sanitary facilities. The numb4 ofStates having- standards on any of the other eight items in general

.
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16 STATE SUPERVAORY PROGRAMS

construction varied from 28 to 38. In other words, there was no one
item in genèral construction on which all States had standards.

With regard to the special-purpose rooms; auditoriums, gymnasi-.
ums, and so forth, half the States ha4 standards on libraries and
auditoriums, 26 States had standards on gymnasiums, but less than
half the States had standards on any of the other items (table 8).

Table 8.Number of States having standards on school buildings according to each item
A. ON GENERAL CONSTRUCTION AND CLASSROOMS

Standards

1

sr-

General construction:
Safely
Sanitary facilities
Heating
Ventilating
Lighting
Entrances and exits
Stairways
Corridors
Type' of construction
Basements

Classrooms:
Dimensions
Seating capacity
Equipment
Wardrobes

60.

Total States
having

standards
on general

construction
and class-

MOMS

Number of States in which
standards are-

Limited to
general con-

struction
and -class-

rooMS

44
40

38
36
37
32
29
28

28

2d
26
28

3

o I

18
15
13
12
12

4
a
a

4
4
2
3

Not limited
to general

construction
and class-
rooms I

4

25
96
24
25

1I These States have standards for general cOnstructio% classrooms, special-purpose rooms, auditoriums,iffmnasiums, cafeterias, and administrative offices.

B. ON SPECIAL- RPOSE ROOMS, AUDITORIUMS, GYMNASIUMS, CAFETERIAS, AND
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES

Standards

1

Number of
States having
standards on

special purpose
rooms, etc., in

addition to*
standards on
general con-

struction and
classrooms

Special-purpose rooms:
. Kindergartens

Library
Science laboratories
Commercial
Art rooms
music rooms
Elbow;

21
24

ZI
296
21
23

Standards

1

umber of
States having
standards on

special-purpose
rooms, etc., in

addition to
standards on
general con-

struction and
classrooms

gpecial-pnrpose roomsContd.
Home economics
Study balls Iv.

Atiditoriums
Gymnasiums
Cafeterias
Administrative offices

23
23
24
26
22
23

Obviously, the number pf items listed under standards for. school
buildings does not tell the whole story. The question of the &tent to.
which these standatds are detailed and specific is the important point.
As a matter of fact, howevir, all the .21 States that. have() the largest
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ASSISTANCE ON SCHOOL PLANT PROBLEMS 17

number of items also have the most detailed standards on each of these
items. Furthermore, in the 18 States- in which standards are limited
to general constoction and classrooms, the standards, are lert; der
tailed than in the 21 States.

Methods or EnForcing Standards Set up by State Departments
It is important not only to know whether State departments set up

standards for school buildings but also whether these standards are
enforced and what methods have been found effective in enforcing
them. Consequently, each State department was a'sked to s
whether the standards were* binding on the local community and' to
describe the methods used for enforcihg the standards.

As has already been pointed out, 31 States set up standards in 4
addition to those in the school laws. That is, they print or mimeo-
graph their o,wn standards or use the National Council on Schoolhouse
Construction standards as State standards. Eighteen of these States
reported that these standards were binding on the local community,
and that the following methods were used to enforce them.

Twelve States said that the standards were observed because the
approval of plans by th Státe apartment is required before con-
struction ofaa building can be begun. Four States reported Okt they
secured compliance with title standards either because they *could .
withhold funds if the standards were not observed or they could
refuse to authorize bond issues. One State said it was able to exercise
a certain measure of control through refusal to accredit schools if the
standards were not obsez=ved. One State reported that it had no
adèquate means of enforcing the standards (table 9).

Table 9.Methods of enforcing standards in 18 Oates where standards, set up by Statedepartments in addition to school laws, are binding on local community

State
.

%sta.
arZs

binding
on I
oom-

munity

Adtrloval

required
before .

construe-
tion is
begun

can

funds or
refuse to
authorize

bond
- issues

State .

stand.
ards

binding
on local

munity

Approval
of plant
requlm

beforeconkitruo-
tion is
begun

State can
withhold
funds or
refuse t°authorise

bond
issues

...MM. MINIM

4

4

1 . - 3 3 4 1 s I

Total__

Alabama
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia_

Idaho
Kentucky
Maine
Minnesota...;... ..... ..-
New Jersey_ ---,-----

18 13 New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Pennsylvania
South Carolina

Vermont
Virginia
West Virginia

11
z
z
z
z

z
z
z

8 z

z
z
z

. z
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z
z
z
z

.

,

z
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I Georgia secures observanoe of stand through accreditation of schools.Idaho reported "No adequate means o nforcing standards."3 Division has power to approva.all pl for buildings costing $500 or more except for places exceeding,50,000 population.
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Ten of the 31 States, Arkansas, California, Mississippi, Missouri,
el)klahoma, Oregon, Tennessee, Texas, Washiniton, and Wisconsin,
that set up standards in aadition to school laws said that these

, standards were not binding on the local comMunity but 6 of them
Arkansas, California, Oklahoma, Texas, Washington, Wisconsin
reported they were able to secure observance of the standards through
persuasion and leadership. Three States did not report on these
points.

States Having Standards With Regard to Sites

The planning of the school site, its size, location, and topography'
is of fundamental importance in planning ;he" total scifool plant.
It was found that 31 States had some standarN for school sites which
were incorporated either in school laws or in State regulations covering
the following items: Topographic and engineering survey, size, ac-
cessibility, location, sanitation and drainage, equipment, landscaping,
parking facilities, and allowance for future exunsion. TwentY
States had standards for all these items.

Of the 31 States, 30 had some reguktioniikin regird to location of
the site, but these regulations were general in character, such as "the
site should be °removed from objectionable features such as' noise,
odors, dust, and heavy traffic highways." Twenty-six States speci-
fied that the site must be free from sanitary hazards and propierly
drained, but in most eases the standards were not specific as to either
the sanitation or drainage. TWenty-five States had regulations or
suggestions as to size of site. The most generally accepted standard
for elementary schools was that the size of site should range from 5 4*

to 10 acres and for high school sites from 10 to 30 acres. Twenty-foui
States gpecified that the site should be accessible to all pupils and as
near as possible to the center of the school popflatiori, and 24 made
provision for' landscaping of the site. Twenty States specified that
the siteshould be selected only in the light of a topographic and en-
gineering survejr. Twenty States recommended standards for fencing
of the school property, provision for hose hydrants, and other school
ground equipment, and 20 States specified that space should be pro-
vided for parking facilities.

In other words, only 20 States specified that topographic and en:
gineering surveys should be made as the basis for the choice of site,
and that these surveys should cover size, aetermination of the sanita-
tion and drainage that would be necessary, kind of landscaping to be
provided, the location of parking facilities, and equipment, such as
provisions for fencing, location of hose hydrants, and so forth (table
10).
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Table 1 O.Number of States which have standards with regt;rd to sites

State

Total

20 States
Delaware
Idsho
Illinois
Indiana

Maine
North Dakota
Oregon
Vermont_
Washington

West Virginia

19

andards with regard to

Loca-
tion

0.11101.

Sanita-
tion
and

drain-
age

3

2$

.01, on. Ow am.

Size Acces-
sibility

Land-
scaping

34

X

0

Allow- Topo-
ance grhphic
for and en- Equip-

future gineer- ment
expan- ingg

sion survey

7

21

40.

Parking
facili-
ties

20 States have standards in arl the fields listed in cols. 2 to 10. Inclusive: Alabama, Arkansas, California,Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, New Jersey, New York,North Carolina, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia, Wisconsin.

States Having Standards for Playgrounds
Only 23 States had -any standards with regard to playgrounds

(table 11). These standards referred to location, grading, drain-age, surfacing, equipment, administration, water supply, size, andanalysis of soil, but npt, all the 23 States had standards on all theseitems. Twenty-two States stated that the location of the playgroundshould be on the school site or adjacent to the school, but there were
no specifications 'as to the location of play areas 'for different playacti,vities. Although 21 States had general directions for grading,drainage, surfacing of the playground, and provision for equipment,these directions were only in general terms. Twenty of the Statesspecified that the playgrounds and athletic field should be. underthe jurisdiction and administration of the school authorities.

In other wads, less than half the States had any standards evenof a general character with regard to the location and planning ofplayground areas. This would IndiCate that play is not yet con-sidered such an integral part of the school program that play areasneed to be studied as carefully atii the plans and specifications forclassrooms.
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Table 11.Number of States which have standards with regard to playgrounds

State

Total

19 States I_
Idaho_ . _ _ ______ _

North Dakota
Oregon_ _

Pennsylvania

Standards with regard to

boca-
tion

2

n

Grad-
ing

Drain- Surfac-
ing

Equip-
ment

Admin.I.aotra
tion

WfttPr
supply Size

1 Analy-
sis of
soil

s i I 8 7 8 - 9 l
31 $1 31 11 se so s i

I
z

x:

x
I

I

)

I:

x

:
x

:

I
x

I

i

I

I

: :
x :

I 19 States have standards in all the fields listed in cols. 2 to 8, i ive: Alabama, Arkansas, California,
Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Minnesota, Mississip Missouri, New Jersey, New York,
North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virg nia, Wisconsin.

Preparation oF Plans and SpeciRcations by State Departments

Nineteen State departments reported that plans and specifications
or school buildings in their States were prepazéd only by private

ts s, ard*epts in private practice as distinguished from
,p3A pubf

In 18 itates P-11-t7- and specifications for school buildings are pre-
pared noonly by private architects but also" by State departments of
education. In general, the preparation of plans and s*ifications ?f
school buit4-I by State departments is limited to small buildings.
For example, et t nine State departments prepared plans and apt-
fications for buildings as large as nine rooms and only eight prepared
plans and specifications for buildings of 13 rooms and over .(table 12).

Because there is considerable difference of opinion amonrpeople in
the school building field as to whether or not State departments if
education should prepare plans and specifications for school build'
each State superintendent was asked to give what he considered the
advantages and ci)-3advantages of the State department itself preparing
plans and §pecifications for school building for local communities.
Their answers are as follows:
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ASSISTANCE ON SCHOOL PLANT PROBLEMS 21
Table 12. States in which plans and specifications of school buildings cire prepared (1)by private architects only/ (2) by both private architects and by State departments

State

1

Total

Alabama
Arkansas
California
Florida
Georgia

Minnesota
M ississippi
Missouri
North Dakota
Oklahoma ,
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Vermont

Virginia
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Connecticut
Delaware

Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Kentucky
Louisiana

Maine
Maryland
Michigan_
New Jersey
New Mexico

New York . _

Nortb Carolina
Ohio.
Oregon
Rhode Island

Utah
Washington
=1.11.

Private
architects
prepare
plans
and

specifica-
tions

$7

State dtspartment prepares plans and specifications

Num-
ber
that

prepare
plans

For buildings of the following room sizes:

4

18 14

1 to 2

le

1 to 4

a

11,06

7

I #

1 to 9

8

1 to 12 More

8

(2)

411

z '

^ss

4

I Chiefly small schools.
I Standardized schools Only.

Small schools.
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Advantages and disadvantages of State departments preparing plans and
specifications for school buildings, as reported by State superintebdents

Alabama:
Advantages.- Economical and helpful to private architects and more adequate

inspectorial service.

Arkansas:
Advantages.- Strong cooperation between depaitment and architects. Local

districts cannot afford private architectural service.
California:

Disadvantages.It is entirely wrong to have State make plans. The making
of plans is a private business and of local responsibility, first of all be-
cause school buildings are financed locally and they should have their
own architect in order to take care of local needs and desires. Private
architects think of new things and these can be encouraged in other
schools. Variations in plans in conformity to local conditions attar.

Connecticut:
Advantages. Probable efficiency (in long run) of school buildings planned

only by school planning specialists. - -

Disadvantages.Probable tendency toward over standardization. Diminished
v application of inventiveness and imagination. increased cost of archi-

tectural services. Poorer quality of architectural services (than best
otherwise obtainable). Gurtailment of services, due to budgetary
limitations.

Florida:
Advantages.Furnish complete plans, specifications, and supervision for

small buildings that will not ipvolve enough expenditure to be attractive
to competent, architects.

Disadvantages.The chief objections to the furnishing 9f %architectural draw-
ings by the State is that some individuals feel tat this is contrary to
our theory of democratic government in that the State should not engage
in a business that can be discharged by individuals or companies, and
that it could result in too much centralization of authority in the State.

Georgia:
Advantages.This service means a great deal to communities that are heavily

bonded and not able to rebuild. Furthermore there are many small
buildings find additions in outlying districts where a practicing architect
cannot be had at a nominal cost. There is an educational advantage as
well as the economic. There is opportunity to lay before school officials
a better layout of ciassrooms, library, laboratories, lavatories, lighting
arrangement, and many of the better things that come with modern
school building',

Disaduantages.-7Praoticing architects are on the lookout for any large build-
ing service of thjs kind paid for by the State, and unless we are careful-
to serve only thöse communities that really cannot afford to employ
outside architectural services, they are not inclined to support taxes for
education.

Michigan:
Disadvantaget.--Believe that local boards and architects should do it. De-

partment shbuld approve plans before construction. Too much of a
.* burden on State department. Architects object. Local school author-

ities lose initiative and responsibility for important aspect of local school
aaminfstration.
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Minnesota:

Advantars.Service to rural communities whose buildfng projects are toosmall to attract services of competnt architects.
Disadvantages.Assumption by State of such responsibiWy requires mainte-nance of competent staff for which sufficient funds are difficult to secure;ill feeling and criticism engendered by State for encroaching on privateenterprise; disproportionate time and effort required to render suchservice.

Mississippi:

Disadvantages. Much can be said on both sides. Lean toward side of notdoing too much architectural prociuction.

-Advantages.--Schools want the service,and it is an economy for them.
North Carolina:

AduantagmIf the State department could employ an expert and amplearchitectural staff, it could produce better plans more economically thanis possible under the private employment of architects. Architectureis a profession and there is merit in the contention of architectsthat the State should not c mpete with private enterprise.
Noith Dakota:

Diaadvantages.Too expensive for large buildings. Small communities needmore direct guidance and consultation.
Oklahoma:

Advantages. The local architects do not object to the Department makingplans and specifications for one- to. four-room buildings since these smallbuildings are not profitable for the architect.
South Carolina:

Advantages. 1. Saving school dirtrict of architect's fev.
2. Buildings are I. : nned more in keeping with needs of the school andwith hygienic requirements than if planned otherwise.3. Buildings planned by the State are more economical than thoseplanned by, private architects, an'd (*MA a higher educationalreturn for the investment.
4. The State spec¡alizing on school buildings rather than general archi-tecture is in a position to assemble and utilize the best informationavailable its related to school buildings.

Tonnage*:

Advantages. 1. In many instances the State department is able to render
service where money is not available for such services in the school

.
8. The State department of education has available spedially trainedfunctional schoolhouse planners who 'have a better grasp on, the

I* real problem concerning school building architectural service.
Disadvantages.Differencea sometimes arise between architects 'and tileState depaitment of education. Difficulty to secure funds for theadequate maintenance of proper perSonnel for the Division of School-.'"house Planning.

4budget.
2. If service is available in the State department, than the State depart-ment officials 1 feel more ye in making certain recommendationsrelative to needed chang . 01
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Timor
O Disadvantages. CQrnpeting with private architects.

Virginia:

Advantages.- -1. The Department is in a position to have an overview of the
entire State, which the private architect is not in a position to do.

2. The State Department is in a position to exercise leadership in per-
suading a committee to accept a type of planning and construction
that the privkte architect is not in a position to do because of the
fact that the State Department is not dependent upon fees for
its services.

3. The State Department should know educational needs better, than
the priváte architect is in a position to 'know them.'

4. The State Department of Education is in a position to provide for
long-range planning, constilidat ions, and properly locating h4i1dings
in terms of such consolidations. The priate architect is not in a
position to do this.

5. The cost of the State Department is 14 percent the cost of the
building to prepare architectural plans and s'pecifications and super-
vise construction, as contrasted with the usual 5 percent and
6 percent, charge of private architetts.

Disadraniage4.It can so easily become bureaucratic. It can so easay
become overstandardized.

W.st Virginia:
Advantages.--State is sure building and sptcifications conform to good school

building practices. Such plans aré, of course, studied at length andy
at leisure.

Disadvantages.Such plans may constitute a budgetary burden which local
school units should `really shoulder. Too much State concentration of
control.

Wisconsin:

Advantages.Can design to fit local needs. Can design unit plans. Save
money. I Provide plans to very small echools.

State DepartmentsThat Prepare Stock Plans

The following 18 State departments of educatign-reported that they
prepared stock plans of schoQ1 buildings, t4otis, plans without ref-
erence to a specific school building: lama, Arkgnsas, Georgia,
Idaho, ,Kentucky, Maine, Minnosota, Mississippi, Missouri, New
York, North Carolina, Ok1016ína, Pennsylvania, South Carolina,
Texas, Vermont, Virginja,--aind West Virginia (appendix table III).

Only five of th.ose-Siates gave unqualified aPproval to the prepara-
tion of stock plans for school bliildings.. The majority said that they
used them, first, because limited funds made it impossible for the
State %department to conduct school building surveyá and prepare
plans and, second, because loòal school districts did not have the funds
to 'employ private architects and, therefore, if stock plans were not
provided, tijo loCal communities would be withóut any directions for
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school building construction. A statement of the advantages and
disadvantages of the use of stock plans by States using them is given

Advantages and Disadvantages orState Departments Making Stock Plansof School Buildings, as Reported by State guperintendents
. Alabama:

Advantages. Economy of time for small schools.
Arkansas:

Disadtcniages .Not desirable. Tocestereotyped. Do itewnly when neces-sary.

California:
Disadvaiitivis Believe that sihools should be built t4 suit variability ofCommunity needs and abilities as well as geographical needs ansi cJiìiiatîàdifferences.

Connecticut:

Advantages.Immediate "sm:ings" in cost. of architectural services.
Disadvantages.Failure to take into account differences in local educational

and cornmuiiity fieeds; difference' local con:dit ions oivite. Certainty
of poor results unless accompanied by system of rigid control to insure
proper business procedures, good minagemcnt, adequate technical
supervision, inspection, etc.

Georgia:

Advantagea.Sinoe school buildings are somewhat standardized, it -follows
that stoèk plans can often be fit ted. into needs of other communities.Much time and expense can be saved by preserving all tracinks from
whiCh 'prints may be Made from time to time.

Idaho:

Advantages.. Economy to district. Can give direction as to type of building.
Kentucky:

Disadvantaget.----Would- riot furnish if had money and staff for drawings for
individual school buildings.

Michigan:
e.

Advantages. More,boards would have plans.
Disadvantages .1Candot adapt to local needs.'

ei

Minnesota:
Advantages . supplied to rural Communities that caiirfot secure ,

architectural service; well planned stopk plans meet all eslintial needs;
enable State to render service at reasonable oust and minimum time and
eifort; eliminites necessitY for inaintaining permanent staff of drafts-
men, 4engineers, and architects.

Disadvantages.Undesiráble unikrmity in design; lack oi flexibility; not '5

adapted to all local site condaions and other needs.
.

Aississipph

Disadvaiitages.---Very unsatisfactory. Rare tct fintl pittp. fitting 'the spoicific
situation.

J
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North Carolina:
Advantages.Distributing stock plans for school buildi inst.kad of pre-

paring plans for specific buildings is of service to those communities
which are unable to engage the services of a priiaté architect. Like-

wise, architects will follow these stock plans in designing buildings. The
stock-plan idea has no real advantage over the 'plans for specific build-
ings" idea. However, the stock-plan practice is not criticized by archi-
tects.

Otio :

Advantages. Might be of a little lielp to small schools.

Oklahoma:
Advantages. The State Department makes stock plans for one to four-room

buildings not to exceed $10,000 in cost. These stock plans are used
because, with the limited Personnel available, it is impossible to keep up
with the demand for plans of school buildings if it is necessary to'make !
new plans for each building. If the personnel was adequate the,division
would prefer to make individual plans.

fouth Carolina:
Advabtages. Economy of furnishing such plans. Experience ith these

plans permits improvement of buildings later constructed.
Disadvantage& If too many of the same stock plans are used, monotony

results.
Tennessee:

Advantages. Standardization is sometimes desired when the work is to be
duplicated in the'various rooms or buildings to be built. More economic
construction and certainly a saving of money in the preparation of
plans. Ease of operation for specific cases.

Disadvantages.Likelihood of trying to make a building fit an educational
program without altering the style or capacity of the Guilding. Every
school set-up is possibly a little different and jvould require a little
different .type of building. Likelihood of becoming too standardized.

Virginia:
Advantages. Advantages are very few except in the case of some one- and

two-room schools. These small units can usually be planned as stock
plans with sufficient variations to accommodate most any local need or
requirement. There are certain other stock plans which can advan-
tageously be prepared and distributed, such as agricultural shop build-,
ings, home economics cottages, certain inexpensive, gymnasium build7
ings, certain sanitary facilities, such as privies and septic tanks, but
beyond the small units and the inexpensive units, there are few advan-
tages in stock glans.

Disadvantages.The disadvantages are so great that th overbalance the
few advantages to be gained. Some of the thief d': vantages are that
the building should be planned to suit the local community needs. Due
to lark' contours, orientation, local community settings and sites, stock
plans usually must be so greatly changed that it is generally quite im-
practicable to use plane for a given building for more than one location.

West Virginia:
Advqntages.Deputment has used Julius Rosenwald plans considerably

rather than pre.Rare stock plans. Such plans help rural school systeins
considerably where school units are small.

Disadvantages.May not suit special situations.
Wisconsin:

Disadvantaies.Cannot adapt to local need& ,

STATE SUPERVISORY PROGRAMS
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State Departments That Design and Distribute Room Layouts
With the changing demands of the modern school plant the ques-tion of preparing room layouts for special subjects such as art, music,

science, industrial arts, etc., becomes of increasing importance. Thefact that 21 State depártments prepare room layouts indicates thattbere is a demand for suggostions for room layouts for different types
of rooms. The State departments which prepare such room layoutstie

thatstate they do not recommend them as standard types but rather
as suggestions on the basis of which the needs of indivrdual schools
may be met; The States that prepare room layouts are Alabama,
California, Connecticut, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Minnesota,
Mississippi, Missouri, .New York, North Carolina, North Dakota,
Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, South Carolina, Tennessee, Vir-
ginia, Washington, West Virginia, and Wisconsin (appendix tableIII).

As a general rule the rooms for which layouts are prepared are class-
rooms, shops, homemaking rooms, and libraries. The number Andvariety of room laeyouts varies with the different States. For example,

V the division of school buildings of the Department of Public Instruc-tion of Pennsylvania prepares suggested room layouts for kinder-gartens, classrooms, libraries, science laboratories, social science
rooms, geography rooms, typewriting and bookkeeping, shops, ,and
hómemaking rooms. Other States prepare similar or other roomlayouts for distribution to local communities. It is always empha-
sized that these room layouts are to be used as suggestiOns only andadapted to the needs of the local situation.
Preparation of Plot Plans by State Departments

Another field in school plant planning which has been growing in
importance in recent years is the accurate and scientific preparationof plot plans. The preparation of such plans takes both time and
money so that it is not surprising that only 12 State departmentsprepare plot plans for school buildings. They are Alabama, Califor-nia, Georgia, Kentucky, Minnesota, Missiisippi, Pennsylvania, Ten-
nessee, Vermont, Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin. Vermontsaid tfiat plot plans were prepared "to some extent" (appendix
table IIi).
Treatment of Soil For Playgrounds

As will be seen from the preceding section on standards for school
buildings, the planning of the playground is now considered aftintegral met of the school plant plan. It is generally recognized byexperts in the school building field, howefer, that if play activitiesare to be siiccessfully carried on it is important ¡that playground sur-faces shôuld not be either muddy, or cindery, or so hard as to leadto accidents. This in turn means- that there has to be a careful201074*--41-8
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28 STATE SUPERVISORY PROGRAMS%

analysfs of soil of playgrounds and careful preparation of sUrfaced
areas for play. At the present time there is no general agreement
as to the best type of surfacing for play areas. In fact the whole
development of.play areas a's ail integral part of the school plant is a
matter of only recent development. Therefore, it is not surprising
that only nine Stale departments of education reported that they
prépared and distributed directions for treatment of soil for play-
grounds. These State departments are Alabama, Florida, Minne-
sota, Mississippi, Oregon, Virginia, Washington, West Virginia, and
Wisconsin (appendix table III).
Review and Approval. oF Plans

What is involved in the review and approval of) plans by a State
department of education? This question can best be answered by
sordeone actually engaged in this work. The following is a report by
Mr. Raymond V. Long, Director of School Building Constructiony
State Departmeht of Education, Richmond, Va., of the work on
review and approval of plans as csarried on in the State Department of

s Virginia. It cove'rs all the points which the other States reported
were necessary for aaequate review and approval of plans:

Steps Involved in Review and Approval of School Building Plans

First Step: No plan can be considered for approval until the school building
director determines the need for the building, the suitability of location and
site, whether tile new bailding is logical part of a long-range plan of
desirable consolidation, and the predicted future of the commtinity for
Which the building i prepared as to its school population developne'n

SetOnd Step: Approv.al of preliminary drawg's. This irivolves a ca ful
consiaeration of the functionsl planning, the size of the building an ts
planning to Oermit extensions, the size of the site, its acéessibility
highways, the provision of proper and suitable educational space in which
to conduct a proper educational prpgram, and in general all pertinent
factors that should be considered in the planning and constru-ction of school
buildings.

Third Step: The approval of final Wórking drawings and specifications as
they are,to be submitted io the contractor for actual construction purposes.
It sometimes happens that plans are submitted for final approval without

having taken steps one/and two, in *hich case approval is necessarily delayed
until the work involved in the first and second steps can be completed.

If information is not,available from -a school division as to its population
density and population distribution as determined by the school population
-spot map, also its existing roads, as well as contemplated primary and second-
ary roadp that contribute'to transportation; no plan for a school building can
be approved until this information is made available.

The study of preliminary drawings and approval of preliminary /drawings
with outline specifications is even mine involved than Step One or Step
Three. An architect has an exceedingly difficult problem to solve, (1) in
planning a building in keeping with a modern educational program and (2).at
the same time discharging his responsibility satisfactorily to his client who
expects much more by way of building than he 1s willing to provide funds for.
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The pioblem becomes infinitely_ more complicated when the architect, in hiso zeal to secUre a commission, has promised more by way of a building thana he can fulfill if the building is well planned structurally and educationally,as well as in terms of future maintenance and oOration costs. The usuallocal sChool aRthorities are not in a position to instruct their architect indetails of functional planning or structural Nanning, and frequently theyhave little conception of what they are going to get until the building iserected. ''.gonsequently, preliminary plans are frequently submitted' thatattem0 to incorporate what the owner desiresNis to the number of class-rooms, offices, toilets, heating plan and auditorium, hut the plans are oftenbased on a very vague or limifed ideadas to other space facilities that shouldbe incorporated in a modern school plant. For example, some of the otherimportant details that must be considered, investigated and agreMt upon inthe preliminary plan are the differences in space requireMents for an ele-mentary school and a high school; the size and arrangement of the differentinitructional spaces to accommodate satisfactorily the local needs, e. g.,how large should the laboratory be, how large should the auditorium be, andhow should the stage be arranged, is there ample provision made for dressingrooms, is the stage and auditorium lighting adequate and satisfactOry, isthe cafeteria or lunch room large enough to accommodate the expecteddemand satisfactorily, etc.
Again, if the plant must be 'limited in siz to come within the funds avail-abler has the ultimate plant with the necessary spaces been considered, andlaid out so that these spaces can readily be added at some later date; -are theservice spaces, such as boiler and fuel rooms, cafeteria, toilets, etc., larg6enough to meet the anticipated future demands; is.the building so locatedon the site that adequate playground and regreation facilities can be developed;are the materials to be incorporated in the building such as will make foreconomy in maintenance; is the building soolaid out structurally that minimumrequirements can be follpwed as to exits, *ith ample provision for pupiltiavel without congestion. Many and other, imriortant and significant itemsmust. be considered in the preliminary plans which are outlined in more detailunder Step Three.
In the consideration of final working drawings for approval, there areofttimes many serious problems encountered that call for frequent conferencesand are time:consuming, e. g., the insurance rate on a building of Type Dconstruction in a rural area is approxirhately seven times as great as theinsurance rate on a building of Type B construction. This item alone meansheavy operation costs in insurance premiums. School authorities generallyare not familiar with such insurance details.

There is on the market a wide variety of mechanical and automaticallycontrolled equipment which on paper offer strong attractimis, -but in ruralcommunities particularly the maintenance of mechanical and automaticequipment is a serious problem, and often means shut-downs or other seriousoperating troubles in the operation of the school plant. It is highly import-ant that school authorities be fully advised in advance of many such problemsbefore undertaking the actual construction of a new school building.The actual development of survey reports is time consuming if such studiesare accurately made in terms of long-range planning, involving reorganiza-tion through consolidation and transportation of both elementary and high*schools. -Such report when made does not stay fixed, but should changefrom year to year as local conditions change. Consequentlk, survey studiesmust be a continuing program of work if they are io be meaningful and to bedepended upon in combatting local interests that are not always in terms ofcounty or State-wide interest.
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Review ol Plcins and SpeciRcations by State Departments
The following 39 State departments reported that they reviewed

plans and specifications for school buildings: Alabama, Arkansas,
California, Connecticut, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota,
Mississikpi, Missouri, Nevada, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New
Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota, Ohio, Oklahoma,
Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, South Dakota,
Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Vikginia, Washington, West
Virginia, wild Wisconsin.

Of this number Massachusetts stated that they reviewed plans
"only on request," Nevada said they gave "limited service," and New
Hampshire and Ohio said they reviewed plans for P. W. A. buildings.

The following 6 States reported that they did not reviéw plans and
specifications: Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas, Montana, and
Nebraska. Arizona, Iowa, and Wyoming did not reply lappendix,E

table IV).

STATE SUPERVISORY PROGRAMSo

_ .
Some of the important point's involved in the first step of this proSedure

are: The history of the county and the local community as to school enroll-
- ments; increasing, -decreasing or stationary school population; the causes for

any change in school population or enrollment; the financial ability of thecounty in local unit; the capital invested in eiisting school buildings, which
goes far in determining whether an existing building can safely or easily
be abando'ned in the interest of tonsolidation; the condition of higliways
and geography of a community or school division, which goes far in deter-
mining the possibilities of transportation.

Much of this information is refdily available film records that are cumu-
lative and kept up to date, but considerable work and time are involved in
keeping these cumulative- records. rt requires at least one-half time of a
clerical wor er to keep cumu ative records u to dtte of such information
as can be secured without actual field work. t also require4 lit least one--half time of a supervisor to review and revise ld studies, and make new
field studies, as are necessary, along lines as outlined above under Step One.

Time required for review and approval of plans

Each plant naturally has its own particular difficulties and problems to be
considered 'before approval of plans can be granted. The time requiredvaries but in terms of.averafes ovir a number of years it is estimated thatin order to consider all details that must be studied before approval of
preliminary drawings is given, aPproximately the full time of one supervisor
for one week is rèquired fori the plans for each building. The time requiredfor checkihifinal working drawings and'sliecifications against the minim'um
school building requiréments under Step Three is approximaaly two days
for each set of plans. It has already been pointed out that the time required
for keeping up to date the data necessary for reaching decisions under Step
One is reported as (a) at least one-half time of a clerical worker to keep
cumulative records up to date, and (b) onerhalf time of it supervjsor to reviewand revise field studies and make new studies,

Thirty-seven State departments reported that local *immunities
submitted plans and specifications for, reYiew.
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ASSISTANCE ON SCHOOL PLANT PROBLEMS 31

In response to the question as to the methods used to make sure
that local comrimnities submit all plans and specifications; 21 States
replied that local communities were required by law to submit plans
and specifications; 3 States reported that they were able to compibl
local communities to submit plans because: (1) the State pays ,annual
maturities on bonded -debt (Delaware);. (2) the 'State department
can withhojd funds (Maine) ; and (3) the State department handles
money (Ohio). Mississippi has a means of control through the
accreditation of schooLs. In other words, in 24 States there were legal
provisions or penalties which made it necessary for local communities
to submit plans and specifications (table 13).

Eleven States reported that they had no power to compel local
communities to submit plans but that they used persuasion to secure
results: Arkansas, Georgia, Michigan, Missouri, Oklahoma, Oregon,
Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, Washington, and Wisconsin. Twelve
States did not reply to this question: Arizona, Colorado, Illinois,
Indiana, Iowa, Kansas, Massachusetts, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada,
New Hampsliire, and Wyoming' (appendix, table IV).

Table 13:--Methods used by State departments to get local cómmunities to submit plans
and specifications of school buildings for review

,
.

State
Re-hA

gytaaii:-:
W W

Persua-
sion; no
power to
oompel

itate can
withhold

funds;
pays

maturity
on

bonded
debt

t

'
State

,

,-,_ne-
quired
by law

PersuA-
sion: no

, power to
compel

-

State can
withhold

funds;
,pays

maturity
ori

bonded
debt

1
.. . . s 8 i 1

,
I 4

Total

Alabama
Arkansas
California_
Connecticut
Delaware

Firma
Georgic
Idaho_ _ ......
Kentudry
Louisiana_

Maine
Maryland
Michigan
Minnesota.
Mississippi I

Missouri_
New Jaw
New Mexico

ti 11 I New yòrk
North Carolina

North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania__

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virgknia
Washington
West Virginia

WIsconsin

P

4

s

m aa

:

2 i
z

z

,6z

x
z
x

z

x

z

,

.

r

x
z

zI

X

9' X

.

z

z

..

x

1 x
z

z

x
x
x

z

z

z
x

z,

s

z

z

I

x

,

Contract
Can

schools.
z For b4d
4 Ficeprin P

II unless plans are approved.
e oon7munities to submit plans and specifications through 'control over aocreditation of

1%.invadeostinArlOncArgetratexurczt for places exceeding 50,000 population.

e.

16. r

,

.

.

.

. ,

. 4

...

.

.

- .... _

.

,

- .....

.

-,
I

----

.

..

.......

.

---

.

.

.

I

lit selphis and Pittsburgh

.

_ _ _ ... _

0

I



STATE SUPBRVISORY PROGRAMS
1

Apriroial oF Plans and Specifications

The .following 37 State departments reported that they approved
plans and specifications: Alabama, Arkansas; California, Connecticut,
Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Idaho, Kentucky, Ljuisiana, Maine,
Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Nevada, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina,
North Dakota, Ohio,' Oklahoma, Ponnsylvabia, Rhode Island, South
Carolina, South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Utah, Vermont, Virginia,
Washington, West Virginia., and Wisconsin. Twenty-nine of the 37
State departments reported that the approval had to be in writing
(appendix table V).

The following qualifications were made by somo States: Maryland
reported that the State department employed a private architect:on a
fee 'basis to approve' plan's and specifications; Nevada reported

. "limited service"; New Hampshire said the State department ap-
proved plans "on request"; Ohio stated that only plans for PWA
buildings were approved; and Vermont stated that only plans for
standardized schools were appioved.

Eight State departments, Colorado, Illinois, Indiana, Kansas,
Massachusetts, Montana, Nebraska, And Oregon reported that they
did not approve plans and specifications. Arizona, Iowa, and Wyo-
ming did not reply.

In answer to the question of how State departments compelled
local ,communities to abide by State department approval or disap-
proval of plans and ..specifica'tions, 13 States, Conneçticut, Florida,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Maryland, Minnesota, North Dakota, Penn-
sylvania, Rhode Island, south Carolina, South Dakota, Utah, and
West Virginia, replied that the local communities were compelled by
law to conform to thè approval or &Approval of the State department.
Eight States, Delaware, Maine, New Jersey, New Mexico, New York,
North Carolina, Ohio, and Virginia, said they could compel com-
munities tò abide by the approval or disapproval of. the State depart-
ment because they can withhold funds or refuse to approve bond
issues. One State, Tennessee, can, refuse to aécredit schools. In 3
States, Alabama, California, and Missouri, control is exercised either
through contracts or because final inspection is required before final
payments are made to contractor (table 14).

Eleven State departments reported that the only means that could
be used was perimasion. Of this number, Georgia, Miásissippi, Okla:
homa,- and Wisconsin rePoited that tiwittaajority abided by the ap-
proval or disapproval of the State departmeneeven Chough persuasion
was the only means available for securing compliance.
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ASSISTANCE ON SCHOOL PLANT PROBLEMS 33
Table 1 4.Methods used to compel local comm unities to abide by approval or disapproval

, of plans and specifications by State department

State

To tal
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Supervision and Inspection

Supervision.Fourteen State departments of education stated that
they supervised the construction of school byildings at the request of .

the local community: Alabama, Arkansas, California, Connecticut,
Florida, Georgia, Louisiana, Missouri, New Jersey, North Dakota,
Vermont, Virginia, Washington, and Wisconsin. Of this number
North. Dakota said the supervision was limited, Washington said
"only where State fuhds are used."

The following 10 State departments reported that they hal author-
ity to supervise school building construction without the rèquest of
the local community: Alabama, California, Connecticut, Florida,
Georgia, Idaho, New Jersey, North Dakota, Pénnsylvania, and
Virginia. Òf this number Idaho and Pennsylvania stated that thi3y
did not supervise construction although they had the authority (ap-
pendix, table VI).

inspection.State departments ;vere asked if they insp:wted school
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buildings. A study of the replies revealed the fact that the understand-
ing or the word "inspection" was not uniform on the part of those.
replying. For example, in some instances inspection was used to mean
the technical inspection of the building when in progress of construc-
tion tò see if there were iply defects before making the final payment
to contractors. In other cases inspection was used to describe the
checking of the condition of the building by-assistant superintendents
or supervisors when they visited the building after construction. One
State reported that the department "inspected for school building
being suitable." Another reported that the departinent "inspected
in connection with supervisory visits."

these facts should be taken into consideration in evaluating the
following replies on the question of inspection: 33 State departments
reported that they invected school buildings: Alabama, Arkansas,
California, Connecticut, FDelaware, lorida, Georgia, Kentucky,
Louisiana, Maine, Michigan, Missi Ippi, Missouri, New Hampshire,
New Jersey, New Mexico, New York, North Carolina, North Dakota,
Ohio,Oklahoma, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina,
South Dakota, Tennessee, Texas, Vermont, Virginia, Washington,

. West Virginia, and Wisconsin (appendix, table VII). Twenty-six of
these 33 States reported that they had authority to inspect school
buildings without the request of the local community.'

The methods used by these States to compel local communities to
carry out the decisions of the State department& relative to inspection
are as follows: In 7 States, Connecticut, Florida, New Jersey, North
Carolina, Vermont, Virginia, and Wisconsin, compliance is required
by lim; 2 States, Alabama and Maine, can withhold funds; I State,

, Norn Dakota, can withhold apprdval of plans, 1 State, South Carolina,
,can condemn the building; 1 State, Georgia, can refuse to accredit the
school; 5 States, Louisjana, Ohio, Oklahoma, South Dakota, and
Tennessee, said that no compliance was necessary, that persuasion
was used; 3 States, Kentucky, Michigan, and Missouri said they had
no adequate means; 6 States, Delaware, New Mexico, Oregon,
Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and West Virginia, did not reply (table
15)'.

In addition to 'the above 26 States, Idaho and Missouri reported
that they had authority .to inspect school buildings but did not. actually inspect.

Ten StatesIdaho, JIlinois, Indiana, Kansas, Massachusetts,
Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska,.Nevada, and ,Utahsaid they did
not inspect school buildings. Five StatesArizona, Colorado, Iowa,
Montana, and Wyoniing---did not reply to the question on inspection.
Condemnation

'Thirteen State departments. said they had authority to condemn
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Table I 5.Mehods sited to compel local communities to carry out decisions of State

departments after inspection of buildings

Stale

Total
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e

school buildinks. These Seates were: Alabama, Florida, aeorgia,
Idaho, Minnesota, Aiontana, New Jersey, Pennsylvailia, South
Carolina, South Dakol,a, Utah, Virginia, and Wisconsin. ThirtyStates reported that they did not have such authority, and five did
not, reply to this question.

Of the 13 that had authority to condemn school buildings, 4 saidthat they had legal power to enforce their authorityFloiida. Minne-sota, New Jersey, and South Carolina. Utah stated that it could
enfirce its authority', by closing school buildings; and Wisconsinstated that it could withdraw all county 'and State moneys if the local
community did not comply with the decision of the State department
on condemnation of school buildings (appendix table, VIII).

Nineteen State departments reported that the local communityhad authority to condemn' school buildings. In 5 of these States--
Florida, Georgia, Minne'sota, Utah, and Virginiaboth the local
community and the State department -have authority to condemn
school buildings.

Other State agencies thkt have authority to condemn school build-
ings in the various States are.as follows:

In seven States, Alabama, Connecticut, Minnesota, Montana,Nodli Carolina, Oregon, and Tennessee, the agencies are the State
department of health and the State fire marshal; in seven States,
Florida, New Hampshire, New Mexico, North Dakota, Ohio, Vere-
mont, and Washington, the authority rests with the Stide departmot
of% health aloile; and in three States, Louisiana, Michigan, and West
Virginia, State fire maishal has charge. In California the divi-
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36 STATE SUPERVISORY PROGRAMS ,

sion of architecture condemns school buildings; in Kentucky the
bureau of fire inspection; in Oklahoma 'the sanitary engineer and fire
marshal; in Pennsylvania the State art commissioner; in Rhode Island
the State and local building inspectors; in South Carolina the State
sinking fund ; in Utah the public service commission in Virginia the
commission of labor; .and in Wisconsin the industrial commission
(table 16) .

Table 16.Stote agencies other than State departments of education that have authority
4,4to condemn school bujicling:

State

./
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State departmentsof health, State fire marshal, and Stet, insurance commissioner.
State department bthealth, State fire marshal, and State labor commissionee.

State Departments That Give State Aid or That Make Loaris For
SACRA Building Çonstruction

State aid.rThree State departments reported diaii they pry* State
aid for school building construction: Missotiri,. NOwi York, and Ten-

.

nessiee. Virginia reported that State aid was givezi fok shops and home
ecofiomics buildings. i
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According to the School Laws of Missouri, 1938, "When a district
* * has acquired a site of not less than 5 acw * * * and
has erected a (central) high school building * * * the. State shall
pay one-fourth of the cost of the building and equipment *. * *
but not to exceed $2,000."

According to the School Laws of Tennessee, 1936, "Two 'arid one-
half percent of such part thereof (of the oeleinentary school fund)
as may be necessary (shall be set apart) for the purpose ol encouraging
and aiding standardization and consolidation of rural elementary
schools , and supervision of teaching in rural elementary schools, the
same to be distributed under the regulations of thc State Department
of Eduisation." '

According to the New York Education Law, "* * * There
shall alsO be apportioned and paid to each central rural school district
establislied * * a quoia to be known as a building quota,
which shall be equivalent to one-fourth of the sum actually expended,
on and after the taking eftibct of this act, for the erection, enlargement
or remodeling -of a school buildingin such district."

The State Department of Washington reported that during the
period of PWA grants and loans $3,000,000 was appropriated by the
legislature for school. buildings and improvements. This sum yas to
supplement local sponsois' contributions in order to maich Federal
grants for school buildings.

Thirty-two State departments reported that they did not give
State aid for sChool building construction. Thirteen State depart-
ments did not reply to

Loans for échool buildings.
Wisconsin, reported that the Stat
building construction. In Virginia
literary loan fund to local school b
the approval of the State departmen
three-fourths of the cost of the b
are made through the land co ssioners.
for any amount at 24 percent up to 2'0 years. Strictly speaking,
therefore, the State department does not make these loans, although
the loans are made only on approval of the g4te department.

Twenty-four State. departments 'said that they did not make loans
for school building construCtion.. Tv;enty-two State departments

's question.
wo State detiartments, Virginia and

epartment makes loans for school
loans are ,made from the State
ards on application, subject to

Tfiese loans shall not exceed
ding. In Wisconsin the loarls

The loans are made

'did not reply to this queslion.
School Law's of Missouri, 1938, see. 9270-u, p. 53, and sec. 9357, p. 87.
School. ;AIWII of Teinessee, 1936, art. XVIII, sec. 2406 (8), p. 91.

g lrintvirAtylof the State of New York. Education Law Supplement 1938. Bulletin, No. 1139, art. 6-B,
4 sec. 185, p. 64.
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Chapter III

Descriptions oF School Building Work in Eight State
Departments of Education

THE PRECEDING CHAPTERS have smnmarized for all the
States the qrganization of school building work in State depart-
ments of education, and the, activities carried on in this field.

The present chapter is devoted to a detailed description of the work
on school buildings as carried on in 8 State departments of education.
These 8 States were selected because they illustrate the various
methods used in developing this work.

hool Building Work in the Virginia State Department oF

Education .4

The work of the divisiob of school bui,g construction of the
State Department of Education of Virginia is described in detail
because it carries on all the types of activities on school buildings found
in any State department of education, and in addition hits certain
unique features. For example it is one of the eight State departments
which prepares plans and specifications for large school buildings and
one of the five State departments that make State loans for school
building construction.

Organization.--The work is carhed on in a division of school building
construction, the director of which is diretly responsible to the State
superintendent of public instruction. At the time of this study the
staff consisted of nine regular full-time workers and additional part-
time workers.

Staff and budgetThe staff in the spring of 1939 consisted of a
director, supervisor of specifications, supervisor of school-house plan-
ning, supervisor of construction, supervisor of design, landscape
architect, and three secretaries. The total budget was $23,470.

During the year two additional architectural draftsmen and two
additional secretaries were continuously employed on a temporary basis
and paid from a special'. assessment on school divisions. In addition
to these, 15 architectural draftsmen were employed on a temporary
basis, working directly under the director of school building construe-

, tion, but paid by local school divisiahs. The salaries of the above
ranged from $75 to $300 per month. Since the budget for the State'
department is not broken down by divisions, supplies for, the division
of school building construction come from a common supply room
for the State departmenbitt i whole. The budget for 1939 including
the additional workers on a part-time basis amounted to approxi-
mately $27,000.
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During the year 1938-39 local school districts, which the division of
school building contruction served as architect, were assessed one-
sixth of 1 percent to cover costs over and above normal, operating costs
of the division.

School plant mrveys.The division makes school plant surveys
both on its own initiative and at the request of local school authorities.
In 1938 the State department of education, in cooperation with the
State Planning Board of Virginia, engaged in State-wide school plant
surveys involving school enrollment spot maps for each county, and
recommended locittions for future consolidations of both elementary
9.nd high schools. In some cases these studies were conducted in
cooperation with and at the request of the county school authorities,
and in others the studies were conducted independently.

Records of school plant situation.-1-The State department of educa-4
tion requires city and county school divisions to send to the depart-
ment annual inventories of conditions of school plants in these divisions.
These inventories include all buildings in each school division; in
Virginia the divisions are the independent ,cities and the counties.
In connection with these inventories each school division is required
eaçh year to spot on a base map prepared in the State department,
with appropriate symbols, the location of each new school building,
and each school building that is closed for consolidation purposes or
otherwise, thus showing the location of each existing school building
used for school purposes kn each division.

Spot maps are built up and revised werilft is deemed necessaryty
submitting to each teacher a map to scale\of one-half inch to the
milt;, such map showing all primary and secondary roads,- and the
location of each school building. The teacher is required to mark
on this map th::- : proximate location of each pupil enrolled in school,
both elementary imcl high. These small maps are returned to the
department, and a large composite map is built up from these smaller
maps.

The data on the inventory sheets are transferred to a master sheet,
which, with a copy of the county map showing the location of each
sc oo u m g, oun or r ady reference and study of the school-
housing situation in each schoo division.

If a school plant consists of mo than one buildinglhe plant is
identified by an index number, and a epa te inventory sheet is used
for each building. These invento she : are bound in booklet form,
and sent to each division superintendent each year. The sheets are
built up to cover a 5-year period.

Standards for school buildings.There is no State school building
code in Virginia but the State deparbitent sets up detailed stainlards
fin* the construction of school buildings whiCh the direCtor of school
builAings states has the force and effect of law because the board of
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education may withhold certain State funds and refuse to make
loans from the literary loan fund to any community that does not
abide by the standards set up by the State department!'

Plan8 and specifications for 8choo1.building8.The school building
division of the State department prepares architectural drawings,
plans and specifications for school buildings of any size. These
plans and specifications are prepared for school buildings at the request
of the local communities. Work is done for cities, but the major part
of the work is concerned with school buildings 'in counties. It is
estimated that 95 percent of all school building plans in counties are
prepared by the school building division of the State department.

The advantages and disadvantages of the preparation of plans and
specifications, as stated by the director of school building construe-
tiori, are given in chapter II. ,

Preparation of 8tock ilans.The school building division prepares
and distributes on request stock plans for school buildingi for small
units. The advantages and disadvantages of the preparation of stock
plans as stated by the director of school building construction are
given in chapter II.

Preparation of room layouts.The school building division prepares,
on the request of local -communities, room layouts for different types
of rooms. However, this is done in connection with the preparation
of plans for a specific building.

Prepayation of plans.On request of the local community the school-
building division prepares plot -plans, landscape development plans,
and topographic maps of sites.

Review and ayproval of plans.-.All local communities are required
by law to stibmit plans and specifications for review by the State
department and the approval or disapproval of the department is
binding on the local community. Regulations of the State depart-
inent for approval of plans are 'as follows:

I. Approval of Plans and Specifications for School Buildings:

(a) No school building shall be contracted for, erected, or added to
until the plans and specifications therefor shall have been submitted
to and approved in writing by the State Superintendent of Public
Instruction. The term "school buildhign shall include all buildipgs
used for public school purposes.

(b) Approval by the State Superintendent shall include the t of con-
struction, location on the site and in the community, ::irability
and need of the new building, the size of the building; he educa-
tional and functional planning, the strength of mate Sind con-
strvction, maintenance, insurance, and such other pertine t factors
that should be considered in the cost qf planning and erec ion of
school buildings. .

Regulations of the Vhlinis State Board. i Eduestion. Bulletin State.Board al Education, 19: 1340,
Isamu 1937.
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(c) Preliminary drawings showing the general layout of floor plans and
elevations, along with the general descriptive specifications, shall be
submitted to the State Superintendent for preliminary approval.
(This procedure is required in order to prevent expensive changes
that may be necessary in the finished working drawings and speci-
fications.) It is also suggested and urged -that the division superin-
tendent and the architect consult personally the division of school
buildings before preliminary drawings are made, or submit pre-
liminary drawings in person.

II. Procedure for Submitting Plans and Specifications to the State Superintendent
of Public Instruction for Approval:
(a) Twp copies of complete working drawings and specifications showing

all details and describing fully all construction; materials, finish,
etc., entering into the building shall be submitted to the State
Superintendent for final approval by the division superintendent.
When, and if, such final working drawings and specifications are ap-
proved they will be marked "approved" by the State Superintendent
of Public Instruction, and one copy so marked will be returned to the
division superintendent. If the plans are for an addition to a build-
ing already erected, such plans shall include all floor plans of the old
building to which the addition is to be made, and at least one ele-
vation of the old building, unless plans of old building are on file in
the State Department of Education.

(b) No changes, except minor changes not in conflict with these require-
ments and standards, shall be made in the plans and specifications
las finally approired by the State Superintendent df Public Instruc-
tion, unless the changes desired are shown on new drawings and
specifications, two copies of which are to be subnnitted to the State.
Superintendent of Public Instruction, and unless such changes qs
are shown in the revised drawings and specifications are approved
by the State Superintendent.

(c) In no case shall plans and specifications prepared for one specific
building be used for constructing another school building, either in
the same county or in any other county, unless approyed in writing
by the State Superintendent of Public instruction.

(d) With the exception of buildings that are approved as complete
units in themselves, every school building or addition hereafter
designed and constructed shall provide definitely for future exten-
sions or enlargements, making the initial unit constructed as nearly
a compleite unit as practica9le. The provision for futtire extensitons
must be definitely contemplated, and indicated so that such
extensions will not require' expensive alterations,

(e) Alternates or options calling tor mateiial or construction or elimina-
tions in either the spécifications or plans must coMply with, these
minimum requirements.

(f) When plans and specifications are submitted.to the State Superin-
tendent for approval, satisfactory assurance must be furnished by
the school board that adequate supervision will be provided"

Supervision of school buildings.Thé school building division super-
vises the construction of all buildings planned by the school building
division as stated abové. Nineiy-five percent of all buildings in
47 Ibid., p.14-15.
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counties are planned, by the school building division. It is stated that
at present the lack of staff ìiñiits suchi supervision ti) buildings planned
by the school building division.

Inspectitm of buildings.1----According to the law the school bLiilding
division must inspect all buildings for safety.'

Condemnation of school building8.The State department of educ
tion has authority- by law to condemn school buildings. Under t e
general authority granted the State board of education (the Virginia
Constitution*, sec. 132) the board may make such laws as it deems
best for supervision, inspection, and condemnation oi saool buildings.

Other State agencies that have polar to supervise, inspect, or 'condemn
school buildings .The Virginia law gave authority to the cominissioner
of labor to require boards of supervisors and city councils to erect
fire escapes!'

Financing of schòol building construction.Loans from the State
literary loan fund 'are made to local school boards on application,
subject to approval by the State superintendent of plans and specifica-
tions for such buildings. Loans are made, not tó. exceed $100,000, or
three-fourths of the cost of the building. Th4esd loans are repayablt in
any term of years from 5 to 30 with interest rate of 4 percent.

Operating relationships with other divisions in the Stale department of
educatioi.CuRRIcuLum: In planning new buildings Ube super-,

intendents of schools,, erementary and high school supervisors,
and principals are usually consulted. There is a close coordina-
tion and working arrangement with the division of instruction
and the division of school buildings.

HEALTH: The features of the school plant involving health are
developed through the supervisor of health education in the
State department of education and in the State department of
health.

FINANCE: There is little relationship between the finance depart-
ment (jr auditor of the State department of education and the
division of school buildings except in certifying advances from
the literary loan fund when loans are made on school buildings.

*RESEARCH: As it now operates there is little relationship between
the division of research and the division of school buildings.

Operating relationships with local school auiltorities.There is close
cooperation between local school authorities, the superintendent of
schools, and local school boards. This usually involves a prèliminary
discussion of general plan outline, cost, location, type of construction,
etc. As plans are developed, blueprints are forwarded to the local
authorities for criticism, approval, and correction; as final .working
drawings are completed, they are approved by the division superin-

Virginia Law, 19 : 114, August 1936.
Vkginia School laws, ans. 671, 3141.
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tendent , as required by law, before they are placed on the market for
contractors. Bids always are opened in the local school authorities'
offices, and the division of school buildings serves in all respects as a
private architeCt would serve except that it has advisory authority
concerning approval of plans, procedures, etc.

Cooperation with professional groups outside therdepadment.There
is close cooperation with the Stile 'Arming boaied to determine the
proper location of buildings in conforman'c:e .with population trends.
On all surveys of long-range planning for school buildings, the State
planning board is represented and the study is inade jointly by the
State planning board andAhe division of school bttildings of the State
department of education. There is little operating relationship with
parent-teacher organizations, architects' organizations, or playground
and recreation associations.

Cooperation with the Federal GovernmentSince 1934 there has been
a close_ relationship between the division of school buildings'and the
Public Works Administration. Most of the school buildings erected
in Virginia since the inauguratión of The Public Works Administration
have been under PWA grant. A relatively small proportion of school
building work has been done under the Work Projects Administration,
which has confined ith Activities to the erection of '1- and 2-room
buildings, developing and surfacing play areas, salvaging from aban-
doned buildings, and drainage problems.

School Building Work in the Minnesota State Department oF
Education

Oiganization.In the Minnesota State Department of Education
the work on school buildings is carried on in a division of buildings and
business administration. There is a stag of three people, a director, a
draftsmah, and a clerical worker. It was reported that there is no,
school building budget "as such" but that the budget is part of the_
State department budget. The work on school buildings in Minne-
sota differs from that in Virginia in a number of ways. The chief
differences are: First, in Minnesota the school building division does
not pkepare plans and specificatimis except for 1- and 2-room buildings,
as plans for all school buildings are prepared by private architects;.
second, the State does not give either State aid or loans for school
building construttion; and third, no State-wide school building survey
has yet been made.

&hod plant 8urvey8. The State department gathers statistics and
information on a State-wide basis regarding certain phases of school
buildings, but the director of bulldings stated that "the Department
has not as yet made a State-wide school building survey worthy of
such designation."
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Records of school plant gituation.The State department requires the
following information on school plant situations to be reported each
year:

Local school officials /am annually required to fill out and return
report forms supplied by the State department of education. The
follovsing information is requested: (1) Number of new schoolhouses
built this year; (2) value of new buildings; (3) number of school build-
ings used for (a) elementary purposes only, (b) secondary purposes
only, (c) elementary and secondary purposes, (d) not used at all; (4)
value of all sites and buildings; and (5) value of equipment.

Information is collected by the State department regarding the cost
of the school buildirig projects completed within ,a given year. This
report is detailed and does not duplicate the report mentioned above
regarding tbe number of new school buildings erected or the value of
school buildings and sites.

School boards in òommon (rural) school districts are required to
report each Sirbear whether they have an approved system of heating and
ventilation in their school buildings.

Expenditures for operation, janitort' salaries, fuel, supplies, etc.,
and for maintenance, repairs, and equiNent of buildings and upkeep
of grounds are, of court* also collected eadi year for. each district in
the State.

Standards for school building8.The director of buildings said:
"There is no State school building code if this term applies to a con-
struction code such as one finds in certain munkipalities." Standards
are printed as Laws and Rules Governing School Building and Sites.
The latest date of publication of these standards was June 1928. The
standards are binding upon the local community becaùse the State
department has power to withhold approval of the building until the
standards are conformed with. Minnesota also uses the standards of
the National Co cil on Schoolhouse Construction.

Preparatidn of and specification s.The school4puilding division
prepares plaiii; and le ifications only for 1- and 2-room schools.
Private architects prepare the other plans. The law does_ not require
architects or local school officials to submit plans and specifications in
the preliminary stage; thd law permits plans and. specifications. to be,
submitted to the State department for examination and approval' in
the form of working plans and specifications. The director of buildings
stated, hiowe;rer that "as a matter of (Act practically all the school
architects in the- State now submit the projects to the department in
the preliminary stage."

The direddr of buildings considers that the advantage of the State
department preparing plans is that the State- can render this servicti to
local communities whose building projects are too small to attract
the services of competent architects. Thé disadvantages are.that if
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ASSISTANCE ON SCHOOL PLANT PROBLEMS

the State assumes such responsibility it requires maintenance of a:
competent staff for which sufficient funds are ditifrull to.5.6cure. Also
"ill feeling and criticism is sometimes engendered toward the State for
encroaching on priate enterprise, and disproportionate time and
effort are required to render such service."

Stock plans.The school building division prepares stock plans and
room layouts. The advantages and disadvantages of stock plans in
Minnesota are given in chapter 11.

Review and approval of plans.The School Laws of Minnesota, 1913,
amended 1939, definitely require the State board of education to pre-
scribe rules and to examine a) plans and specifications for school build-
ing projects and to approve t4e same before contraçts are let or public
funds are expended for the erection, enlargement., or change of school
buildings. This statute requires all school boards in Minnesota to
secure the appro#al of the State board of education for building
projects. It does not set up anv machinery whereby the State depart-
ment can compel local school boards to submit plans and specifications
for building projects for examination and approval, but that is not
necessary. The Iasi is mandatory, not discretionary, and' -school
boards are required to submit plans and specifications for approval.
They could be removed from office if they did not comply with legis-
lative mandate. The director of buildings stated that: "It is true,
however, that some small projectasuch as, for example, the remodeling
of a roof, the removal or erectic;n of a partition between classrooms, are
not always submitted to the State department for approval, and
certain projects are completed about which we are not informed.
Although it is true that no specific machinery is_providéd by statute
whereby we can compel local school boaids to submit plans and
specifications to our 'office for examination and approval, the statute
does,require school boards to do so. The fact that some small projects
may riot come to the attention of the department does not change the
essential fact that school boards are required to comply with require-
ments of the State board of education and to secure the approval of
our office before contracts are let oepublic funds expended for school
building projects."

Supervision and inspection of school buildings.The director of
buildings stated that:

It is true that the State Department does not .ervise school-building
construction in the sense that an architect or a fultme superintendent does.
However, the Dirdctor of Buildings has authority to enter any -public-school
building in tfie State at any 'time and this power is not limited to small
school buildings alone. It is true also that for projects for which
we supPly plans and specifications, we interpret pilule and specifications in
case questions arise between the contractor and the school board, and we are
sometimes called upon to inspect a building to ascertain whether or not plans
and specifications have been met. This does not mean, however, that we
supervise school-building_ construction within the full =snit* of that term
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46 STATE SUPERVISORY PROGRAMS

Condemnation.The State department of education has legal
authority to condemn school buildings.

Financing of selwol bui:Ming8.The State department does not at
present give State aid for school buildings nor does it make loans for
school-building construction. The State eiecutive council and the
legislative 'emergency committee, whkh have had money at their
disposal to give to locai school districts to aid them in constructing
school buildings, request the State department of education to recom-
mend whether funds for building purposes should be granted. There
is no legal requirement, however, that approval of the Steal depart-.
ment of education is necessary before State agencies cin give financial
assistancejor school-building construction.

School Biiilding Work.. in the Wisconsin State Department of
Education

In Wisconsin the work on school buildings is under the school-
building iervice. Unlike either Virginia or Minnesota, the State de-
partment does not háve legal power to compel compliance with the
approval or dis,approval of the State department with regard to plans
for school- uilding construction.

Staff budget.The staff consists of a supervisor, an assistant,
and clerical staff. The 'total budget is $7,550.

School pkint survey8.The school-building service tnakes surveys at
the request of local communities, and 42 such surveys have been made

the last 15 years. Surveys% are made for individual schools, but
usually for groups of schools on the basis of a 10-year period or longer,
ahd checked and kept up to date so far as possible. For example,
there have been eight extensions of previous surveys.

Records of school plaid.No records are required on the school plant
situation in different °immunities but general information is usually
on file.

Standards for school buildings.The school-building service seta up
standards, which are submitted to local communities when the latter
ask for assistance. In nearly all cases the suggestions made by the
State department in regard to standards for and space dispositions
in new school-building Construction are carried out.

Plans- and spec¡fications.---The school building service prepares
plans and specifications for 1- to 4-room buildings consisting of 50,000
cubic feet of net usable space. The supervisor considers that there
are decided advantages in the ichool building service making plans
and specifications for school buildings. "Since the School Building
Service constantly receives infoimation on local needs through reports
of the supervisors and through surveys, it is possible to design the
buildings to fit local needs. Furthermoise, it represents a financial
saving to the local community."
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ASSISTANCE ON SCHOOL PLANT PROBLEMS 47
Stock plans.The supervisor reported that no stock plans wereused but that he had on file 338 different plans of buildings preparedin connection with specific situations and that these are suppliedto communitie's as suggestive matt7ial or samples on the basis ofwhich new or modified plans can be developed.
Room layouts.The service prepares many room layouts of dill-.ferent types of rooms and also prepares plot plans and topographicmaps of sites at request of the local community.
Review and approval of p1an4.-2Communities are not compelledby law to submit plans to the State department for review but themajority voluntarily submit plans and, furthermore, althougg theapproval of the State department is not binding on the local com-munity, the large majority abide by the approval or disapproval ofthe school building service. "The Service is legally powerless torequire chiinges," said the supervisor, "except through condemnatorystatute whereby an existing building may be condemned. Thisstatute is invoked about 6 times per year."

Supervision and inspection.The school building service does notsupervise construction of buildings erected from its own plans but onrequpst makes interim inspections at no cost except for travelingexpense. It also makes final inspections. The final inspection ismandatory; the is inspection is voluntary. Some buildinginspections are mad by inspectors of the grided and high schools.They check the build efully for fire hazards, safety, and sanitaryconditions. These inspectors consult with the supervisor of theschool building service concerning their inspections and may haveorders issued which are mandatory.
Condemnation of school buildings,The State departmentAtanauthority to condemn school buildings but a hearing may be heldwith regard to that decision upon written request of the local board.The State superintendent can legally order school officers to repair,remodel, or construct a new building ih place of the condemnedbuilding and can withdraw all State or county money until compliancewith the iorder.
Finance.----The State department does not give State aid for schoolbuildings but the State does make loans through the land commis-sioners. The loans are made in any amounts at 2)4 percent up to20 years. As a matter of fact, this means that altIough the WisconsinState Department does not have legal power to compel local com-munities to submit schbol building plans for reviisw nor tvwer tocompel compliance with approval or disapproval of such plans, yetthe 'department does have some control over the construction ofschool buildings because OA. State can withhold loans for school-building construction.
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School Builaing Work in the Mississippi. State Department of
Education

The organization of work on school buildlris and the activities in
this field carried on bethe Stile departnient are illustrittive of the
rapid strides which have been made in the last 15 years in the,Sobth
in the systematic study of schocil building needs and the progress
made in meeting these needs. As a result of pioneer work in the
school building field by Prof. Fletcher B. Dresslar, of George Peabody
College, Nashville, Tenn., school bOding divisions were established
several years ago in Alabama, Arkanrsas, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky,
Mississippi, North Carolina,' South Cirolina, and Texas:° At first
these divisions were **rated 'through ir slits from the Generat pu-
cation Board but later the State departments of education in these
States toOk over and financed the work.

Since limitation of space makes it impossible to describe the work
in each' of these States, Mississippi has been chosen as an example
because the accommodations in that State, prior to the establishment
of the schciol bui14244 service, were so limited that die work accom-
plished in the. last 10 years is noteworthy as indicating what can be
done in improvirig conditions when funds and expert staff are made
available.

The director of school building service in the Mississippi State
Department of Education reported that the purpose of the school
building division is threefold:

1. To foster the condtiuction of hygienic, educationally efficient school
plants.

2. To tliminate waste in ihe planning and construction of the school plant.
3. To foster the proper use and care of the school plant.

Staff and budgetThe staff consists of 3 people, a'.director, an
assistant, and a clerical worker. The budget for salaries and travel is
$7,800. The Airector thinks that in orcrer to do the work effectively
there should be added to the staff an engiheer, a draftsman, a land-
scape specialist, and an additional secretary.

School pima surveys.During the sch9o1 year of 134-35 a survey
was made of the school plant facilities of the public schools of Mis-
sissippi. The director reported 'that: P

This survey included a very detailed report of the plant property in each
of the 5,554 public schools in operation during that year. This survey.was
financed by the Civil Works Administration. Many serious deficiencies in the
school plant of the public schools *ere revealed by this survey. More than
1,500 of the public schools were without publicly owned plant facilities of
any description. Hundreds of the schools were without water supply,

;sanitary facilities, and other such nemssities.
The survey revealed that Misitissippi's investment In the school plant

averaged $69 per child enrolled in school, including both white and Negro

.
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Ati;113TANCE ON SCHOOL PLANT PROBLEMS 49
schools. The school plant investment was,,$125 per child enrolled for thewhite schools alone. At this time the school plant investment per childenrolled for the whole United Stites was $250. In spite orally these con-ditions, Mississippi had invested a greater part of her taxable wealth in theschool plant than the average State. Four-tenths of one percent of thetaxable wealth of the United States was invested in the school plant whileMississippi had so invested fifty-eight hundredths of one percent of hertaxable wealth.

elb

Records of school plant situation. In connekion with the annualreports from each school distriet; the following data are wIlectkid onschool buildings:
Capital outlay

I. New building's constructed during. the year.
2. Additions, alterations, etc., to old buildings.
3. Additional grounds for school use.
4. New school equipment, desks, blackboards, chairs, etc.5. Other outlay expense&
6. T9tal capital outlay.

Mainknanoe of &tool plant
1. Cost of rOaitv to buildings ard equipmènt.
2. Cost of old equipment repLact?d.

41Cost of tronsportation. ,
atIn addition to these data each county is responsibie for maintaininga map of the county (scale, 1 inch equals 2 miles) on which the variousschool districts, locations of schools, State and paved highways, anddirt roads are shown in difkrent colors.

Standards for school buildiligs.There is rio State building code in
Mississippi bot the tichool building division uses the stimdards 9f theNational Council on Schoolhouse Construction in guiding construe-tion.- The State department does not have legal power to enforce
observation of these standards but it is able.- to isebure 'Compliance
through accreditation of schools and alp through the iniluntary aaionof the local communities.

Preparaliono of plans and specifications.--.-The division preparesplans for school bliildings at the request of the local community butendeavors to limit this work as much as possible. Usually the work
consists of sketch plans made after preliminary surveys and submittedto the private aikchitect on the basis of which he designs and Plans thebuildings.

Stock plans. 12'sj [i.ck plans are prepared by the division for smallerbuildings but the preparation of stock plains is Considered very un-
satisfactory because any given stock plab rarely fits a specific situationvery well. However, it is considered by the director that the prepara-tion of rtoom lay-outs which are also prepared by the division are ofdecided value to local communities. The division prepares lay-outafor agriculture and home economics rooms, science departments,
elementary classrooms, and other rooms.
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Review and approval of 'plans. It was rep ted that plans were
. submitted to the State department for review. though there is no,

law compelling local communities to submit plans, it is estimated that
95 percent of the plans for school buildirigs are sent to the State
department for review. The State department approves plans.
Although there is no law which makes the department's approval
binding on the local community, it is estiMated by the director that
the majority of communities abide by- the decision of thé" State depart.:
ment.

Supervision, inspection, and condemnation of school buildings.The
division does not supervise construction of school buildings but does
insRect school buildings at the request of die local community. It
does not fiave power to inspect without si4ch request. The State
department does not have legal authority to condemn school buildings,
nor does the local community have such power.

Financing of school building constructiOn.The State depártment
I does not give either State aid or loans for school building construction.

In addition to the above information the director of school building-
service in. Mississippi gave the following report on the school buildiiig

f. sitpatiop. in Mississippi:
During the62ast 2 years 'Mississippi has greatly improved her school

plant facilities?! School buildings, equipment, and 'sites were valued at
approximately $40,000,000 at the beginning of the biennium. Duririg the
biennium this investment has been increased more than 8% million dollars,i,,
or more than 20 percelit. This has been by far the most extensive plant pro-
gram Mississippi has ever had. Assistance from the Federal Governmtnt
has made it possible for these greatly needed facilities to be provided. This
assistance has come through several different agencies of the Government.
Among these agencies are the Public Works Administration and the Works
Progress Administration.

The Public Works Administration has aided in the improvement of the
school Plant to the extent of more than $5,000,000.. Almost half of this
Amount was in direct A-rants from the Government. in many instance* the
re;paining funds needed for a program were loaned by the Government at four
percent interest. In each histance the facilities provided* in this program

, were carefully planned with reference to long-time educational needs of the
community. Each one of the projects included in this Program 113, theref9re,
a good example of sound educational planning.

School Building Work-in the Washington State Department
oF Education 4.4

Organization.In the Washington State Department of Fjducation
there is no one persOn or staff that gives full time to schopl building
work. Nor is there any budget set aside specifically for school building
mirk. The assistant superintendent of schools is ippeisted as

adviser on school buildings and school building financing?' It watt
reported that the assistant superintendent gave 60 percent of his
lime to this work.
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The State superintendent reported thal he considered it desirable tohave a school building division directly responsible to the State super-intendent and consisting of the followjng staff: An adviser on schoolfinance, an architect, a certified buildingAngineer, and clerical work-ers. He estimated the necessitry Midget at $15,000 a -year. Inaddition it, was stated that it would be desirable to have a cpmmissionon school buildings' consisting of the above three employees, a localschool building member, and a °local architect, authorized by 'thelegislature to serv.e for each school building project. ,

School plant 8urveys.The State Department reported that schoolbuilding surveys were made through the State planning commission"when and if made." Such surveys are made on requests of localcommunities and are kept up to date "insofar as possible."
Records of 8chool plant situation.Reports to the State departmenton the condjtion of the school plant from city, county, and district.auperintendents are not required.
Standards for 8chool buildifig8.there is no State school buildingcode Although one is planned. nowever, Washington is one of the21 State departments of education that publiihes printed siandardsfor the guidance of local communities. A . pamphlet published in1933', Representative School Buildings, consists of 20 pages of recom-mended standards for the planning and construction of school build-ings arid over a hundred pages of photographs and floor plans of newelementary aríd high school buildings erected in Washington. Thesestandards çover not only recommendations in regard to heating,ventilating, lighting, and sanitation but also suggestions for theplanning of audi?oriums, gymnasiums, and special-purpose rooms'such as libraries, shops, etc. (appendix B).It was reported that the State department has no legal power tocompel local communities to follöw these standards but that com-pliance is secured through persuasion and leadership.

Plans and specifNations for school buildings.The State departmentdoes not prepare any plans and specifications for schools of any size.All plans are prepared by private architects. nio Department doesnot design but does diltribliie room layouts as suggestive materialto local communities, and also gives assistance irr locating arid plan-ning the site, in landscaping development, and in the treatment ofsoil for playground surfacing.
Review and approval of plans.. n submission of plans and speci-pfications by local cpmmunities to the State department for review is,entirely voluntiry, It was reported that the State department hasho power to compel the local communitieg.tó submit plans but thatthe communities do submit them.
Appiovai of plans and specifications.---It was reported that the' Statedepartantnt approves plans and specifications but that it is optional
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only. The dewtment has no wer to compel local 'communities
to abide by the approval or disa e val of plans and no means except
persuasion are used to compel such compliance.

Supervision of school buildings.The State department does not
supervise construction of school buildings except that, where State
funds have been appropriated for the building, there is supervision to
see that the plans and specifications are followed.

Inspection of school buildings.The State department inspects school
buildings at fthe request of the local commuility. It does not have
local authority to inspect without the request of the local community.

Condemnation of school buildings.The State department does not
hawve power to condemn school buildings. This power is vested in
the State department of health and the local community.

Financing of school building construction.The State department
gives grants to school districts for aid in school building construction.
Three million dollars was approp.riated for this purpose in 1:938-39.
Tbis sum was to supplement local resources and to match Federal
grants. and assistance from the Public Works Administration.

Before making such grants the State department sent to each
community the following statement:

6

The Following Facts 4hould Be Known By School Boards

Before the State will consider a grant for aid to school districts foi buildings
or other improyements, the Department of Education must certify that the
following conditions have been met:

1. 'The need for the project must bé urgent.
2. The district must have exhausted every local effort.

(a) by levying full millage.
(b) by voting special levies.
(c) by bonding to the full limit.

3. The district must be able to support its full share of obiigation on
bonds and upkeep of improvement without lowering educational
standards.

4. Funds for the project must not come from regular millage at a sacrifice
of educational standards.

It is well to observe the following general related questions when con-
templating improvements:

1. Will better results over a period of years be realized by consolidation,
'or by your building program?

2. Will building improvements contribute to a lasting well-defined plan
for community improvement as well as a real asset to your education
program?

3. Have you in mind a wholesome balance of interest and support
between your elementary schools and your high schools?

4. Will your building prográm be satisfactory to your taxpaying patrons?
5. Is your building plan the outgrowth of the real needs of your schools?
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6. Does your whole board approve the plans submitted?

REMARKS:
An explanatory letter setting up the detailed needs of your schools shouldbe sent to this Department along with your other district reports. Youshould provide this Department with all available facts to show the realneeds of your school.

1.

2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9. Other debts $

Genrol District Information
Name of school
District number

.Kind of district
Valuation $
Current year general levy
',Special levy, mills
Bonds outstanding $
Warrants outstanding $

-4

County

p.

When voted

10. Number of buildings_ _ _ _ Kinds: Elementary H igh _ _11. Enrollment: High Elementary
12. Number of teachers: High Elementary3. Are new building improvements needed? Estimatedbuilding

MID MM.

.1. amp am. Iwo .11M

costs of
14. Would they be financed by: Local bonds L.

Special levy S_
State and/or Federal grants $15. Do your building improvement plans meet public approval? _ _ _ _16. Is your school building a community center?

17. Would consolidation seem feasible?
18. Number of tranpportation routes Busses19. What new maidtenance costs will be added?
20. Maximum salaries: High $ Mtniinum high $- - - ------Maximum salaries: Elementary $_ __ Minimum elementary $22. Is your building program approved by county superintendent?23. Your county superintendent is
24. Your school board clerk_ _ --

_ en. gmw ........25. Who is your superintendent?
The foregoing report is made by:

Supt
Clerk

_ Chairman _

Principal

_____ __ ._ _ r _ _

_ _

Ai

itx
_ _ _

. s

_ ______

___,_

,.

_

_ ______ __

21.
_
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Operating relationships with other divisions in tihe State department of
education and outside agencies.When a new building or addition is
planned, principals and teachers are asked to cooperate in the prepara-
tion of a school program showing the kind of facilities needed, and
the doctors, nurses, and play directors are always consulted. The
assistant superintendent in charge of school buildings is also in charge
of research. It was reported that the State department cooperated in
school building work with the local school auth9rities, professional
groups outside the department, and the Federal Government.

School Building Work in the Oregon State Department
of Education

Organization.In the Oregon State Department of Education there
is no one person or staff that gives full time to school bliilding work.
It was reported that the work on school buildings is allocated to the
director of school administration and secondary eduCation and that
this director gives 20 percent of his time to school building work.

The State superintendent stated that he considered it desirable- to
have a school building division with at least one person in charge of
the work, a clerical assistant, and a budget for travel. He said that
he considered that this staff find a budget of at least $4,800 were
"very much Tieeded due to the large amount of money invested in
school building construction." He added that funds were also needed
for supervision and inspection of school buildings. ,

School plant surveys.-L-It was reported that the State department had
made a school building survey in 1934 on.its own initiative. It was also
reported that the department had Made a few surveys at the request
of local communities but r"we rather prefer that local communities
employ some one to do it. Generally the local comrounitie's have
employed perions from the University of Oregon for this purpose.
However, the State department could keep one person busy on this
one activity."

Records of school plant situation.The StAte department does not
require annual reports from city, county, and district superintendents
on the condition of school plant. The 'district clerk's arinual report
merely calls for the number of existing school buildings of various types,
the number of new buildings constructed during the year, and the
estimated value of school building grounds and equipment.

Standards for school buildings.There is no State schOol building
code. There is a Stitte building code but "it is not particularly appli-
cable to schools." The Oregon State Department of Education, how-
ever, is one of 21 State departments that publishes printed standards
on the construction and care of school buildings. A pamphlet pub-
lished in 1937, A Manual on the Construction and Care of School
Buildings, covers not only standards in regard to heating, ventilating,

.
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and general construction, but also standards for auditoriums, gymna-
siums, special-purpose ro-oms, sites, and -playgrounds (appendix B).It was reported that these standards are merely suggestions to the lotal
commutity and that the local school authorities do not have to
follow them.

Plans and specifications for sdiool buildings.The State department
does not prepare prans and specifications of school buildings. A11 suchplans are prepared by local architects. "The law compels the employ-mek of private architects for atiy public building with more than 4,000
square feet of floor area or for buildings of a certain height."

The State department used to prepare stock plans of school build-
ings but discontinued this practice. It does prepare lind distribute
suggestive room layouts for shops, home economics, and libraries,
and also prepares directions for,treatment of soil for playgrounds.

Review and approval Qf plans.The State department reviews plansand specifications of school buildings but it is not mandatory for local
communities to submit such plans to the State department, "althoughit is frequently done." The State department approvés or disapproves
plans and speCifications when submitted but it is not mandatory for
local communities to submit such plans. "They do so frequently ona voluntary basis."

Supervision and inspection of school buildings.The State depart-
mentsloes not supervise the construction of school buildings either onits own initiative or on the request of local communities. It was
reported that the State department inspects school buildings "in
connection with the siipervisory Visits of State department officials."

6ndemnation of school buildings.i`her State department hasauthority to repyrt that a building is below standard but it does nothave authority to condemn' school buildings. That authority isvested in the local community and in the State fire marshal, State
board of health, and State labor commissioner. It is mandatory imthe part of the local communities to carry out the Written repom-
mendations of the State fire marshal. The local district can request
the State labor commissioner to inspect for safety. The cost of
inspection is paid by the local district. -

Financing of school building construction.The State department of
education does not make grants or loan money for school building
construction, altiough it was reported that "the director of education
in an emergency may make grants from the income of permanent
school funds."

Operating rekaionships with other divisions in the-State department of
education- and with magi& agencies.It was reported that the State
department cooperates "wherever possible with local school authorities,
professional groups outside the Department, and the Federal Govern-
ment."

I
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School Building Work in the Idaho State Department of Education

Organizatión.There is no one person or staff that gives 'full time
to this work. The work is allocated to the following people: The
assistant superintendent, who gives 5 to 8 percent of his time to this
work; an insurance clerk; and an architeèt in the employ of a local
lumber company, who, gives some time to this work in addition to
full-tiine private employment: He is paid a fee of $1 to $2.50 for
each plan examined. His fee is paid by the local school district which
submits the plan to the State department for approval.

It was r.eportea that it was considered desirable to have a division
of school buildings but that "other much needed services needed to be
developed in th6 State department ahead of schoolhouse planning 'as,
for example, a State department office personnel available to work
with county superintendents on pupil accounting and public school
auditing, additional elementary school supervisors, and it research
division."

School plaid surveys.It was reported that the State department
made a school building survey 'as part of a general survey more than 5
years ago. In 1939 the State department cooperated with the Iditho
State Planning Board in making a school building survey. The State
superintendent in asking the cooperittion of city and county super-
intendents in this study stated that the main objectives of the survey
were:

1. To develop interest in planning a long-range public works prograni.
2. To encourage sound financing of needed projects rather than the adoption

of a huge spending program.
3. To assist the local community in preparing a consultative program bene-

ficial to the greatest number.
4. To weld the Kograms as initiated by the local community into a balanced

and adequate State and regional plan.
5. To place the needs for public works construction before interested Eftate

and Eaderial agencies.

With this statement there wére attached forms calling for specific
information on school buildings.

Records of school pknt eituation.The State deiartment does not
require annual reports from city and county superintendents with
regard to the condition of the school plant.

Standard8 for school building8.The Idaho State Department of
Education ¡tone of 21 State departments that publishes printed
standards on school buildings for use by local communities. How-
ever, these standards refer only to 1- to 3-room builditigs (apPendix
B). A pamphlet published in 1927, Schoolhousqlon8 I,, One, Two,

4

a.and Three Room Buildings, covers reulgáttip .44,e, 1 safety,_

heating, lighting, ventilating, sanitatión of sc oól buildings, and
certain general construction standards -with r::lard to clissroom con-
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struction. The pamphlet does not include standards for auditoriums,
gymnasiums, and special purpose rooms, but it does include standards
with regard to site, detailed recommendations for the landscaping
of sites, and suggestions as to location, grading, and surfacing of play-
grounds.

These standards for 1.- to 3-room buildings are binding on the local
community. It was reported that they have the force and effect of
law, but that "they are not followed through to construction," and
that there is no adequate methcid for compelling compiiance with the
standards except through the preliminary inspection of plans.

Plans and specifications for school buildings.The State department
does not prepare plans and specifications for school buildings. "The
law requires that a private architect be employed for all school build-
ings where the value is $7,500 or more and in rural areas in every in-
stance."

The State department does prepare stock plans for 1- to 3-room
btildings as suggestive material for local communities. It is con-
sidered that this is an economy to the district and that it makes pos-.
sible wine diKection as to the type and construction of building.
The departmerit does not prepare room layouts or plot plans nor does
it give directions is to treatment of soil.

Review of plans.The State department reviews plans and speci-
fications. It is required by law that:local communities submit plans
and specificatiOns to the State department for review. It was added
that "some are not submitted bvt nothing is done ábout it."

Approval of plans and specifications.The State department ap-
proves plans and specificAtiong of school buildings and grounds. The
local communities are required by law to abide by the approval or
disapproval of the State department but it wa.4 stated that "there are
no adequate means of enforcement of this legal requirement although
the State Board of Education is charged with this responsibility."

Supervision and inspection of schod buildings.----It was reported that
the State departfilent has authority to supervise and inspect school
buildings but does not carry on this work.

Condemnation of schogl buildirgs.----The State department has legal
authority to condemn °school f3uildings but it wai reported that there
are no adequate means for enforcing this authority.

Financing of school building construttion.The State department
does not give State aid or make giants to local communities for school
building construction but loans on bonds are available to school
districts from the State department.

Operating relationships will& other divisions in the State Department
of Education.----It was reported that the State department cooperates.

with principals, doctors, nurses, and play directors locilly in the
preparation of the school building program but "not in an organized

.
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way." It was also reported tile there* wu cooperation with local
school tenhorities, professional groups outside the department, and
the Federal Government.

Sch'ool Building Work in the Maine State Department of Educa-
tion

Organization. In the Maine State Department of Education there
is no one person or staff that gives full time to school building work.
The work is allocated to the agent for rural education who gives
approximately one-sixth of his time to the work. The State super-
intendent reported that he did not consider a school building division
desirable..

School plant surveys.With regard to condupting school building
surveys it was reported that the State department gives "consultative
service rather than surveys" and that the department did not "gen-s
erally" make surveys on its owia knitiative.

Recoids of school plant situitihn.The State department does not
require city and district superintendents to make annual reports on
the condition of the school plant.

Standards for school buildings.There is no State school building
code. The Maine State Department of Education is one of 21 State
departments that publishes printed standards on school building
construction. A pamphlet published in 1936, Minimum 'Require-
ments for Approval of Buildings, consists of regulations for safety,
lighting, ventilating, heating, and sanitation, and som'e standards
with regard to the dimensions óf classrooms. There are no standards
for auditoriums, gymnasiums, or special-purpose rooms and none
for sites or playgrounds (appendix B).

The standards which do exist are binding on local communities.
The State department can withhold funds for local budgets if these
standards are not coniplied with.

Plans and specifications for school buildings.The State depaitment
does not prepare plans and specifications for school buildings. All
school building plans are prepared by private architects. The depart-
ment does prepare stock plans for buildings of 1 to 5 rooms. It does
not prepare room layouts, plot plans, or directions for treatment of
soil for playgrounds.

4.

Review of plans.The State department reviews plans and specifi-
cations for school buildings and it was reported that locql commu-
nities in all cases submit such plans to the department for review.
It was reported that if they did not submit plans the department
could withhold State funds for local budgets.

Approval of plans.--The State department approves plans and
specifications. Accprding to the. School Laws of Maine, Site. 14;
Ch._19, "* * * ail plans and specifications for any * pro-
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posed school building and plans for the reconstruction or remodeling
of any school builcling, the expense for whicti shall exceed $500, shall
be submitted to and approved by the Commissioner of Education
and the State Bureau of Heath and must comply with 'State of Maine
plumbing regulations' before the same shitll be accepted by the Super-
intendent of School Committee or Schòol Building Committee of the
town in w4hich it is proposed to erect such building." Th'e law also%
provides that when the building is ready for occupancy the local
schopl building committee "shall report"to the Commissioner of
Education on blanks furnished by said Commissioner such facts
« * and shall indicate whether or not the proposals *
previously apptoved have befn maae. Whenever it shall aPpear to
the Commissioner of Education that such approved plans * * *
have not been carried out he may cause an inquiry of .4-aid building
« e * and shall notify% said committee if changes are required

w.* * * and it shall be the duty of said committee promptly to make
such 'changes."

Supervision, inspectimi, and condemnation of school buildings.
The State department does not supervise school buildings and does
not have legal authority to do so. The department does hav'e author-
ity to inspect school buildings and inspects them "especially for
accreditation." It can withhold State funds for the local school
district if the recommendations growing out of inspection are not
complied with. The State department does not have power to con-
demn school buildings.

Financing of school building construction .The State department
does not give grants or load§ to local communities for the construction
of school buildings.

Operating relationships tvith other dirisions in* the Stale department
of education.The agent for rural education carries on general
cooperation with all'clepartmnt personnel in connection with school
building work.

.* *
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Appendix A

Charts Showing the Location of School Building Work in 22 State
Departments of Education
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a

STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
(STATE BOARD FOR VOCATIONAL EDUCATION)
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STATE BOARD OF EDUCATIÒN
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STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
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STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION
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Appendix B

School Building Surveys Published by State Departmer4s of
Education

ALABAMA. State department of education. Report of the survey of Chilton
County sch.00ls. Mdntgomery, 1939-1940. Research and survey series No.
66. 113 p. (Mimic))

MISSISSIPPI. State department of education in cooperation with the Civil
Works Administration. A survey of the plant facilities of the public schools
of Mississippi. Jackson,. 1934. 26 p. (Mimeo.)

NORTH CAROLINA. State department of public instruction in cooperation with
the U. S. Office of Education, Washington, D. C. Study of school units in
North Carolina. Raleigh, 1937. 191 p. Printed.

SOUTH CAROLINA. State department of
IP

education. The State school building
survey of South Carolina. Columbia, 1937. 182 p. (Mimeo.)

VIRGINIA. State department of education. Report of school building survey
and recommendations for along-range building program for white and negro
schools of Clarke Cpunty. Richmond, 1940. 26 p. (Mimeo.)

No doubt other. States have published school building surveys but the above were the ouly ones mb-mitted with reports on ichool building work.
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Appendix C

Bibliography oF Printed Standards on School Buildings Publis.hed

by State Departments oF Education

ALABAMA. State department of education. Handbook on the school building
program for school superintendents and boards of education. Montgomery,
Bulletin 1936, No. 7. 47 p.

CALIFORNIA. State department of public works. Rules and regulations, relating
to the safety of design and construction of public school buildings in California.

, -
Sacramento. February 8, 1937. 30 p.

DELAWARE. State departmerit of public instruction. Minimuni standards for
school buildings and sites. Dover, 1931. 31 p.

FLORIDA. State department of education. The school plant. Tallahassee.
Chap. IX, p. 202-221.

GEORGIA. State department of education. General specifications and directions
and detail specificationsgeneral. Atlanta. (Mimeo.)

IDAHO. State board of education. School House PlansOne-, two-, and three-
room buildings. Boise, June 1927. Idaho bulletin of education, Vol.

XIII, No. 4. 31 p.
ILLINOIS. State department of public instruction. Suggestive standards for

school building construction. Springfield. (Mimeo.) 17 p.

KENTUCKY. State department of education. Regulations governing the sanitary
and protective constrt ètion of public school buildings. Frankfort, March
1935. Educational h lletin Vol. III, No. 1, 20 p.

MAINE. State departme t of education. Laws and rulings of commissioner of
education and mini um requirements for apProval of buildings. Augusta,
1936. 11 p.

MICHIGAN. State . board of education. Michigan school building law. Act

306' P. A. 1937.. Lansing. (Mimeo.)
MINNESOTA. State department of education. Laws and rules governing. school

buildings and sites. St. Paul, June 1928. 46 p.
MISSOURI. State department of education. Schoolhouse planning and construc-

tion. Jefferson City, 1933. School Building Series, Bulletin No. 2. 116 p.
NEW YORK. University of the State of New York. School buildings, sites, and

school district bonds. Albany, September 1, 1931. University of the State of
New York bulletin, No. 979. 61 p.

NORTH DAKOTA. State department of public instruction. Explanation of re-
quirements for standardization of rural schools. .Bismirck. 4 p.

OREGON. State department of education. A manual on the construction and
care of school buildings. Salem, 1937. 119 p.

PENNSYLVANIA. State department of public instruction. The school plant.
Haririsburg, 1939. 51 p.

VERMONT. State department of education. Official rating sheet for Vermont
graded schools. Montpelier, revised February 1936.

VIRGINIA. State Board of EduCation. Regulations of the State board of educa-
tion. Richmond, January 1937. Bulletin State board of education. Vol.

XIX, No. 4. 30 p.
WASHINGTON. State department of ettucation. Representative school buildings.

Olympia, 1933. 107 p.
WEST VIRGINIA. State department of education. Standards for school building

construction. Charleston. (Mimeo.)
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APPENDIX

Table 1.State departments that make school building surveys

State

Total..
Alabama....

Arizona_ _ .

Arkansas ...
California.. .

Colorado.. _

State makes survexs

Yes No

2 3

Connecticut I
Delaware

Florida
Georgia

Idaho

Iflinois
Indiana.....
Kansas
Kentucky........
Louisiana

Maine

Massachusetts .

M ichigan _

M innesota

ississippi . .

Missouri. .......

Montana... _ _ _

Nebraska

Nevada
New Hampshire__

New Jersey.

New Mexico. _

New fork . _

North Carolina.. _

North Dakota._ _
Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregon

I x

x

On own
init iative

Yes No
1

1S IS
-1---

X

3 X

Pennsylvania...
Rhode Island__ _ I _

. Bee footnotes at eizd of table.
I.

4 x

X

X

X

t request
; of local
commumt y

MP

IMO

On 5 to 10-
year basis I

Surveys
kept up-
to-da:e

Yes No Yes No Yes N 41

7 8 1.

24 i 17 . 4 4 21

z

....1. ..ii

Remarks

12

Surveys made by survey
section of division of
administration and fi-
nance.

I Expect to do some work
in this field next year.

No responsibility for
schdol buildings.

INcept corrections arereqqested.
Thtb survey in 1920 madehy Strayer and Engel-hardt has been basis forbuilding programs.
By report forms.
State departnient makes

local survey, not Stateor county.
Survey made I years ago

as part of State survey.

' Consultative service
rather than surveys.

Limited survey on re-
quest'.

Helps on some surveys
believes local.au-

thorhies should makg
surveys xcept in cetse,
of consolidations.

Makes State-wide sur-
veys on own initiative.

1,

Makes State surveys
with aid of University
of Missouri.

,No State direction on
school buildings. FI

State makes surveys on
request if it has time.

Surveys kept up to date
in part.

State superintendent has
authority to make sur-
veys.

Through cooperation of
local districts.

Survey was local school
unit study.

Alias one WPA survey
pending.
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APPENDIX

Table I.State departments that make school building airveys 1Continued

State

1

South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee_ _

Texas
Utah_ ----- _ _ _

Vermont
Virginia. _ .

Washington

West Virginia.. .

Wisconsin
A

State makes surveysi
t

.

Yes No. On own
initiative

At request
of local

community
On 5 to 10-
year basis

Yes No Yes No Yes No 1

I 3 4 5 I 7 8 3

I
z

? z
X

X

I x

z
___ __

_ _

_ _ _ _

_

. -----

I x
X

X

X

X

I
z

. _ _ _ .

- __ _ _

z
-..---

I
z

_ _ .... _

X

X

X-

I
----

X

II x
- - -

z
- -----

I
z

1 X

X

I X

4

.

Surveys
kept up-
to-date

es

18

X

11 2

No

11

Remarks

13

Surveys kept up-to-date
through school build-
ing inventory.

State makes surveys
through State

commission.
plan-

ning
Survey made in 1934-35.

No informationtleceived from Iowa, Maryland, and Wyoming.
Once.

s Not generally.
4 About half the time.

No definite period.
I At discretion of local unit.
7 Seldom.
I As occasion demands.
s If possible. ,

I. Not necessarily.
li some.
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APPENDIX

Table 11.State departments that require records 'of condition of school plant'

State

Alabama
Arkansas

California
Colorado'
Connecticut

Delaware _ .

Florida

Georgia

Idaho
Illinois

Indiana
Kansas
Kentucky

Louisiana
Maine

Massachusetts_ __ _ _

Michigan

Minnesota. _

Mississirvpi_
Missou ..... _
Montana
Nevada

New Jersey.... - - --

New Mexico_ _ _ - _

New York

North Carolina _

North Dakota__
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon

Rhode Island . -
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Utah

Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

85

State department requires reports on condition of school plant from city, county,and di§trict superintendents

Sample
Each year forms sub-

! mitted

Yes No

ey

- -

Yes No

am IMP

MD dia

NP M.

NMI

-41

Remarks

Asks status of school plant annually in county examiner'sreport.

No responsibility for school buildings.

Requires repohs from county and district superintendents,not for cities. -

If a special problem is found by State supervisor, report ismade.

.Made high-spot survey twice in 10 years, 1930, 1935. 1940survey is planned.
4

"Each year school committee should with superintend-ent of schools carefully investigate physical condition ofschool property. Written memorandum of results ofinvestigation should be on file in superintendent's office(Massachusetts Public School Administration). The onlyrecord that is compulsory is a report of summary of ex-penditures on school plant."
They plan a brief inquiry to be completed voluntarily bysome hut not all schools.

Working on plan to secure data regularly.

Principals report annually to State depariment on value ofschool property; deputy superintendents also makereports (Biennial Survey 1936-38, p. 10).
Score cards sent each 5 years to city and oounty superin-tendents.
Not required by law.
Included in general school reports.

Not required by law but reports received annually.
Forms sent out in 1939

General information is usually on file in division of schoolplant servioe.

Ne information received from Arizona ,Iowa, Maryland, Nebraska, New Hampshire, Pennsylvania,South Dakota, and Wyoming.
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88 APPENDIX

Table 1V.State departments that review pions for school buildings'

State

Total.

Alabama
Arkansas
California
Colorimio
Connecticut
Delaware

Florida
Georgia

Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Kansas
Kentucky

9

State depart-
ment reviews

pleins and
specifications

Yes

Louisiana

Maine _

Maryland
Massachusetts_
Michigan .....
Minnesota _ ,

M ississippi

Missouri
Montana
Nebraska.... _

Nevada _

New Ilampshlre..
New Jersey -

New Mexico
New York

North Carolina.... ...
North Dakota..... _

Ohio

Oklahoma

Oregon
Pennsylvania

Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia_
Wisconsin

No

1

IN W. ID

1 z
ow 0. 11 Of

MO ..001...

OOP v. Or

1 z

OX

local oom-
munity sub-

mits plans and
specifications

Yes

$7

1

No

a MI

.....
z

.....

M. IND M.

0. ......

4D

e 4 e e

do, 4m, MD

4.

-Methods to make Iol community submit
plans and fluTifleations

Required by law. Approval of budget.
Educating communities.
Contract illegal unless plans approved.

Required by law.
Community willing to accept approval because

State pays annual maturities on bonded debt
Required by law.
By request of State department which is success-

fu .

Required by law. lome not submitted but
nothing donejibout it.

Required by law. Can withhold funds if build-
ings are not satisfactory.

Leal provision that plans AIL re v te wed and
approved. State superintellant must ap-
prove.

Withhold State funds.
Required by law. *le

No power to compel. One-fourtb or less do.
Required by
Through support of accrediting association and

voluntary submission. Estimates fkS percent
of plans sent in.

4

No compulsion. Local communities desire State
department service.

Required by law.
Do.

Required by law for buildings mating MO or
over,, except for places exceeding 50,000 popu-
lation. 4Required by law. -

State department handles money. 1)
all do submit.

Majority submit plans because 8 trool
building director built up friendly rela nships
\with communities and architects.

Not mandatory.
Required by law except in Philadelphia and

Pittsburgh.
Required by law.

Do.
Do.

No legal procedures.
Persuasion.
Required by law.
Voluntary. ,

Riquired by law.
Voluntary only.
Required by law.
Voluntary action only. Majority submit plans.

i No information received from Arizona, Iowa, and Wyoming.
I State department has no responsibility for school buildings.
3 Plans must be submitted to State architect but not to State department.

Employs private architect on fee buis to review plans.
6 Only on reqUest. 16 Limited service.

Seldom. u On request for PWA and WPA buildings.
Usually. PWA buildings and others on request.

O State department of health reviews plans. Is Voluntarily.
No State department direction for school buildings. 14 Frequently.
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Table V.State departments that approve plans for school buildings

State

Total..

Alabatna

Arkansas........__ .

California
Colorado .

Connecticut

Delaware_

Florida
Georgia
Idaho
Illinois

Indiana
Kansas
Kentucky,
Louisianx
Maine -

Maryland
Massachusetts
M ichigan
M innerata .

Minissippi .

Missouri

Montana
Nebraska
Nevada
New Hampshire
New Jersey

- New Mez oo. _

New York

North Carolina... .

Nprth Dakota
&to

Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania.,
Rhode Island_ ...

I South Carolina
South Dakota.... _

Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Vermont
Virginia...
Wash
West V
Wisconsin._

-- - - - -

State de-

1

'partment
approves
plans and
specifica-

tions

Yes l No

37

.1

. . .

Approval
must be in

writing

No

Approval
binding on
local com-
munity

Yes

41.

No

7

89

Methods used to compel local communitiesto abide by approN al or iii.:Ippro% al ofState department

le

..... .

X
lex

et

OD GP ID 40

. --
Final insOection bcfon. final piwni nts are

made A° contractor
Persuasion.
Contract control.

Required by law.

Community willing- to accept approvalbecause State pays annual maturities onbonded debt.
Required by-law.
Compulsion not necessary.
No adequate means of enforcement.

Required by law.
Do.

Withhold State funds.
Required by law.
Matter of local responsibility.
None.
Approval require4 by law.
Majority 'bide b'y State depart ment decision.
batik-05n during oonitniciion and finalState approval results in voluntary com-pliance. Also State aid is a factor in manydistrict'.

No law requiring approval.
Ctn wittihold funds for buildingsAegally.
Control through State school building fund,

1938.
By withholding grant of 25 percent cost ofbuilding for centralized school district.
Through bond issues and refusal to approttitheft. Also State board of health couldclose a building if necessary.
Required by law.
Withhold funds or enforce through PWA
-requirements.

None but friendly relationships.

Rewired by law.
Do.
Do.
Do.

None ezoept through accreditation of schools.
'Persuasion.
Required by law.
Voluntary for sçh.00ls not standardized.
Board may withhold certain State funds and

refuse loans from literary loan fund.
None used.

uired by law.
Majority abide by approval or disapproval

o State department.
I No information from Arizona, Iowa, and Wyoming.3 State department has no responsibility for school buildings.I Employs private architect on fee basis to approve plans.4 County superintendent, local school board, and contractor are liable if approval is not secured fromState board of health. II No State department direction for school buildings. -4 Limited service. / On request. 1 PWA./ Only on voluntary basis. Schools of third class must have plans approved by oounty superintendents.0 For standardised schools.
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APPENTDIX

Table VI.State deportment: that supervise construction of scitool buildings I

Total

Alabama ..
Ar toms
California ..
Conned icut
Delaware

Florida
Georgia
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

State

Kansas .

Kentucky.
Louisiana .

Maine
Massachusetts

Mkilt=
Minnesota

.

Missouri
Montana..

Nebraska.
Nevada .

New Hampshire
New Jersey .

New Mule .

New York .

North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma....

Oregon-
Pennsylvania
Rhodelsland
South Carolina
South Dipota

Tennessee. _

Team .....
Utah ......
Vermont..... _

Virginia

Washington
WestVirginia.
Wisconsin..

... .......

1. 1-,'

. .....

State department

Super rime eon- Supervises at
s t r u et i o n of requmt of local
school buildings community
. ,

Yes I No

14

a

0-

3

, n

41M/

......

-

No

OD

to)

Has authority to
supervise without

request

Yes No

7

.....

.....

I No information from Aritnna, Colorado, Iowa, .Maryland, and Wyoming.
I Limited

Sometimes
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APPENDIX 91
Table Vil.State deportmints that inspect school buildings, and means used to enforceauthority to inspect 1

State

( Total

A barns

Arkansas
Catifornia
Cunnectkut
ih'laware

Florida

Georgia
Idaho

Indiana

Kansas

Louisiana ..... .
Maine.. _ _

M assachusetts .

Michigan .....
M innesota
M ississippi . .
M twirl
Montana.. ......
Nebraska
Nevada . . _
New Hampshire...
New Jersey.
New Mexico.

New York .

North Carolina_ _ .
North Dakota.:.,
Ohio
Oklahoma

Oregon .....
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island_ .
South Carolina
South Dakota

Tennessee .....
Texas
Utah
Vermont ..... !
Virginia

Washington
West Virginia...
Waconsin ..

1.

St .1W department

I nsi0erts
khool

fluildings

Inipects at
4.

re4 west of
local '

omtnunity

llas author-
ity to

inspect
without
request

No Yes No Yes No

iFi 7

. . : .

a*

I z

l 110

.

l

a. 4.

?I lit
arm--. I

e.

7

01.

oe

1

X

'means used 10 tofilroe authority
to `t t

0

Fund inspeobin before payments am madeto contractor
Persuasion.
No ainhority. Request only.
Authority givt n by law.

IA,pal authority to enforce safilta4, and Mehazard provisions.
State accreditation.

Nfp authority.
None needed.
Withhold seem! i tat ion; wit hhold Statefunds.

None.
Authority never questioned.
No compulsion.
None.

Legal authority.
No evidenoe given.

Legal authority.
Final approval necessary.
Moral suasion and authority over funds. -Reserves rights for buildings for which Itprepares plans.
On visits make it a point to inspect,.

Condemnation legal.
None necessary.

Not necessary to enforce.

Legal authority only for standardized schools.Legal authority.

No authority.

Legal dr through orders of State department.Final inspection mandatory.

I No information from Arizona.
In State board unit. Special districti and Wilmington are not included.In 8tate board units.
Except as beoessary for State aid to special kinds of instruction.Authorized by law to promote plans for small school buildings and to inspect.s Inspects for school buildings being suitable.Annually.
In oonnection with supervisory vitas.In obnotiction with accreditation.
With reference to State aid and standardise$ échools.u For standardized schools only.
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Table Vill.State departments that have authority to condemn school buildings/ means
used to enforce that authority; other State agencies that have authority to condemn
school buildings I

State

1

Tot*. _ _

Alabama
Arkansas
California
Connecticut

State de-
partment

has author-
ity to con-

demn school
buildings

.11=.

Yes No

2 3

13 30

1)elaware_ . ______

Florida
Georgia_____ . _

Idaho

4tidiana
Kansas

Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Massachusetts_
Michigan
Minnesota_

Mississippi
Missouri
Montana

Nebraska... ______
Nevada
New Hampshire_ _

New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina_

North Dakota_ _

Ohio

Oklahoma
Oregón
I

Rhode Island_ _

I. South Carolina....
South Dakota- -- -
Tennessee

Texas
Utah

aermont
7Pirginia

Washington_
West Virginia

.

......

Means used to enforce
authority

4

None necessary_ _

I Local corn-`!
I munity has

authority
to condemn Other Slaté agencies that hay.,

school authority to condemn school
buildings buildings

Yes ! No

I 7

None

Law
Notify in ..
No adequate means

X

I
2

Law authorizes

Legal right

I I

Legal power

None
Can close school build-

ings.
.07

4 ,
r

State fire marshal. pealth depart-
ment authorized hy law.

Division of architecture.
State department of health; State

fire marshal.

late department of health for san-
itary and fire hazards.

State architect authorized by law
to examine glans to see if they
meet legal requirements as to
safety and fire hazards.

Bureau of fire prevention and rates.
State fire marshal.

State fire marshal.
State industrial commission of

State board of health; State fire
marshal.

State board of health, State fire
marshal.

State board of health.

Do.

x State insurance commissioner,
State fire marshal; State board of
health.

x State board of health has legal
power.

x Department of public health,
bureau of workshoPs and facto-
ries.

Sanitary engineer and fire marshaL
State fire marshal, State board of

health, State labor commission&
on requ.

State a is ission.
State a I' building inspectors.
State fund commission.

4111..

Department of. health, fire, safety,
both State and local; firq mu-
shal.

Public service commission inspect
for safety.

State department or
Commissioner of labor.
State department of health.

State and coubty
money.

Industrial commission.
State fire marshal.

Can withdraw all

I No information frbm Ariwna4f, Colorado, Iowa,
Maryland, and Wyoming. -4, No legal provision.

- . 79r health reasons.

A! Authority to declare buildings below standard.
in Recommends.

When necessary, but not done.
County superintendent.
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