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: FOREWORD - 7
Because of declining pupil enrollment during the 1970’s some facilities were under-
y N {" utilized. Researchers predicted that enrollment would continue to decline through the
. 1980’s. The change from growth to décline has propounded problems and has ‘provided
opportunities for schqol administrators in the management of underutilized school facilities P
in which respglies are “tempered or distorted by the reahtles of 15cal politics.”]

‘o ’ * The number of projected underutilized school facilities, and the effects of declining *
enrollment on school districts Have been well documented. Recause of the dimensions

of the problem in Virginia, both in the amount of school space affected and in the value -

of that school spacet a case study of the management of underutilized school facilities in .
Arlington, Virginia, where pupil enrollment had declined since 1968, was undertaken.

A The purposes of this study were to discover the political interactions leading to policy
decisions for the manadement of underutlhzed facilities, to deten:mme the actual policies
. which resulted from those activities, and to investigate the satisfaction level of persons who
participated in the processes which resulted in policy decisions.
J < ‘ N ! - N
'\ /
\ ' . N
S .
‘. Py
b Te ,1 N
& - N

-

1Paul Abramson and others, Surplus School Space Options and Opportumt.les (New =
York: Educahonal Facilities Laboratoqes, Inc., 1977), pp. 7- 10




~ Chapter 1
~ INTRODUCTION ' "

’ Py . .
The peak 1n;(ch;lenrollment in the United States was reached in the elementary schools
. in 1969 and in the high schools in.1977. Using the data from her stu dy, Fishlow projected the
decline in eproliment to continue through 1983.1 Sargent and Handy found the United States
had reached a zero-population growth pattern by 1972 when there were two and one-tenth

. children _per family. This was a substantial reduction since 1800 when there were seven child-.
ren per family.2 - . . .

Inan effort to explain these changes, Abramowitz and Rosenfeld found that shifting
_ societal values with respect to blrtfh/control and family life had combined with economic
o fattors in such a way that people fesponded by having smaller families. They also found
’ that governing bodies had adopted politices and laws which emphasized limits rather than
growth and which resulted in population shifts. They concluded that these conditions had
‘led to the decline in pupil enrollment in the 1970’.3 They reported that enrollment decline
in elementary schools would cont1nue until the m1d 1980’s and in secondary schools into the
1990's.4 : ? -

Demographers did not recognize the significance of these trends in the decline of pupil
" enroliment. National and local educators continued to anticipate growth for the public school
systems. The optimistic and pessrmrstlc enrollment projections pubhshed by, the United States
Bureau of the Census in 1967 for the years 1980 and 1985 were higher than projections-made’
by the same bureau in 1977. Accordirig to Abramowitz and Rosenfeld, “the chance of our
S e present projection occurring would have been on the order of one in 100,000,” based upon
o normally distributed variables and a 95% confidence level in the projections of the mid-1960's.5

Pupil enrollment began to decline in 1968 in certain communities ffom Vlrg,mla6 to
California.” Decreased numbers of pupils affected staffing levels, program opportunities,
- finances, and school facilities. The communities affected by the decline in pupil enroliment
e more widespread in the early 1970%s, .and the problems of decline were comphcated
by®hifting enrollment when “central city enrollments dechned more rapidly . . . and

1Harriett Fishlow, ‘“Demography and Changmg Enrollments,” in Susan Abramowitz and
" Stuart Rosenfeld, eds., Declining Enrollment: The Challenge of the Commg Decade (Washlng
ton, D. C.: Naﬂonal Institute of Education, 1978), pp. 48-52.

2Cyril Sargent and Judith Handy, Fewer Pdpils/ Surplus Space/(New York -Educational
Facilities Laboratories, Inc., 1974), pp. 12:13.

3Susan Abramowitz and Stuart Rosenteld, eds. Dec{lmng Erirollment: The Challenge of
the Coming Decade (Washington, D. C.: Natiogal Institute of Education, 1978), p. 7

4Abramow1tz and Rosenfeld, p. 437. -
5Abramow1tz and%nfeld p.5

6Arlmg‘ton Public Schools, Commzttee on Pupll Enrollment Report (Arhngton, Virginia:
Aslington Public Schools, 1974)r p- 10. .

7Raymond G. Arveson, “The Shrinking School District,” Management Action Paper, 2,
2 (September 25, 1972), Association of California School Administrators, p. 1. .

. | . Q. ~. .
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suburban and adjacent non-metropolitan areas had less rapid declines.”8

. ¥

1

The phenomenon of declining pupil enrollment became a state probl:.m in 1972 when a
‘statewide decrease in school enrollment was noted in California.? Declining enrollment did
not become a statewide problem in Virginia until 1977 when school enrollment dropped by
almost 18,000. In 1978 25,000 fewer pupils appeared on the school rolls, and 90% of the
school districts of Virginia had lower enrollmens in 1978 than in 1977.10‘The decline was
expected to continue at an average of 17,000 pupils per year over the next decade.1l °

As pupil populations declined, the use of school space became a matter of concern. In
.1977 school property in Virginia was valued at $3,452,505,164.12 Concerned over the need
for school officials to cope with the problems which-accompany reduced enrollments, Boyer®.

pointed out that “management of school facilities will take a new dimension in the early
1980%.713 . ' . " '

The Problem of Underutilized Schools
. N

The fact that fewer pupils could be expected to b*e enrolled in the public schools during
the 1980’s was well documented. Because declining enrollment was affecting many school
districts, the matter of managing underutilized school facilities became a focus of attention.
Bishop pointed out that school authorities may be faced “with the difficulties of disposing
of excess school facilities . . . which are relatively new and have a good deal of oytstanding
indebtedness.”14 In 1977 Abramowitz and Rosenfeld pointed out that ‘““school closings
rather than school shortages are making the headlines,” and that there are “few antecedents
for these problems of the 1970%,715 .

" As the problem grew more widespread, attention began to be directed to the skills and
-attitudes needed by school administrators to attend to this problem. According to Boulding,
the skills needed to manage a declining institution vifferent and “%) some cases greater

8Russell G. Davis and Gary M. Lewis, “The Demographic Background to Changing Enroll-
- ments and School Needs,” in Abramowitz and Rosenfeld, pp. 37-39. °

9;Xn;eson, p- 1L T -

101 etter from R. L. Boyer, Assistant Superintendent for Program Development, Common-
wealth of Virginia, February 15, 1979.

11¢projected Public School Enrollment, 1979‘88‘,”Public Education in Virginia, 14
(Winter 1979), p. 10. . ' -

12Superiritendent of Public Instruction, Virginia, Annual Report 1976-1977 (Richmond,
Virginia: Department of Education, 1977), p. 176. .

. 13Richard L. Boyer, “Managing for Decline: Problems and Oppori.tu‘nities,”Public Edu-
cation in Virginia, 13 (Summer 1977), pp. 10-12. .

( ‘ . =
141 Joyd Bishop, “Dealing with Declining School Enrollments,” Education and Urban
Society, 11, 3 (May 1979), p. 285. i

'15Abramowitz and Rosenfeld, p- 1. "o . ’
. 0 o -
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4 R .
than those required to manage a growing institution.”16 The California Commission on_
State Government Organization and Economy studied the management of surplus school
space and concluded that:

4 > Decreases in the size of anything were not part of an &

administrator’s consciousness . . . there has been a tendency RIS
not to confront problems seriously until they are unavoidable '
and need immedaite solution . . . comprehensive assessment p
and planning have not been thoroughly embraced . . .. failure \
to engage in basic management practices is a manifestation of

a an absence of proper administrative training . . . an attitude
commonly found among district administrators surveyed that
underutilized facilities pose no problems . . : more pervasive
than this attitude is a general administrator perception which
militates against serious consideration of facility matfers.k?

) &

The management of underutilized school facilities in the 1980’s will affect large numbePs
of comimunities. Major decisions will be made. Major management devisions involve political |
processes and sophisticated planning systems.18 Policies result from planning and are a guide
to management. The data from several studies appeared to indicate t@it‘z:s important to
record the degree of satisfaction with the processes and the results which Weré perceived Ry
those who had participatetl in the actions which guiged the management of underutilized
school facilities. Berman and McLaughlin found in California that school closings and repro-
grammings affected the entire community, and concluded that there 'must be a general under- '\
standing of the process.19 A.New York State planning guide for school districts with declining
enrollment contained the caution that the “processes which are adopted to develop plins could
be as important as the plans tl_\emselves.”20 This ?d e caution is implied i the Code of
Virginia, section 22-79 which makes it the duty of school boards to consult ‘with people from
the community on important school matters.21 ~

v ¢t S

From data collected to examine the impact of declining enrollment upon school govern-

ance in'suburban public school districts, Boyd concluded that *“decline related policy making
. . may be Vﬁm’ly affected by distinctive, perhaps unique, configurations of factors.”22

R

. 16Kenneth Boulding in an address to the’ﬁegﬁts Convocation in 1974 and reported in
Enrollment Trends, Programs for the Future:(Albany, New York: State Education Depart-
& ment, 1976_), p-19. ¢ . . b w e

17California, State of, A Study of the U tilization of Public School Facilities (Sacramento,
California: Commission on Calif,%nia State Government Organization and Economy, 1978),
pp- 11-13. , . -

18F dgar L. Morphet, Roe L. Johns, and Theodore L. Reller, Ediicational Organization and
Administration (3d ed., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentic-Hall, Ine,, 1974), p: 170. . .

) 19Paul Berman, and Milbrey McLaughlin, Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change
(Santa Monica, California: The Rand Corgoration, 1975) cited imAbramowitz and Rosenfeld, p.15.

20New York, State of, Enrollment Trends, Programs for the Future (Albany, N.Y.: State_
Education Department, 1976), p. 12. ’ . k

" 21¢ode of Virginia, Section %2{79, “Meetings of the peo;)le and locaJ tommittees.”
22William Lowe Boyd, “Educational Policy Making in Declining Suburban School Districts,”

Education and Urban Society, 11:3 (May 1 p. 335. < o '
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In his opinion further'researoll was needed, and he suggested “open-ended, in-depth case
studies in an effort to discover the anatomy of the subject.””23

Plan of Study —
The descriptive research method was used to accomplish the purposes of this study
because it is nonexperimental research and is concerned with functional relationships accord-
ing to Best.24’ Descriptive analysis may take many forms. Selected for this study were docu-
ment analysis and survey. Boyd suggested that longitudinal studies which analyzed the .
interactions in school districts.which have experienced declining enrollment would be helpful
because not enough was known about the subject to devise research designs which would
permit valid comparisohs of communities which are diverse in many resPects.z.5
, TN\ : _
» The research design used in this study was inddctive in natufe. The purpose was to
discover the interactions and processes used to produce policies and guidelines to manage .
the, underutilized school facilities in Arlington, Virginia. A g:olleétion of central office:
do?uments was examined and analyzed to find the interactions and processes which affected
the policy decisions. To appraise the perceived effectiveness of the processes used in reaching
policy decisions, participants in the processes were surveyed. The résults and conclusions of
this study mdsbe useful to those who have responsibility for the management of under-
- utilized school facilities during a period of declining pupil enroliment:
) ) e
1: To discover the strategies which were implemented to develop an awareness
" of the options and opportunities available for managing underutilized school '
. ' . . Space;y . '

2. To determine the decision-making processes which were emp&)yed in reach-
ing decisions on policies, guidelines,’and managerial matters; :

3. To detect the techniques which were used to maintain or strengthen community
support for the decisions which were reached; . ~

4.  To ascertain the ways in which other community agencies were involved in the
processes; and )

LY ) - L)
5. - To find what intemal\and external concern§ may have influenced the decision
makers. '
Documents on ﬁle'in the office of the Superintendent .of Arlington Séb,ools and the office
’_of the School Board Clerk were used as primary sources of information. Those documents
included minutes of School Board meetings, notes of public hearings and work sessions,

~

23Boyd, p. 335. . » . ‘
’ 24] ohn W. Best, Research in Education (3~d ed., Engleyvood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1977), p..117, .- : .

+ 25William Lowe Boyd, “Educational ‘Pglicy Makingif Declining Suburban School Districts,”

Education and Urban Schdols, 11,3 (May 1979), p. 335.
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notices, correspongdence, staff presenta\tiohs, reports of various groups, petitions, testimonies &
~ offered, and various data prepared for use by the School Board of the Superintendent of .

Schools. Legal constraints and intergovernmental relationships were noted, Opinions regard-

ing the application of legal constraints were re$iewed-. - -

=~ Secondary documents were used. These included news articles and an article authofed
by the Arlington Supérintendent of Schools in the May 1979 issue-of Education'and Urban
Society in which he examined the political and organizational impacts of shrinking enroll- :
ment and consolidation in Arlington. Pubhcanons of the Educational Facilities Laboratones,

» Inc., which reported the Arlington experience were also used. s '

3 ‘ N
- The documents were organized into the four components for sets of interactions leadmg
to pollcy decisions in a polltlcal system which were described by Mosher26 as follows

Issues—Ideas, priorities, proposed solutions to problems.

4

Individuals—The cast of characters, movers, and shakers. .
™\ ‘ _ v
,Institutions-—Organizations with enduring qualities, such as agencies,and legislative bodies. -
Interests—Interest groups, organized support or opposition, those who would benefit or *
lose, usually external to government agencies. ‘

\ 5 a . “ -7 "
: ’ To determine the perceived effectiveness of thé'pfocesses used in the policy-making *
i system, a structured questionnaire with a three-pgint scale was prepared and mailed to 143
- persons who were identified from rosters of county and school staffs, related-committees
and task forces, speakers or correspondents offering téstimony, or others who participated
in the proceéss-of developing policies for the management of underutilized school space.
Members of both the Arlington School Board and the County Board of Arlington during_

the period July 1968 through June 1979 were invited to complete the survey instrument.

” ¢
—~ . B - /’
o
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/
. ) . ? . »
; - .
v
) ~
) ' C
/ ‘ |
E & !
d Iy 'Y *
o ”. 4
i
- " ] 4

, . 26Statement by Professor Edlth K. Mosher in a lecture on educatlonal policy analy51s at
) the University of Vl,rgmla, Mar¢h 19, 1979.




- “\\\" Chapter 2

s : LITERATURE REVIEW - o
‘ . \' «

, The problem of r managmg underutlhzed school facilities was new in the 1970’s. Reduced

’ pupil enrollment relieved the ‘presshire on over-crowded schools, made 1t possible to close sub-

' standard spaces and bui dmgs, madé room for madequately housed programs and new  programs, -
and allowed school districts to reduge pupil/teacher ratios.! In the early 19703 there was little
1dentlfiable underutilized Space Inlthe mid-1970% empty classrooms and unused schools existed,
‘and educational authorities began discussing the opportunities and problems which accompanied

* declining enrollment ang anderutilized school sapce. However, durmg this penod few school
districts developed policies with regard to the management of excess space. There was httle

" research on the management of underutilized school facilities.. \ o

Underutilized facilities were associated with the issue of school closings. The first school .
closings triggered emotional reactigns from the community. -According to Keough:

The recqmmendation to close the . .—school represented zhe
district’s first attempt to economize through facllity consolidati

. Shock, dismay, surprise and anger were but a few of the emotions
which this recommendanon tnggered among the parents.

Cuban foutd that the community was upset with each threatened,or actual closmg even after
a pohcy and decision- makmg process was developed:

»
-

Thus, each fall after 1975, merger cand1dates were 1dent1fiegi
.. - anddebated. Work sessions, superintendent recommendations, = * .
. public hearings, angry parendts, and board decisions unfolded each .
- yearin an annual thythm that—there-is no other word—upset the * -
- community. 3 .

- P -
>

During thls periodgof time, few school d15tncts had adopted policies for school closmgs
. and reprogrammings. Indecision and unwillingness may have accounted for the lack of formal
policies. Fredrickson noted that “most school officials and their boards are loath to relinquish
possessn;m/ or control of exm:mg schiool famhtxes "4 One New Yeork supermtendent stated that

%" 1Cyril G. Sargent and Judith Handy, Fewer. Pupzls/Surplus Space (New York Educatlonal
Facilities Laboratories, Inc., 1976), p. 28. .

2William F. Keough Ir., “Enrollment Dechne The Dilemma fr,
Chaxr,” Declining Enrollments: The Challenge of the Coming Decade,|eds. Susan Abramowitz
and Stuaft Rosenfeld (Washmgton D. C.: National Institute of Educafiong1978), p. 342.

3Larry Cuban, “Shrinking Enrollment and Consolidation: Political and Organizational
Impacts in Adington, Virginia 1973-1978,” Education and Urbun Society, 11(May 1979), p- 374.

4 ohn H: Fredrickson, “Must Dechmng Enrollment Mean Closing Schools?”” American
) " School& :-University, June 1978, P 61
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[~ his district’s report covering,gonsoli'daﬁon intentionally did not deal with policies or pro-
vistns regarding disposition of surplus property, but rather alternatives in each consideration.”d
He explained this was because of diverse conditions from one situation to anothers Indecision
and unwillingness to act were such common reponses that NIE researchers reported that, “one
of the greatest hazards is ‘indeciston and perennial drift—a condition which for many seems
preferable to difficult policy decision-making.’ "0 :

Because pupil enroliment was e.xp%onﬁnue to decline, some activity directed
" toward policy development was undertaken™+r1970 some California school districts began
“to conduct studies for the purpose of determining which elementary schools to close.? In
Arlington, Virginia, the School Board established a citizen committee in the fall of 1973 to
consider the issie of declining enrollment.8 One resilt of the work of the Arlington com-
mitteé was the development of criteria for determining the “working capacity™ of a §chool.?
Using the criteria, sch%l officials could calculate the underutilization of a school facility.
The calculation to determine working capacity included consideration of the requitements
" of special programs which restricted full utilization of the standard capacity of a school build-

’

By the spring 6975, the problem was widespreéd enough for the State Superintendent
of Schools in Illinois to appoint a Task Force on Declining Enrollments. This task force out-
lined max;y?-ogram opportunities for using the surplus space-which resul{gd from declining

" enrollment. 0 However, they noted that bringing public and social sem"c;ﬂggr%g‘r‘ams into _
underutilized school space would be resisted by the “traditional attitude of unillingness to
develop shared ?chool/community activities.”11 A - ’

In 1976 the Depaggment of Community and Economic Development in Montgomery
County, Maryland, issued % report to describe the first year’s experience and activities in
elosing surplus schools and, reprogramming them for other purposes. The report contained
a flow chart which portrayed the sequence of actions and the agencies involved in the process
of effecting the_closure of schools and tragsacting their reuse i:l Maryland.12 “

SLetter from Edward J. Murphy, Superintendent of Schools, Syoseti Central School
District, New York, May 29, 1979. .

] 6Susan Abramowitz and Stuart Rosenfeld, eds., Declining Enrollment: The Challenge
L of the Coming Decade (Washington, D. C.: National Institute of Education, 1978), p. 15.

: "Raymond G. Arveson, “The Shrinking School District;” Management Action Paper,
2,2 (September 25, 1972), Association of California Schoof Administrators, p. 42.

, ' 8Aflingtqrj Public Schools, Committee on Pupil Enrollment Report (Arlington, Vir'ginia: .
T Arlington‘f’ubléc Schools, 1974), pp..1-2. : o .

" 9Arlington COPE Report,p. 2. =%

. 10][13nois, State of, Réport of the IMinois Task Force on D'eclining Enrollments in the
Public Schools (Springfield, Illinois: Office of Education, 1975), pp. 60-65.

- Mlinois, p. 60: o
XL-( T 12Mdntgomery County, Maryland, Surplus School Disposition and Reuse (Rockville,
- Maryland: - Department of Community and Bconomic Development, 1976), p. 15.
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About the same time, the school board of Eugene, Oregon, appointed a task force
of citizens “to make a comprehensive study related to all aspects of possible closure of
small schools.”13..The Small Schools Task'Force issued its final report in 1976 and it con-
tained a recommendation that the “school board should set a policy for the. most desirable

. uses of this,space and develop a procedure to attract and evaluate\potential users.”14 Three

yedrs later school officials reported that no action had been taken with respect to the report.
Assistant Supermtendent Larry W. Barber reported the following:

We havé had our superintendent resign over an issue with the
board. We have been loﬁung for a new superintendent and we have
not done much else. No new policy has been established, no new
procedures, no resolution to the decline in enrollment nor to the
issues of small schools. In essence, we are now, with this problem,
where we were three years ago. Nothmg new, nor different.

From this statement, it,was not clear whether the issues of decline and the resignation of

the superinter;dent were related.

A taskeforce of the Michigan Department of Education offered recommendations in
1977 concerping policies for managing underuuhzed ilities during a penod of declining
enrollment. Their recommendations were dxrecte marily at state level policies. They
recommended financial assistance for the transportation of pupils of growing school districts
to adjacent school districts with underutilized school facilities. and for the conversion of
vacant school facilities to vocational-technical centers for higher_education p_urposes.16

In 1977 the Sshool Board of Fairfax County, Virginia, established task forces to develop
policies for declining enrollment arid the efficient use of excess school space. The Countywide

.Citizen Task Force recommended that underutilized space be managed as a total community

resource and that a Community Coordinator, reportmg to the County Executive, be appointed
“to coordinate the use of facilities, partlcularly space in excess of school needs. "17

-
-

Also in 1977, the Commission on California State Government Organizaﬁon'and‘Eco‘nomy
formed a subcommittee to review school facility utilization and to investigate methods of
improving the management of those facilities. Committee members had hoped to find uni-

versal criteria which could be applied to the management of school facilities, but they found
4

13Eugene Oregon, Small Schools Task F orce, Final Report (Eugene, Oregon, School
District 4], 19‘?6), p- 1. .
14Eugene, Oregon, p. 4. .

.

- 15 etter from Larry W. Barber, As&stﬁht Superintendent of Schools, School District
4], Eugene Oregon, May 17, 1979.

16Mlchlgan State, of, Michigan’s School Enroliment Decline: Projectidns and Impllcatlons
rbor, Michigan: Department of Education, 1977), p. xxx.

17Fairfax County, Virginia, Declining Enrollment and Efficient Use of School Facilities
Fairfax, Vlrgmla County School Board, 1978), pp. 10-11.
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that “school district characteristics vary greatly and this variation precludes blanket state-
ments about their condition or %peration 18 The Committee identified specific issues
which should be recognized at the local level and descnbed alternative uses for under-
utilized school facilities.19

. During this period, activities in some school districts made it apparent that policies
for managing underutilized school facilities existed, although no formal policy statement
had been adopted. St. Louis Park, Minnesota, was an example of a school district which
had no formal policy statement, but did offer to lease office space for community services
in its underutilized school facilities.20 Hickey noted that the community had lost approxi-
r'nately one-third of its enrollment and was concerned about underutilized school spaces

A Jrigh priority of the St. Louis Park School Board for the past
s several years has been to find effective means of utilizing closed schools:
or disposing of them in a manner that will bring back to the school sys-
tem some of the-millions of tax dollars these empty buildings represent. 2

The Council of Big City Boards of Education a unit of the National School Board
Association, became concerned with declining enrollment and the need for policy develop-
ment in this area in 1977. The officers of the Council formed an ad hoc committee to

* examine the issue of declining enrollment and its impact. The report of that committee
described declining enrollment as one of the'major educational issues confronting urban
school boards, and advised school boards to develop and publish policies and guldelmes
for the use of closed school bulldmgs at the same time that it considered closing sch&ols.
The committee recommended substantial community involvément in the city school board’s °
decision-making ‘process. In schdol consolidation activities, they found that “community
opposition often centers as much around fears or uncertainties about what will become of
empty buildings as it does around the actual question of closurq.”?2 ‘

'

Policy Areas to Consider

_ In the early efforts to manage underutilized school facilities, several areas in which

%g policies should be considered were identified. Noting that some New York state school
& districts had lost as much as 20% of the student enrollment by 1975, the Office of Research,
Planning, and Evaluation of the New York State Education Department prepared and issued

18California, State of, 4 Study of the Utilization of Public School Facilities (Sacrame.nto,
California: Commission on Cahforma State Government Organization and Economy, 1978),
p 11.

- 19California, pp. 21-28. - . . g

* 20Letter from Michael E. HlEkey, Supermtendent of Schools, St. Louis Park Minnesota,
March 30, 1979.

21M. E. Hickey, “Here’s how to prevent closed schools from becoming empty buildings,”
American School Board Journal, February 1979, p. 29.

22Declining Enrollment: Its Challenge for Urban School Boards (Washington, D. C.:
National School Boards Association, 1978), p. 15.

P

#

/

\j( ‘ > 9

16

. ’

I T




LN

« ., . R ) *
a pamphlet inewhich the trends were described. It was suggested that school boards give
¢areful and thoughtful consideration to the development of policies to meet the problems
associated with decline.23 The report included a description of the way in which one schoql
board was able to create a positive climate for cooperative investigation by approving several
policies. One of th(?policies stated that alternative use had to be devised for a school plant
before it was closed for regular school use. Another policy stated that the proposed reuse

3.  must be heneficia] te the comrqunity.2f1' Other afeas in which policy development was sug-
gested were the use of legal counsel when alternative uses or the disposal of property was
considered, options for the use of revenue derjved from surplus school buildings, and pro-
visions for participative decision making processes when considering disposition of under-
utilized space or surplus school buildings. . '

Researchers from the,Colufn'bus, Ohio, public schools surveyed 58 school districts in
1977 “to deterniine what written policies or procedures they have developed for the realloca-
tion or disposal of vacant buildings.”25 Only five school districts, including Arlington,

»  Virginia, provided poligies or protedural statements.26 Content elements which those
researchers recommended for policy statements after analyzing the data included:- the
establishment of priorities for disposal of unneeded facilities; the estahlishment of priorities
for selecting purchasers or tenants; the designation of a person to administer the under-
utilized facilities; and the provision of participative decision making options,including
“public hearings, consultations with logal political subdivisions, and consultations with local

community léaders.”27 . - -

N
Many sources directed their attention to the financial opportunities related to under-
utilized facilities. The California Commission noted that “underutilizatien of facilities and,"
“the poor maintenance of facilities tend to be,mutually aggravating conditions,”28 and they
noted advanced stages of deterioration of school buildings in districts with declining enroll-
‘\ , ments.29 To relieve the maintenance problem, the Commission recommended that:

Since even unused facilities require maintenance to keep them
* from deteriorating, this benefit [concentration of maintenance funds
through consolidation ] will be realized only if maintaining the unused
1 4 . *

= "23New York; State of, Enroliment Trends, Programs for the Future (Albany, N.Y.:

o State Education Department, 1976), p. iii.
“ . - 24New York, p- 13. < N e
‘ . 25Columbus, Ohio, Building Phase-oist Study (Columbus, Ohio: Columbus Public
Schools,1976), p. 1. . ' S,

OLetters from Charles Hall, Assistant Supe’m_tendent for Business Affairs, Columbus
Public Sehqols, Columbus, Ohio, March 22, 1977.

27Coluthbus, pp- 2-3. g ‘ ' . '

> .
28(alifornia, p. 33. - ‘\Q )
29Califomia, p- 29. ' -
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facilitigs is eliminated from the regular maintenance budget. There ¢ .
are basically two desirable ways of achiéving this: 1) sell the. fdcilities,
or 2) lease them for"a charge which covers théir ongoing maintenance
costs . . . the revenue derived from the sale or lease of surplus facili-
ties could be used to reguce maintenance backlogs or deficiencies.

The California Commission noted that the California Code specified the way in which
the proceeds of sale of property must be used. They found that the proceeds of sale could
be used only for capital outlay purposes, but that the Code also contained an appeal pro-
cess which could permit application of those funds as suggested by the Commission.31

’—‘/I'n/l‘:ew York, the disposition of the proceeds of sale or lease of real property appeared
to be an appropriate area for policy-making. The State Education Departmerit paniphlet
included a statement that New York taw permitted the local board of education discretion
in the way the proceeds of sale could be used. It stated: ‘ ‘

" Such funds may be applied to one of the following at the
discretion of the board of education:

- a. utilized for éxisting bonded indebtedness,

b. applied to construction, reconstruction, or renovation
within the district,

c. applied to the general fund of the district.32

In most sources the need for involving the community and the immediate neighborhood
in the decision-making process was emphasized. According to the California Commission,
the California law was very specific regarding community involvement. It stated:

To ensure that the space is only let for uses acceptable to the
.community, the legislation requires establishment of an advisory
, committee of district officials and a representative group of com-
. ' munity persons. Its function is to investigate and review pertinent
o aspects of a potential lease agreement. In addition, the legislation
<.  Tequires public meg¥ings regarding proposed leases.3

The New York pamphlet incliided a retommendation that the community be involved
in the‘det?sio'nmaking process ‘for alternative use of school space.. It recommended that:
) Before any final determination of the tenant is made by-the
. board of education, full and ample.opportunity be given-at local
community meetinsis to apprise residents of the nature of the

A . teffint’s activities.
¢ 30California, p. 33. - * .
3ICalifornia, pp. 22-23. | =~ . .

32N eewtj/ork, p. 42.
33California, p. 24

34New York, p. 45.
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The reconiniqndatiqn included in the report with regard to the sale of school buildings was o ,
more specific and included the suggestion that neighbors and existing organizations be involved.
It stated: . '

It is recommended that meetings with appropriate community
groups be held so that the board of education and the chief school
administrator have received input prior to the actual sale of the build- .
ings. These groups should include residents of the immediate neighbor- *
‘hood, the Ckamber of Commerce, PTA groups, civic associations, and
depending upon the age of the school, possibly the local historical society.35 -

\‘ﬂé decision-making process in Minneapolis, Minnesota,gprpvided for the involvement of
city officials. The process began with citizen committees, task forces, and staff reports alerting
the board of education that school property was expected to become available for alternative _
use. When a specific property was available for disposition, a “site disposition” committee was
established consisting of representatives from: School districts, Affected neighborhood organi-
zations, Nearby residents and others interested in its use, City Planning Department, and

\ Aldermanic offices.30 Inclusion of.the City Planning Department and aldermanic offices
added another dimension to the decision-making process. Bécause all proposals must comply
with the comprehensive plan for the city, and because zoning changes might be necessary,
representatives from those offices were included in the subsequent approval processes.'?'7

The Illinois Task Force on Declining Enrollment offered the following recommendations
coneerning facility closings: - '
. ) The Ilinois Office of Education should establish a Resource
Center on Declining Enrollments. A major function of this Center
would be to maintain a computerized data bank to inventory vacant
classrooms and school duildings throughout the state. This Center
. should serve as coordinator between the potential users of school AN
“space (e.g., state agencies and comifunity organizations) and school
districts, so that potential users could contact only one soutrce to get
statéwide information regarding school vacancies. In addition, this
Center ®ould agsist, local districts with legal concerns relating to the
closings and s . &F buildings.38

~§ . R )
This Task ¥orce recommendation was contrary to tl}e recommendations found,in most ‘

other literature. It was not explained’howthe community intergsts would be represented *

effectively if a state agency served as coordingigor for reprogramming éxcess or underutilized

\/ school space- . . ,

35New York, p. 43. .. ) e

o 36Minneapolis, 4 Report on the Usage and Status of Unneeded School Property "
(Minneapolis: Special School District N6."1, Minneapolis, Minnesota, January 45, 1979),

»

p- 2 . - ) P
‘nneapolis, p- 3. - ‘ '

38111inoi.s, State of, Report of the Illinois Task Force on Deélinipg Enrollments in the
" Public Schools (Springfield, Illinois: Office of Education, 1975), p. 46.
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‘ Legal Background

The legal background related to school facilities management in Virginia was studied
.because the policy.elements included in local policies for the management of underutilized
facilities must be consistent with the statutes. Because thisstudy pertained to Aylington
County, Virginia, only those sections of the Code of Virginia which were concerned with
county school boards were reviewed. No court cases were found which apply to the topic
of underutilized school facilities. Opinions of the Attorney General for Virginia whlch
applied to the management of school facilities were also gxamined. ~

. Educational writers agreed that school boards and school administrators should obtain
lggal advice when declining enrollment resulted,in underutilized school facilities and before
decisions were made concerning the disposition of-those facilities. Examples of the legal
factors to-be considered included Swnership and control of real property by county school
boards, community involvement in the decision- -making process, use of school facilities for
purposes other than public education, and disposition of the proceeds from the sale or lease
of real property of the schools.

- Ownershlp and Control of Real Property

'
. .3

———

" County school boards in Virginia were found to have the same power to acquire, hold,
sell or exchange, or convey real property as the‘governing boards of counties. Section 22--
147 of the Code of Virginia provided that trtle to real, personal, or mixed property was
vested in the county school board, and that the board had the power to “invest and manage ~
the same and apply the profits thereof for "the purpose of education.”39 The Attorne
General held that the acquisition and management of reﬁproperty was the prerogative gf
the county schodl board and thaf'the county board of supemsors controlled only the amount
of the appropriation for the real property, 40 In another opinion, he stated that the school
board and the county could take title together for property to be used for administrative
purposes, but title for any IOYthIl of+real property used for schools was required to be vested
solely in the school board.

\

Section 22-161 of the Code covered the matters of sale, exchange, and conveyance of .

school board property.42 This section also provided authority togchool boards to be lessors
or lessees of.property. One questiori regarding a long-term lease which a school board wished
to execute was referred to the Attorney General who offered the opinion that a 99-year lease
must be processed as a sale and conveyance which required appyoval and ratification by the
circuit court or in that case, a court of the city. 43 i <

39Code of Virginia, Section 22-147, “Pro;gerty set apart for school purposes vested in
and managed by county school boards.” . :

401961-62 Opmlons of the Attomg' General 228:
4}1956:57 Opinions of the Attorney General 235. :
42Code of Vi Virginia, Section 22. 16T, “Sale, exchange or lease of property ”
431955 56 Opinions of the Attqmey General 184.
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In addition to the requirement that sabes and conveyances of real property be sub-
mitted to the court for approval and ratification, school boards were requlred to exercise '
good business judgmerit in such transactions. They did not have the power to make a gift
. of the property. All transactions were requ1red to be for the benefit of the school district. 4”4'
" Because dechnmg enrollment could affect a school district so severely that the school
board might consider joining with another school district or agpther agency in order to ful-
fill its purpose, the questions of joint ownership and interagency programs were investigated.
The establishment of joint schools between jurisdictions was authorized, and provided that
the consent-of the State Board of Education to the arrangement was requlred 45 In'the
event that a school board wished to join with another agency for the performance of certain
functions, section 15.1:21 contained authority for the joint exercise of powers with political
subdivisons of the state of Virginia or any other state. 46 1t was required that appropriate
" action be taken by ordinance, resolution, or other agreement; the contents requlred to be
inclafled in such agreements were set forth in section 1;’5 1-21 ﬁ’
Community fnvolvement in the Decision-Making Process — — )
Itwas the duty of the school board to call meetings of the people-of the county for
consultation in regard to the school interest when deemed necessary by the board.4? No
- specific requirements for calling or conducting such imeefings were set forth i in the statute.
The decision of when and how to involve the community appeared to be solely, within the
purview of the school board. Also, school boards were authorized to appoint local school
+ committees for advisory purposes and “to cooperate with the board in the prowsmns for
the care of the school property.”48 T 9
Declmmg enrollment and the management of undemﬁhzed school facilities were con-
sidered to be new probléms by educational authorities. Because the section of the Gode
which ¢ontained provisions for calling meetings or for forming advisory committees of’,
people of the county has not been revised since 1952, it appeared that the writers oﬁé{losg
provisions did not €nvigion the need to consider managing underutilized school facilities. s ?@7
However, this section of the Cade did make clear the intent of the leglslature to have county
school boards seek the advice of the community on matters of serious consequence.
L4
Use of Schools for Non-School Purposes - : K
' ‘ ) ¢ s S
By joint resolution in 1972, the Virginia Senate and House of Delegatesleclared it to d
) -~ 2,

+ 44197071 Opin}ons of the Attomey General*340‘

4'SCode of Vlrgzma, Sgction 22-7, “Joint schools for counties, or for counnes, cities,
or towns.’ .

46¢0de of Virginia, Section 15.1-21, “J oint exercis¢ of powers by‘ political subdivisiéns.”
47Code of Virginia, Section 22- 79, “Meetmgs of thepec people and local committees.” *
4800de, Section 22.79. . : - : '
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be the polrcy for the Commonwealth of Virginia that localities expand access to pubhc -
échool facilities for community-wide educational and recreational uses and to encourage
community-wide education programs.49 AuthoFidtion was contained in section 22-164

of the Code for non-school use ofgfacrhtles School boards were autherized to permit the
usé of school facilities, “out of school hours during the schdol terms or in vacation” for

-

Hy

" any legalrassembly, but they were not required to do s0. 50 The-use of schools as voting

places was specifically authorized, and school boards were permitted to exequte agreements
*with certain library boards to allow local or regional libraries to .operate within school build-

ings provided there was sufficient space and when thére would not be substantial inter-
ference with the operation of the ‘schiodls. Although this section was silent with regard to
the provision of combined library services in schools for both community and school pur-
poses, section 15.1-21 appeared to contain authority for combining services under the
provisions for the joint exercise of powers, %, T )

Subsectlons of 22164 included the general conditions which were required of school
‘boards in order to permit the use of school buildings for non-school purposes.51 Those
con ditions were that such use wonZd not impait the efficiency of the schooIs, and that rules
and regulations for such provision$ would be adopted by the school board. Power to permit
non-school use of school buildings could be delegated to the superintendent of schools by
the school’board under certain circumstances w‘hrgh were described in these subsections.
The Attorney General was consulted regardlng the’ chargmg of fees for the use of school
buildings, and he advised that fees could be charged-to cover minimum expenses without
the school board and its members losing governméntal 1mrgumty against tort actions which ,,

mlght arise from such use.92 , 2 . oy -t

—
“» ' e a \
Attorney General Coleman offered the oplnr.on that thoCode of Virginia dld not em:
_power school boards to operate non-school programs without express statutory authorization.
‘This advice was given in resporise to an inquiry about the power of certain school boards to
provide extended hours programs in school facilities, foritudents before and after school
hours. Coleman stated that the'‘powers of school boards are limited to those expressly .

granted, necessanly implied, or essential and 1nd1spex}sa.ble to thgfunctlons’ of such
%al‘d ” L - . o v *

3 Ce e 0
“«
The question of leasing space to agencies ‘of foreig ¢ govern ents arose 1n Arhngton,

and advrée\o(ggeil counsel was sought. Attome)c Townera ed;hat forelgn gOVemmen
3

49Senate Joint Resolution 22 adopted by the Vlrglnla Senate February 4, 1972 and by
the House of Delegates March 8, 1972, .

5oCode of Virginia, Section 22- 164- “Use of bulldmgs for other than school purposyv
51Code of Virginia, Section-22.164.1, “Boards may permit such use asill not i

efficiency; general conditions,” and Section 22-164. 2, “B’oards may }mpo certam specrfrc e

conditions.

o

521953-54 Opinions of the Attorney General 1°89 ‘ oy

- 53Marshall Coleman, Attorney General for the Conimonwealth of Virginia in a letter
dated December 11, 1978 to the Honorablé Vrncent F. C‘allahan Jr., Mémbér of the House
of Delegates.
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agencies have diplomatic immunity which could be troublesome in contractual matters such 1
as leases. He indicated that there were difficzmes in interpreting sections of Public Law 94- ) 1
583, “The Foreign Sovereign Imimunity Act pf 19.76,” the’apparent purpose of which was j
to subject foreign governments and entities to the jurisdiction of United States courts for i
what was designated in the Act as “commercial activify.”54 Upon receiving this advice from
their counsel, the School Board of Arlington revised its policy covering theé utilization and
disposition of real property to restrict leasing to “organizations and individuals who are sub-
Ject to the laws of the United States, Virginia, and Arlington County. "55 ’
\d ~
Proceeds from Sale or Lease = .
’ Lo S
Conflicting opinions by attorneys seneral for Virginia are recoxded on the issue  of
whether or not appropriations by the governing board are required before the proceeds
received from the sale or lease of school properties may be expended by school boards.
One opinion was that *“all public moneys collected by the County are subject to appropria-
tion power of the governingbbard.”50 The second opinion advised that “funds received
by the colinty treasuf&r from the sale or rental of school prop r;y should be placed to the * *
credit of of the school hoard. No appropriation is necessary. "57 Because the governing .
board has the power to dppropriate othe®™%nds, ad]ustments could be made m~-l"|\/l ount
- of those appropriations to recognize the revenue from property sales and rents. Therefore, _
C the question appeared moot. A bill was offered during the 1978 legislative session to amend
this section of the Code and to clarify the i issug. The bill would have provided scheol boards

£~ - with the power to expend the proceeds from the sale, exchange, or le;ase of property without Q__‘_
ey appropriation of such funds by the govemmg body, but the bill failed. .58 ' - C
. . . ”’-" .- v ’
Summary .- t

’

’ While few formal statements of policy and guidelines were available for review, recom->#

_ mendations were found in various state and local reports aswell as in the current literatlire.

% - The Code of Virginia appeared to allow for local determination of policy in many aspects of
real property management by school boards, and pohcy elements were identified from those
sections of the Code. The review of the literature revealed the following areas which should
be considered for the management of underutilized school facilities:

Fl ¥ ~

Deqelogment of Policies - . B A 4
e 3)  Should formal policies be adopted and publisl;xéd? v o
\ - " b) Should polteies remain informal? : e .- '

S4Letter from George C. Towner, Jr., Esquire, dated Jax{uary 26,1979, ‘

55 Arlington Public Schools, ASD 40-9.3, Utilization and Dzsposltlon of Real Prope
revised February 1979. / *
'f

. T . 561959.60 Oplmons of the Attorney General 301 (m re: 22 161).
A "571959-60 Opl‘mons of the Attorney General 308 (in re: 22-147).,
o R
a,

. S8House Bill 1945: A bill to amend andgeenact section 22-16¥ of the Code of Virginia
- relatmg to conveyance or lease of school propérty. St

‘. J%u . ’ ’ ’ -
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¢) Should each situation be considered in isolation? N\

Identification of Undem:ilized Space
T \
a)  What criteria should be used to determine whether or not space is available~
" for altematlve use? g4 v

2

b). Whq should make that determination and through what process? -
¢) When should-that defermination be made? ‘

R\éltemative Use Pn'orities
. [}

- ) * Which alternative uses will be given priorities?

b) What uses are compatible with school programs, or how should compatability
be determined? '

c) At what stage should sale be considered as an alternative use?

»

‘Consideration of Alternative Use . ' ' oo
/ . ' ) . . N ' .
_#)  Should alternative use be considered as an option to closing a small school?

b)  Should alternative use await a decision to close or consolidate a school?

. . [ . . .
=c)  Should these options be considered duz;i;ng the consolidaﬁon process?

) \

- Process for Consideration of the Reprogrammmg or Dzsposltlon of Underutilized School
Fueilities \ S

! a) What groups and mdmduals will be consulted and invited to comment on repro-
gramming or disposition of facilities?

b)  Will new groups be established, or will existing community groups be used?
Will other agency representatives be included?

¢)  What processes will be used: public work sessions, pubhc heanngs, pubhc meetings,
"comynittees, task forces, or other techniques?

'd)  What charge, criteria, or guidelines w111 be prowded“‘o the persons involved in the
decision-making processes? )

e) How will the space be marketed? Will it be advertised, witt marketing be handled.
by agents or employees, will firm prices be established or will proposals be con-

. sidered%f : '
e How will the property be managed if it is leased will multiple tenants or sub
\ tenants be considered? - 3
Financial ‘Cons}der(\z\gion . . A . : )

a) ‘What services will be provided to tenants, and how will they be charged?
b) What’ - dispogition will be made of the proceeds of sale or lease of the property" .

17‘ . |
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—~ ‘ Chapter3
THE POLIE¥-MAKING PROCESS -

Annually, the Arlington School Board adopted> set of Arlington School Directives

. (ASDs) which contained the -p’qlicai%s and procedures for the administration and manage- ~_

ment of the schools. These were @opted or modified when the Superintendent made
recommendations. A review of the School Board minutes revealéd that'major policy issues
were proposed at one session, referred to the Superintendent for a recommendation, and_~
considered for action at another session. School consolidation processes and disposal of
facilities through lease, sale, or transfer to another agency involvéd hearings, workshops, -
and group actions—committees or task forces. - . .

-

Central office documents were examined by organizing them as sets of interactions in

a political system to determine the issues and influences which affected policy decisions.. -

The research findings regarding issues, events, influences, and individuals or organizations
involved are presented in a way that reveals the iriteractions which took place and which
appeared to influence the policy makers and thgdecisions which they made.

Period of Preparation—1968 to 1974

This pHaSe was the period in which changes were océurring and relationships were
developing which would affeet the management of school facilities. It was a period when

there was a reluctance to accept the decliné in pupil enrollments as anything but a-temporary

condition. During this period some accommodation for non-school uses was found in the
undérutilized space in some schoot buildings. Because of capital 1mprovements at some. |
schools and replacement of others, four buildings were declared surplus to régular school
needs. These were repmgrammed into other school purposes (alternative school programs,
adult education, mgnpower or other programs) or to County recreation or leisure-time
programs (senior cmzens, performing arts, community centers, or general recreation).

Policy. Developments

.

School enrollments peaked at 26,304 in 1968. Constructlen"‘"?”new facilities was still
taking place. In 1969 the first jointly (school and county) funded occupied, and operated

facility (the Thomas Jefferson Junior High School and Community Center) was authorized
through an agréement executed by both the School Bodrd and the County Board of Super-
visors (hereinafter referred to as the County Board). This agreement provided that the

School Board shall annually include in its budget request funds for the operation of this _

Junior High-Community Center. The School Board elected to establish a Community
Activities Fund te keep this expenditure from inflating the school budgeét because the
Board was sensitive to comparisons of per pupil operating costs. A second agreement was
executed in May 1970 for the operation of three swimming pools built with county funds
on school property to be managed by the School Board. The Ianguage in this agreement
was directed to the point as follows: -

4 The County.Board agrees to provide separate funds for ‘the
. Swimming pool operation and that these costs shall.not be reflected

18
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in the per pupil operating costs of the reguiar school operating
budget.l - . : '

-

s

When an elementary school became available for alternative use following the cor
structibn of a new building, the community activities fund concept and a formally adopted
policy of the School Board were the bases for an administrative agréement setting out the

. cost-sharing arrangements for three separate agencies to occupy the building—the Adult -
Education Program, the Recreation Division, and the Community Action Program, which.
was partially funded by the County Board. - 2

In 1971 seven smaller schools became availablé for reprogramming because of capitil
programs which had increased the inventory of schiool space in the system, and because
pupilenrollments were declining. The School Board engaged a consultant to advise them
regarding the disposition of these properties. The Board was}bncémed about the effect
certain urban changes might-have on thie school system and,commur\lica‘ted this to the con-

sultant % foHows: ‘o -
- ° < &

. The Arlington School Board is considering the tetefition of e :
these.properties based upon the public schoof* interest, yet recog- = = o
nizing the uncertaingies of future school populations, the impact e P
of the rapid transit and highway systems, the need for playgrounds
and open spage in a rapidly growing urban environment, potential ‘
changes in regular school programs, and the need for expanding and . % -
new educational programs.2 _
. - . S
_The consultant recommended a variety of alteriggﬂve school programs which could be
accommodated in each of the facilities 6§'sh?"ﬁ1tennédiate, or long rangé bases. The

i fis would not be a‘d~opted, and expressed

K
i .

)
consultant recognizedathat all recommendat;; i
concern over releasing public property as follows:

- In the United States, most local political jurisdictions have
historically sold surplus property without fully considering the
extremely long-range (more than 20 years) use of property-for
public purposes or the need to direct and ‘coritrol private reuses
in thé public interest.3 B .

i ", ) e ‘e
The report cqnégfﬂded with the sugge’sﬁon'ihat legislative authority be sought for alternative
methods of mafaging underutilized facilities. ) :

s i . . - ,

Five mont}"ls_later the School Board adopted the following policy restrictinjg prof)erty

sales: . . .
L . . >, -
1.S'uzimminé Pool Agreement signed by the Chairman of the School Board on May 4,

1970 and by the Chairman of the County Board on May 5, 197N Arlington, Virginia:
School Board, 1970). S

2Raymond, Parish, Pine & Plavnik,'School Site Evaluation S;udy i)repared for the -
Arlington County S¢hool Board, June 1972, p-1l.. ’ © - .

3_Raymond and others, p. 41.
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‘. : . It is the-policy of the Arlington School Board to dispose of real
property only under unusual circumstances when the public interest is
served better by the sale than by holding the property. Itds also the
. policy of the School Board that surplus property be offered first to
ﬁ\ . the County Board for other pubhc use before considering private
saleq 4 . . . 3
i o .. P
. Maintenance support services. Turning properties over to-the County for other public
purposes invested the County staff with property management problems for which they had
" limited capacity. The traditional method was for each using agency (Fire Department, Library,
Human Resources, and Recreation) to provide maintenance and custodial support for their
separate buildings.. When former schools were devoted to recreation programs, , the Recreation
»  Division requested assistance from the School Maintenance Division after experiencing dif-
ficulty with the work of zﬁntractors which was described as follows: .

It is apparently not possible for us to locate a contractor who
can find his way throu gh the maze of pipes, etc.,in a txmely fashion
when problems occur.
— &
Requesting use of the school maintenance staff on a reifnbursable basis capitalized on the
gkills which that staff had attained as well as on their knowledge of the idiosyncracies of the
. former school plants. Adoption of the following policy, permltted the school staff to provide

this service on a second priority basis: - <.

Arhngton Public Schools maintenangg and aux111ary services
resources will-be uséd primarily in support of programs and activities,
for Arlington Public Schools. To the extent of resource availability,
Arlington Public Schools may provide auxiliary and maintenance, ser-
. vices on a reimbursable basis to Arlington County activities when'so
requested hy. County Officials and upon approval by the Assistant N
Superintendent for Finance & Business Management.0 '
/-
. The Policy Makers - o
A new superintendént of schools was appomted*m 1969 by the School Board‘whlch
/ was composed of four Independent-Democrat and one Republican appointees. The Independ-
ent-Democrats dominated the County Board of Supervisors by a three to two margin. The
November 1969 elections resulted in a shift to three Republicans and two Independent-
Democrats on the County Board, but the dominant party on the School Board remained
Independent -Democrat thronghout the period of study in spite of three shifts in the majority
of the County Board (1969, 1971, and 1979). Political affiliations of policy-makers are shown
. in Table 1. .

. 4Aﬂmgton Public Schools, ASD 40 9.3 Sale of Property, November 1972 (Arhngton,
Vlrgmla School Board, 1972).

. \ . SMemorandum from William L. Hughes, Duector of Depa.rtment of Environmental
” Affairs to K. G. Buglass, Director of Arlington School Facilities, June 26, 1976.

6Arhngton Public Schools, ASD 40-3.3.6 Accountzng Procedures—Auxiliary and
“Maintenance Services Provided to County Departments, September, 1974 (Arlington,
Vlrgmla School Board, 1974).

< [
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The County Manager sought greater use of the schools for non-school pD{poées by
" addressing public forums as follows: ) '

- Increasingly, schools could become neighborhood centers for adult
education and family recreation.?

Likewise, the school buildings should become a focal f)oint for com-
munity use by children, young adults, and adults alike.8

»
.

This concept ?suc.h great success that five year.c; later the Manager entitled his annual
speech to theivic Federation “We Did It Ourselves,” and he pointed with pride to 15
joint projects and shared services involving the sthools and other Ceunty agencies.

Y

Table 1
. The Policy Makers' ‘
The Sthool Board ~ The County Board
Independent- . Independent-
. Year Democrat ~  Republican Democrat Republican
e | 4 1 3 2
1969 4 1, -2 3
1970 4 1 1 2 e 3
1971 3 2 “3 2
1972 3 "2 3 2.
. e
_ 1973° , 3 ' 2 4 1.
' 1974 4 1 5 .0
1975 5 0 = 5 0
‘1976 5 0 3 2
1977 5 @ "3 2
) 1978 5 ~ 0 . 3 ) 2
- ~ 1 1979 . 5 0 o ‘ 2 o 3

~ W Intemal Influences
) ! ‘ . .
The School Board appoirited a Committee on Pupil Enrollments (COPE) on September
13, 1973, and requested the committee to estimate pupil enrollments for the succeedin'g@re
and ten year periods and to assess the implications of those trends for the school system. The
" committee concluded that enrollments would continue to drop, and suggested re-districting
v or consolidating actions which would result in eight elementary schools being closed. They
suggested a two-phased plan in which fotir schools would be closed initially and alternate
non-school use of these facilities would be addressed. : '
C. ) . .
"Bert W. Johnson, County Manager of Arlington, Virgiriia, in a speéch to the Arlington
Civic Federation in January 1968. . : ) .

S N

~ ‘ 8Bert W. Johnson in-a memorandum to the CountyBoard of Arlington, Virginia,
L ,  November 28, 1969. . D , ~ . -
7 Q B ) -7 . 21
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No comments with regard to policies or guidelines for underutilized"s‘[iace were included
in the report. The committee noted that pohcres outsidg.thejurisdiction of the School Board—
housing, planning, and zoning—could have the effect of slowing thé‘declme in numbers of
families living in Arlington. The report focused attention on the need for considering the
multiple problems of decline, especially thos€relating to facilities. One reconimendation was
that no bond issues for additional classrooms should be approved for the foreseeable future.

It was not clear from the report whether ornot the committee had information on the total

-area of the school plant. A subsequent citizen task force on energy matters noted that “since

the school year 1970-71, enrollment has declined 26% while bulldmg area has increased 21%.”9

. In1971 a desegregation plan for the use of two black schools was filed by the Arlington
School Board with the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fourth Circuit to resolve an action brought
by a group of community residents against the School Board. That plan provided that non-
regular school programs be housed in gach building. The buildings were to remain in.use even

" though they were underutilized. The Court accepted the plan.

External Influences
’

In mid-1971 one of the largest garden apartment complexes in Arlington began to serve
notice to residents requesting them to vacate in order that the units might be remodeled and
converted to condominiums. Actual conversions started in 1972 and the reduction in enroll-
ment in the neighborhood school was noticed. The principal began to work with the community
to find non-school programs to utilize available spaces. She reported as follows;

o

- As the principal, I had to take a philosophical position that I
°( . wanted to keep the building as a s¢hool, that I didn’t mind the added ’
administrative responsibilities of having wide use of the building, and ’
that to me, it was not important who had budgetary control of programs
as long as they were non-profit and had a strong admlmstratlve com-
ponent. 10°

This action on the part of the principal made it possible for the school to be maintained.

Summary of Period One " B
1968 to 1974 was a period in which oloser relationships were developmg between the
school and county governments. The decline in pupil enrollment had begun, but was not

taken seriously until the fifth year of decline. New or remodeled Schools replaced older

ones and neighborhoods did not feel threatened by the loss of* “our sgh‘ool ”

Issues faced during this period. The construction of a combination school and com-
munity center, and the construction-of public swimming pools on school property to serve
community programs raised the issue of how costs for non-school spaces should be included

'()Arlmgton Publlc Schools Energy Task Force, Final Report (Arhngton Virginia: School
Board, November 3, 1977), p. 3;

10Letter from former principal Ms. Ruth Kovacevich to South Orange Maplewood \Iew
Jersey, Education Task Force, June 26, 1978.
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in the school budgets. This issue was resolved with the “community activities budget,” a

technique which permitted schools to manage non-school program space. “This principle
was the basis for a subsequent policy which permitted the schools to provide repair service
to non-school buildings (primarily“former schools) on a reimbursable basis. -

-

The issue of permitting non-school programs to occupy available school space was %

considered. In one case the central office staff of the schools reached agreement with two
xnon-school programs to share a bujlding with a school program on an equitable cost-sharing
arrangement. In the second case a principal of a school which was threatened with closure
because of underenrollment worked with her community to bring neighborhood groups and
services into the building to utilize' available space; a political base was established to keep
that school in operation. The Sch8ol Board adopted a policy designed to retain public pro-
perty in public ownership 13ther than teudispose of surplus property by sale.

(

Significant events. Two new superintendents of schools were appointed within a five-
year period; the first directed the schools to new cooperative efforts with the county govern-
ment with the cooperation of the County Manager. The second superintendent was appointed
by the School Board with the undérstanding that “school consolidation was a top agenda
item.”11 The community which had become accustomed to school plant improvements and
new community uses for older plants faced consolidation efforts during the next period which
would threaten their local school. ’

E
drop,:fthough the total size of the school plants had increased. The observation of the

Loy
. o

nrollment during this periofdropped‘from 26,304 in 1968 to 20,593 in i974, a°21.7% !

California Commission that “underutilization of facilities and the poor maintenance of
facilities tend to be’ mutually aggrayating conditions”12.was ahout to be tested i Arlington.
The matter of underutilized school facilities began to surface as an issue.
Period of Issue Clarification—1975 and 1976
s 8
This was a short period of imgortant activity which was focused on the clarification of
various issues concerning underutilized school facilities. A citizen committee was appointed

4

" to investigate the options for the use of school space. Provisions were made to encourage the

involvement of the affected communities when considering the reprogramming of excess
space. Policies were changed to permit private parties to occupy space under leasing arrange-
ments, and guidelines were established for the management of those leases. The issues of
control oversurplus property and over the revenue generated through leases or property

sales were decided.” The importance of a school as a community center was underscored.

. ! ’
11%arry Cuban, “Shrinking Erirollment an'd Consolidation: ‘Political and Organizational

Impacts in Arlington, Virginia, 1973-1978,” Education and Urban Society, 11(May 1979),
p. 370. , . . .

12California, State of, A Study of the Utilization of Public School Facilities (Sacramento,
California: Commis_sion on California State Government, Organization, and Economy, 1978),

p- 33. \
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Pollicﬂy Developments ' _ . v ]

Despite thg COPE report which indicated that enroliment in Arlington schools would
continue to decline, the School Board members showed concern over the possibility that ’
property might be needed in the future although it was not needed jn the present. Earlier
policy action (1972) provided that surplus real property be offered to the County Board
before being offered for sale. Concern over future needs led to the adoption of two addi- '
tianal policies in 1975; one-to permit interim use of property by non-school programs, and
the second to permit transfer by deeds with reverter clauses. These were stated as follows:

When a school property is surplus to the current school program
needs, and there is a reasonable expectation that future school programs
may require the property, non-school progams may be permitted to <
occupy the property on an interim basis.1

2 . ~- ‘

When the School Board determines that certain school property
is surplus to current school program needs and there is"a reasonable
‘expectation that future school programs may require the property,
and when the School Board determines that the property should
remain in public ownership, the County Board will be invited to ,
request the title to such property with the stipulation that it be .
returned to the School Board upon request during a mutually agreed
time period.14 -

S

In an effort to combine the three policies and to provide a single set of priorities and procedures,

another policy statement entitled “Utilization and Disposition of Real Property” was adopted
in September 1975 and the three previous policies were revoked.

Major policy review. In October 1975 a ten-member citizen committee was appointed to
consider the propriety of the School Board acting as a landlord, whether or not non-governmental
programs should be permitted to lease excess school space, and what should be the proper role
of the School Board in the human delivery system for the community (Options for School Space,
Committee).15 The committee worked for six months before rendering its final report which
recommended certain basic changes in the policy covermg the utilization and disposition of
real property. The recommendations which follow were adopted by the School Board and

Jncorporated in the policy as suggested by the committee: - ’

1.  The School Board should retain possession of all buildings and grounds
in or on which schools are, or might possible be conducted.

. 2. The School Board should lease space or property to private organizations
or individuals. ' ‘

14 Afington Public Schools, ASD 40.9.9 Transfer of School Properties to thé County
Board with the Stipulation that it be Returned on Request (Arlington, Virginia:/ School Board,
. 'May 1975). ' . '

15See Appendix A for the charge to this committée.
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3. Civic associations, parent-teacher associations, and the school principal
should be involved in the consideration of lessees.

4. Administrative arrangements should be made to determine the amount of ~
unused school space annually, the administrative burden of managing the
non-school use of space and an annual cost factor to apply to leasesJ)

5.  Priorities, including reduction in rent, should be given to day care centers ¢
¢ (young, eIderly, or handicapped), and services to the surroundmg com-
munity. .

Policy issues reconsidered. Three issues were disputed by the School and County Boards
during this period: control over school property, control over revenues from school’ property,
and debt service on school property which is transferred to another agency of the local govern-
ment. In June 1975 the School Board declared two schools surplus to school needs and invited
the County Board to request transfer of these properties or to enter into discussions regardmg
what disposition should be made of them. The County Board chairman promptly responded

. the procedure in the past has been for the sehools to be
offered to the County, rather than the request originating with the
County. In the interest of time, I will interpret your letter as an
offer of the two propemes and will ask the Board'to cons1cfer their

acceptance. .
L Action to é&pt the properties was taken by the County Board just three days later, but the .

- matter was not resolved because thé School Board was concerned about the debt service remain-
ing on one of the properties. A.condition was included in the resolution transferring the pro-
perties as follows -

Be It Hereby Resolved that the real propertres ... be
' conveyed . . . “without consideration, provided that the remain- -
ing debt service . . . and all expenses of the transfer are born
by other than school ﬁrnds
It should be noted that the County Board had accepted the properties before they were offered
formally; the subsequent records do not show any further mention of the School Board concern
about the Femaining debt service. The properties were transferred. Neither Board appeared to
be guided by the Virginia Code.and the opinion of the Attorney General for the Commonwealth
‘of Virginia regarding-the sale, exchange, or lease of school property. The oplmon of the Attomey
General was as follows: C
Authority to determine whether or:hot property devoted to |
school 1purposes should be sold or retained is vested in the local school .
board. 9 . ) %
16Arlington Public Schools, Op‘tzons for School Space Committee Final Report (Arhngton, '
Virginia: School Board, May 10,1976), pp. 6-8.
17Letter from the Arlmgton County Board Char-r;}man to the Arlington School Board
Chairman, June 25; 1975.. ‘ -
18Arlington School Board minutes of July 1, 1975 meetmg
19196869 Oplnron of the Attorney General No. 209 inre: section 22-161, Code of
Virginia. :
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Although control of revenue generated through the sale of property had been debated

by the two boards during the early and mid-1960s, the issue was never completely resolved.

It surfaced again as a rgsult of a land sale to which both boards had agreed during the budget
planning cycle for fiscal 1977. The sale produced substantially more revenue than had been
planned. The additional revenue was sought by both the County Manager and the School
Board for different applications. This stmggle ‘will be discussed in period-three.

. Followmg t}rat mutual decision to generate revenue through the sale of surplus property,
the Schogl Board decided to request authorization to sell another property “with the under-
standing thail;’ the proceeds of the sale be applied to school capital needs. ... 20 The same
resolution authorized the staff to apply for rezoning to increase the sale. price potential of the
property. The decision to conduct the sale of property by the School Board was a departure

‘ from their policy which had been adopted-only one month earlier and provided for transfer

to the County Board when it was determmed that the property should be sold That policy
was stated as follows:

4. Transfer of ownership to the Arlmgton County government for other
County purposes including private sale when both the School and
County Boards detesmine that disposal of the property is in the best

. public interest (Ref. Sect. 15.1-262 and 22-161, Code of Virginia). 21

The decision to conduct the sale was an apparent attempt to control the disposition of the
funds received from the sale. Rezoning of property required action by the County Board.
The County Board refused the rezoning application and effectively blocked the sale. ThlS
was communicated to the School Board as follows: . -

. the County Board determmed that the property should

remain in publlc ownership for possible alternate public uses. Accord-
ingly, now that you have-declared the . . . property as surplus to school
needs, the County Board officially requests the transfer of that property.
to the County at your earliest convenience.

The transfer action was not acceptable to the School Boa:d and the chairman responded by
withdrawing the declaration that the property was surplus in a letter which read as follows:

In the planning that preceded our declaration that the Marshall
Annex was surplus to school needs, we vecognized that we would
experience difficulty in providing the two programs then at the Annex
with appropriate housing . . . Because we are not able to provide the
conditions and the space elsewhere we withdraw our previous re uest -
and ﬁnd that the Marshall Annex is not surplus to school needs.2

20Arlmg'lton Schoo‘l Board minutes of July 15, 1976 meeting. )

21 Arlington Public Schools, ASD 40-9.3 Utilization and Disposition of Real Pmpe.ty,
Rev. June 1976 (Arlmgton, Vlrgmla School Board, 1976)

+ 22Letter from Arlmgton County Board Chalrman to the Arlington School Board
Chairman, September 2, 1976.

23Letter from Arlington School Board Chairman to, Arlington County Board Chamnan,
September 10, 1976.
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The School Board had legal authority to retain the groperty, but tHe proceeds of sale
roperty would be “subject to the appropriation power of the governirig body."”24 By with-
wing the declaration of “surplys™ they were exercising the only control which they had.

el use. In‘the fall of 1976 thé Superintendent requested a staff study of oppor-
tunities and arrangements for parallel usk, or occupancy of portions of a building by non-
school programs with regular school programs in'the same building. The study was conducted
and included the following topics: methods of determining excess space; methods of deter-
mining rates to be charged on a square foot basis; the need to consider zoning 2)‘ actors; com-
patability with regular programs; and,a meuns of separating various programs. 5

Policy Ma.kers

The Schodl Board lost its last Republican appointee dunng this period so that all five s

members of the Board were affiliated with the Liberal-Democrat coalition. The County

Board was composed completely of Liberal-Democrats in 1975 when they appointed a new
County, Manager who had been the principal assistant to the formeT manager who had retired.
Because School Board menibers were not elected, voter satisfaction could be registered at

the polls only in the election of County Board members. One school had been closed just

prior to the November 1975 election when two Republican candidates won seats from the
Liberal- Democratic coalition on the County Board.” bqe myst wonder if the school closing

had influenced the election. The decision to close the school was made by the School Board
in a very hdstile atmosphere on a split vote of 4-1 20 and the Superintendent of Schools
described the proceedings as follows: "

4

. - : \ -
) Rancorous public hearings filled with furious parents, pleading

children, and emotional teachers urged the School Board to reject m
[Superintendent] recommendation and keep the school open. Within .
a few weeks, the Board voted 4-1 to close the school .27 :

Alternatives to closing the school, including the accommodation of non-school pragramsin
available space, were mentionedin some of the appeals but were rejected by the School Board.

A

Internal Influences . .

‘ A deteriorating financial éicture for the school system in"1976 was one of the reasons
which led the Superintendent to consider closing schools which he explained as folows:

’ / : Funds from federal and especially state gb\;ernments have
-sharply declined and are uncertain month to month. The County . \
J Board is reluctant to make up for the reduction of funding by state . 0

. &

s : ’-

/' 25Memorandum from Arlington Assistant Superintendent of S‘ch?)ols‘to the School
; uperintendent, ‘“Parallel Use Potential in Certain Sphools,” December 9, 1976.

/ 2419@-60 Opinions of the Attorney General No. 310. .

, , 26 Arlington School Board minutes of meeting of March 6, 1975.

27Cub.';m', p. 347. - . o™
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and federal golremmenté" . If the Board could lease or sell ,

vacated school buildings, s1gmficantly more revenue couldhe - ' ~

generated.28

'l‘he activities of ‘one school p clpal who sought alternative uses for the excess space
in her school in order to maintair the viability of that school-despite the' loss of pupils, had
a-profound effect on policy formulation during this time. The Fmrlmgton School housed
225 pupils in 1973 and was considered to be utilized at 56% offits capaclty 29 In] anuary
1975 the alternative use of excess space was a major reason given for tgking “Fairlington
‘off the list’ now for'Fall 1975 cloéure” in a news-article which is quoted as follows:

'S0S (Save Our Schools) has proposed that a community *- - ; .
’ * ceriter be develdped at Fairlington School, including a pre- VZ . . v
Kindergarten program and 3 Senior Adult Céater. School ;o
Bodrd Chairman Mary Lou Dietrich said she intended to en- _ o -
courage the Fairlington SOS people to pursue its innovations s

v foraenrichment of the school’s program, despite its small size.30 ) “
The importance of the,school servmg as a multi- generat}onal ?ommumty center had been
recogmzed . ’ : v.

5

3
° » -
o »

Summiun of Period Two - . A S

0\' ®

Significan ohcy matters were considered by both School and (..ounty Boards, and a
citizen committee gxamined existing policies in this area in depth. The first decision o sell *
a portion of a school e-occurred when economic conditions required the location of other

" sources of revenue for the s\ool system. School enrollments continued to,dﬁp to 19,635
or 25.4/> less than the peak year of 1968. ‘ ) 2 ool

Issues faced during this périod. The School Boardrbecame uneasy i with the policy of
either selling or transferring surplus property to the County Board-—~They revised their pohcy,
iti i 'ch might be needed in the uncertIn future,

use fernng~property to the'County as a .

yons were @ad%through poli€y actions of the School Board andthe admmlstratwe
decision of 4 principal for'c8mmunity. mvolgement i the process of making declsmns about
underunhzed school'space. - - ° ’ . -

° B v —— . a * :
The issue of converting school properhes to current funds was concluded by actons S K
which demonsfrated that it would be feasible only when both the School and County Board&
Were in agreement that it shouldibe done. . _ g

o B . °

Slgn ificant events. In 1975 the Optlons for School Space Committee of s citizens
recommerided broadening the school utilization and dlsposmon policies to;accomphsh three .

28Memorandum from the Arlington School Superintendent to°the School Board,
“Staff Qﬁussmn Paper on the Question of Consohdatlon,” November 15, 1976, pp 1-3q .

29COPE, p. 54. . o
30Man.lyn Chase, “Fairlingtqn off the list’ now for Fall 1975 closure,” The Arlmgton

o, .

" News, January 30, 1975,p.5 0 ¥ - - -
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" things: 1) produce-income for the school system; 2) gnable the ritighborhood to participate
more effectively in determining the disposition of surl{fus property and space; and 3) establish
, a priority for the use of underutilized school spdte, kee-ﬁr‘ug in mind the need for alternative
iwegto be compatible with the school progtams.

o -

o Implementahon Period—1977t0 1979

established. Economics forced the Superintefdent to consider releasing facilities from

regular school use, and new construction wds halted.” The pohtlcal scene had changed since . 5
1975— “since then there has been a fragile . . . majority.” 31 The time had agrived to

1mplement the policies designed to allow for multiple use of school buildings, and to generate

In the prev10us time penods major ws?ad heen conadered and policies had been
d
h

revenue from the leasing or selling of school properties. The County Council of Parent-Teacher I
Associations endorsed this concept as follows: ‘ : -—-.,:-()
We also strongly urge the School Board to retain gontrol of a]l o L
schdol properties not in use and to seek’ authority) to find paying oo
tenants to offset building upkeep-and, thereforenlrowde budget - i -
relief. , ¥,) - ‘ ’ v
e » 4 - .,
j Policy DeveZOpments - ' .-
During the second penod both boards had agreed to the suhdmslon of a school site so
- that it could be sold and.the proceeds apphed’to the purchase of equipment for a reconstruc-

tion pro;ect that was beirig completed. The land had to be rezoned, and the School Board
selected zoning for townhouses, which was expectedto produce a shghtly higher sale prige

. than the single:family zoping of the neighborhopd. The immediate nelghbors and the patrons
of the school were notified by letters ahd a'point of contact was established for further infor-
matjon. Those persons who were “interested in offering comments wouid have an opportunity

. through the Planning Commlssbfm proceedmg‘s ad the County Board’s hearing on the rezon-

_ing. The matter went smoothly apd the rezening was granted on September 11, 1976, by
“unanimous vote of the County Bokrd, the sile being coﬂillucted through an auction by the

.

County Sheriff. The price received\was two and one-half times the amount expected by the,
two boards. The School Board immegiately identified phiority choicés for the additional )
revenue. The County Manager recommended ‘that the County Board defer action on this

. request for appropriations “until it considers the Schools’ total fiscal 1977 financial status.””33 3

PTAs of each of the two schools which would beneéfit-from the School Board’s request for
an appropriation to expend the additional revenues corresponded directly with the County
Board 'to show their support and explain, their need;‘he School Boqd Chairman.appealed to
the County Board to ignore the County Manager’s fécommendation. The Couh ty Board acted
 togrant the School Board s request for the addmona.l appropriation. _ A
- v {
31Cuban, p. 369 .. -~
32Aington (Virginia) County Council of Parent: Teaciler Assocmtmns Th County
" Councilor, March 1977. 5

33M¢morandum from the Arlington County Vlanager to the County Board,»March 8,
1977.
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intendent, ‘Space Reprogramming Guidelines, qurlmgton an

) . ] N

1 L '.& ' Q

Leasing arrangements Late in 1976 it became evident that one school building;would

be closed and anSther would operate at a reduced size because it would be paired with another
school. This reduced -size school was | one which had non-school tenants through the ‘activities
of its principal. The administrative arrangements for establishing lease rates as recommended ,
by the Options for School Space Committee had to be worked out; the School Board adopted
“Guidelines for Multi-use of School Buildings” in May 1977.34 These guidelines included
pravisions for a separate fund entitled “Excess Space Management Fund” into which all
revenue from leases would be deposited. These guidelines were transmitted to the County
Board with a. request that “any funds so raised be appropriated for maintenance,expenses

at any of our school buildings.”35 The County Board chairman expressed agreement by
responding as follows: -

¥

We ‘obviously \rﬁerpret this'to be a first step in our mutual
desire to lease school buildings for alternative community use . . .
the County Board would be willing to consider a revolving fund
account which recycles the lease/rent funds back into the mainte-
nance of the school plant. This would achieve our mutual goal of
keeplng the properties viable pending other changes which may
require the buildings to be put back info public school use.36 R
~ .
Community involvement. Prgspective tenants appeared for each of the two buildings.

The Fairlington School had accommodated tenants in the past, so.that PTA and the civic
associations (village councils and citizens’ associations in the newly convérted condominium

‘commumty) responded favorably to the information sent to them. 37 Lease arrangements

for two reomrs in that school were settled with a commercial organization providing day care,
for the elderly and the infirm. ’ .

The second commumty (Page) réquested more information about the leas proposals.
While the several organizations participgting in the review generally favored the roposals,

* their responses favored uses which woul retain the same character of operation as the

elementary school which had ceased to Querate.’One group favored a private school and
another placed that use ag second to one which would serve the handicapped. Each urged
thay a sale or lease return the fair market value of the property. Thid sentiment was pre-
valent in the spring of 1977 and was emphasized by a newspaper editor who reacted to a
request to convert a junior high school mto a continuing education center with the follow-

ing ed1tona1 S

34See Appendix B. i

35Letter from the Atlington School Board Chairman to th rlin‘gton County Board
Chairman, ti;me 7,1977. ‘

36Letter from the Arlington County Boatd Chairman to the School Board Chairman,
August 3, 1977. '

37Memorandum from Assistant Supenntendent of Arlm§ton Schodls to the‘Super‘
Page,” May 13, 1977.
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. lease an entire school builﬂgi,ng to a non-governmental group.

Y

" .
The idea of turning Keninore into an extension school is fine
as long as someone!in.government~School Board, County Board,
someone—remembers to ask the new tenants for a little rent. No-
thing exhorbitant, just enough to make the whole transaction worth-
while. Otherwise Arlington taxpayers will end up once again funding A
Santa’s bag of goodies.38 y ,c‘ ﬁ
v ) I
During the course of negotiatio:gi the prospective tenants for the Page School withdrew .
thei# proposal to lease space. \ .

-

A second effjort was made during the following month to sebg;e tenants for the Page
School which was to, be vacated. Th{it also failed, and the Superintendent offered four
alternatives: i ' ;\ \

|

Offer t%lle space to groups sé\Rving handicapped or children’s pro s
at a rate within their ability to pay. ’
. Make another broad solic“lta:i%n from every group which had sought

|

scho%l space in the past, and involve the community in screening

the applicants. .
Mothball the plant, or provide §Pace to programs which could cover |

the utilities and other necessary costs of the plant. - \L
Sell the %iproperty to the highest bidder.39 A |

|
. The School Board ‘g\greed on the second alte\rnative. Three proposals were received: a private

school for the handicapped, a Vietnamese Refugee Committee desiring to Etabli ha Center,
and a proposal to establish a Vietnamese Cultural and Social Center under the patronage of
the Catholic Church. These proposals were reviewed B)g.;ggq three citizens associations which
used the following criterion: “No non-governmént proposal which did not fully ti:ver costs
of operation and prAvide°a return on the capitil,investment should be considered.’40 Qnly
the school for the handicapped met this criterion, but tlziﬁbposal was later withdrawn.

‘Both remaining offers could cover only the utility costsfor the building. The Supefintendent

recommended accepta{)ce of the better of those two remaining proposals, and that additional
tenants be sought for the remaining space.” He recommended also that the term be for the
balance of the school year and that new proposals be sought for the following year. Only
ong group (the one offering the least money) was willing to accept such a short lease term,

d the lease was executed. The following Spring, the Superintendent recommended that

¢/ entire Page School he retained for the Alternative School Program and that no space
be made available to anylikroup on a lease basis.”41 This action ended the first attempt to

38Herman J. Obermayer, “Editorial,” Northern Virginia Sun, April 7, 1977.

*39Memorandum from the Superintendent of Schools to the Arlington School Board,
“Page School Alternatives,” August 4, 1977.

40Memorandum from the Superintendent of Schools to the Arlington School Board,
“Page Reprogramming Proposals,” Octoberd2, 1977. .

»

¥ 41Memorandum from the Superintendent to the Arlington School Board, “Page School

Occupancy 1978-79,” April 26, 1978. '

* ¥
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Intemal-Inﬂdenc es . ' ’

Shifting funding patterns and inflation were significant influences durmg this period,
and the opportunity to produce reveriue from the capital investments was attractive. This
was reflected in the new criteria which were established to-guide decision-making procedures
for considering which junior hjgh schools should be closed. The criteria were different from
those used with elementary schools in at least two\respects other possible program uses for
the building and the revenue-generating potential of a btilding.42 With the closing of two
junior high schopls,-a task force composed of persons representative of each community and
who were selected by both the School and County Boards was established to identify alternate
uses for those two buildings and to insure “full and complete discussion with the affected
communities of any proposals made.”#3 The task force met 14 times, conducted three
public workshops, received oral and4vritten reports from potential users of the buildings,
and received 700 returns from the 10,000 questionnaires which were distributed, The task
force could not reach agreement on specific reprogrammings because of the shortage of
prospective tenants meeting their criteria which were as follows:

That both school bulldmgs contmue to be used pnmanly for
educational putposes; g

That any use of the buildings and surroundmg grounds involve
no more than a de minimis adverse impact upon the commumty,

That no user of the facilities be permitted to rely on off- -premises
parking, encroach upon the surrounding playing fields, or require
any undie expansion of parking facilities;

That there should be no major structural changes in either building;
That existing recreational uses of both facilities be retained; v

That the net adverse financial impact to the County resulting from
the use of these facilities should be minimized.44

The Schdol Board respected these criteria in their subsequent decisions to transform the

. Gunston building into an adult education-performing-arts- commumty center, and the Stratford
building into an alternative secondary school (grades 7-12). The shared use of Gunston resulted
in a cost-sharing arrangement based upon the propomons of usable space occupied by, each

agency.

Countywide Commlttee on Planning for Facility Use. With the need to reprogram two
major buildings (Gunston and Stratford), and the lease about to expire on the elementary
btilding (Page), the School Board appointed a council of potential user groups as a County-
wide Committee on Planning for Facility Use to assist with the balancing of competing
mterests for the underutlhzed space. The charge was broad and was stated as follows?

42(’Iuban p- 376.

43Arlmgton Public Schools Fi i I Report of the Task Force' on Use of Gunston Juniof
High School and Stratford Junior Hi h School Facilities (Arlmgton, Virginia: School Board,
January 31, 1978), p.

44Task Force, p. 2 & 3.
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cofnmittee. The committee was not able to acc . e charge given to it, but it did
. serve a useful function, which was described byfthe chairperson as follows:

follows: four buildings to be reprogrammed, four buildings to be used as they had been

" The Wosdlawn School was given- over to a novel program which had the support of both

’ - . / {

]

" . _ . NP

Identify all possible uses of the facilities and their grounds by /] /
the school system, County agencies, and other institutions of public , , ‘ /. ,

. or private education or training, and/or other uses deemed desirable = ° A
and compatible with the community’s interests.and needs; - . :

List the committee’s recommen(ianortg regarding the relative
desirability (priority order) of the various uses identified, including ¢
; those with implications for possible sources of revenue.45
The fommittee had to review 11 buildings which would be affected by the moves. The N
committee was made up of school-related organizations, citizen groups concerned with
specific Mldings, a representative of the County Managers and representatives of the five

higher education institutions which served the area. A School Board member chaired the

E i

4
_ . much of the work of the facilities use ‘‘umbrella committee”’
has been to provide a forum for the expregsion of separate and often
competing interests. If any of them had power to negotiate with the
other competitors, it might have been possible to achieve a set of

recommendations to which they could all agree, but that has not
. been the case.40 . -

. . &
Based in part on the work of that cpmmitteé, the Superintendént recommended uses as ™
previously, and three buildings to be declared surplus. This made ¥ possible for programs N -
to be relocated in the best facilities and the less adequate buildingd to be declared surplus. "
One Cou’n’ty—ow_ned bui}&ing (a former school) could be released af well. The three pro- ) ’
perties declared surplus’were transferred to the County Board for¢he following purposes: ~

. . . the County Board has indicated that the Woodlawy and .
“Marshall Annex School sites can be programmed into other public
" uses, and that the Marshall School site will be sold withfthe net
) proceeds to be divided equally between the County anld the School
* ¢ budgets . . 47

The principle forsharing the proceeds of the sale of lands and buildings was e@shed.

-

boards arid was reported as follows:‘ . ‘
-&"

: - Supporters of hospice—special care for dying patients—flave
won a major victory by convincing the Arlington County Board to
45Memorandum from the Arlington School Board Chairman to the County Board :
Chairman, “School Board Committees Currently Involved in Studying Possible Future . -

Use of School System Facilities,” October 12, 1977. ) - o

46Arlingto‘n Public Schools, Countywide Committee on Planning for Facility Use,
Second Intenim Report (Arlington, Virginia: School Board, January 23, 1978), p- L

‘ 47Ariington School Board minutes of meeting of ‘November 2, 1978. *

£
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' N
give them $219,000 and a surplus school building.48 :

Civic association helps manage a building. When l?le alternative junior high school
program- was joined with the alternative senior high sciool program at the Stratford
location, the Hoffman-Boston School became reprogrammable. It-had served as a
secondary school for blacks. After the 1971 resolution of the litigation concerning de-
segregation, it had housed non-regular school programs. A commmunity center had been
added to the building, and the community was concerned over the future use $f the build-
ing., “One resident suggested thdt the community ‘take the offensive’ and submlt proposals
to the School Board for the bulldl’% s potential use.”49 ‘ K

Td enable the neighborhood to participate effectively in the reprogramming of the
school, a grant was obtained from the Mid-Atlantic Center for Community Education.
The grant providéd funds for the operation of an office, the employment of part-time
community develppers, and other activities which permitted the community, through
their civic association, to evaluate alternative uses for space in the building, Each pro-
spective tenant whs asked to present a specific written proposal and to make an oral
presentation to the Civic Association. The Association submitted its recommendations to
the School Board, and a mix of rent-paying and non-rent-paying tenants, which-were
acceptable to the community, was selected. Part of the building, the Commumty Center,
remained under the control of the Recreation Division.

One of the prop$sals which met community acceptance was received from a foreign
. embassy to operate a private school for children of their own nationals who resided in the

area. The School Board was concerned about disagreements which it might not be possible
to resolve because of the diplomatic immunity enjoyed by the embassy. The Board delayed
acceptance of this tenant. On advice of counsel, the School Board later refused this proposal
and revised their policy regarding leases in order to exclude all those who are not “subject
to the laws of the United Stateg, Virginia, and Arlington County” from leasmg school
space.90

At the end of 1978 the School Board decided to close two schools, and at the next
meeting the Supenntendent recommended a ‘‘process for deciding on the use of Fairlington
and Custis Elementary Schools” incwhich he was charged to do the following:

L .

Identify education program needs for the facilities.
’  Request the County Manager to identify County needs. *
Identify other alternative uses of the facilities.51

Each commumty developed alternative uses. . ‘ .

48Chnstopher Hanson, “Hospice Backers get $219,000 and a Building,” Washlngton
Star, October 30, 1978, p. A-1.

49eAdrlenne Washington, “Residents Want to Say What Happens to Old School,”
Washington Star, August 23, 1978, p. C-1.

S0Arington Public Schools, ASD 40-9.3 Utilization and Disposition of Real Property,
revised F ebrizary 1979 (Arlmgton, Vlrgmla School'Board, . 1979). . .

51 Arington School Board minutes of meeting of Decinyl', 1978.
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' ‘ , Fairlington, the community which had many years of community involvement with
non-school programs in underutilized space, responded within orie month with numerous
ways to keep it§ school in use.52 Within a few months leases had been negotiated:with
three tenants who would pay sufficient rents to cover the costs of custodial and utility
expenses for the building. The Recreation Division of Arlington County agreed to place
a person in the huilding to manage the leases and the other uses of the building. This
‘management position was funded from County funds which were reserved to assist with
the transition of each building (Custis and Fairlington) from school to other uses.

_ The second community (Custis) identified one tenant as acceptable for its building,

(o and a second one as unacceptable. After discussion, both applied for the necessary rezoning.
At the time this study.was completed, both tenantg were being considered for space-sharing
arrang€ments in he building, but the necessary hearings for the rezoning would require

ral more months before a decision could be made. '

w

External Influences
School properties (with one exception which was an apparent gversight) in Arlington
were zoned #S-3A Special District” to encourage fo change in use.93 When a commercial
tenant (Ameri-Care in Home ursing) expressed interest in occupying tWo rooms in an
operating school (Fairlington), the zoning ordinance would not permit this cormercial
use in S-3A. Faced with the need to accept rent-paying tenants in underutilized school
space, the school administration ‘was able to convince the County to consider changes in
»  ~-the zoning ordinance. The ordinance was changed to permit secondary uses of certain- - - 3
buildings, including schools “for uses of a cultural, educational, recreational, or public
service nature.”>% Also included in this category were institutional homes, counseling
‘ services, occupational therapy, and similar social services uses in existing structures. This *
change made it possible to accept non-governmental tenants in public buildings with less
- rigid application procedures. The character of land use was retained, but the kinds of
permitted uses were broadened. ‘ . . -
. Debt service issue resolved. Late in 1977 the issue of remaining debt service on build-
ings which-had been transferi:qd to the'County Board was raised again by the School Board
Chairman. There were two quick responses by the County Board Chairman fo close the
i issye. One said very simply, “Please, let’s forget this issub.” The second was less harsh and
cited two advantages of keeping the debt service in the school budget. He wrote as follows:

, Keeping the debt service in the school budget may even have helped
< . the school budget by keeping its bases at a somewhat higher amount from
which to project inflation allowances, and, because they are only portions
of larger School-related issues, it remains easier to continue making the pay-
ments from the School Operating Fund.55 ,

52Kathy Sylvester:»“Fairlingtoﬁ Has 510 Ways to Keep Its School'in Use, -Washingtoﬁ
Star, January 24, 1979. . . :

53Arlington County, Zoning Ordingz»r;ce,‘ ‘:Secti’on 3, S-3A Special District.”
S4Arlington Cougty, Zoning Ordinance, “Section 3-A.9, Secondary Use.”

o ) _ SSLetter from the Arlingtoil County-Board Chairman to the School Board Chairman,
X August 19,1977. t - .
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No further.reference to this issue was found in any éubsequent records. -

Shézing proceeds of property sales. This issue was' apparently digCussed in a joint
School-County Board work session in the fall of 1977, but no record was found of the
discussion of the agenda item 'wbgch was listed as ““sale of surplus school properties and
other plans for achieving school savings.” The following spring the School Board Chairman
advised the County Board that three school properties “were no longer needed for school
purposes,” and that they wished “to have County Board advice as to the disposition of
this property.”50 The County Manager reported his recommendations to the County

_Board for disposing of the three properties.?’ The School Board took note of the

Manager's recommendations and concurred in general, but asked for discussion, noting
that “the Manager’s recommendation does not indicate the disposition of the proceeds

of dftyfrental or lease agreement.”58 The County Board took prompt action, but without -
any recorded discussion with the School Board, to put the following on record:

1. -interest in having one property used as a hospice so that further discussion
would be necessary, S

2. requth that the School. Board convey one property to the County Board
for use as open space, and ,

3.~ aproposal that the third property be sold withone-half the proceeds to
go to an open space acquisition fund, and one-half to school capital.59

The School Board-found this action agreeable; and suggested that the County staff handle
the property sale. All three properties were transferred to the County, and the issue of
how to dispose of the proceeds of property sales appeared to have been resolved. -

Policy Makers

During the 1977-79 period, more citizens became active in 'inflgencing policy decisions
than previously. Additional schools were closed and were available for reprogramiming,.
Faced with egonomic problems, the School Board had to convert underutilized school space

to other resources. T

As citizens became more involved, they expressed concern over the potential damage

-

to their neighborhoods through new programs being accommodated in school buildings. -

They were concerned about the loss of community identity and the potential loss of open
space for community use. Criteria for considering new tenants were established by. citizen
committees. ’ .

56Memorandum from the Aﬂington School Board Chairman to the County Board
Chairman, March 10, 1978. : - -

. 5"Memorandum from the Arlington County Manager to the County Board, “School
Board Release of Marshall Annéx, Marshall and Woodlawn Schools,” April 5, 1978.

* 58Memorandum from the Arlington School Board Chairman to the County. Board
Chairman, April 14, 1978,

59Summary of Final County Board Actions from Recessed Meeting of Tuesday, Aim'l
18, 1978 (Arlington, Virginia: County Board,. 1978). (Mimeographed.)
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Land use agencies became invdlvedito consider changes in zoning ordinancés which
would permit fair economic return from school properties while protecting the general
character of land use in the neighborhood®Political control of the County Board shifted
during the last six months of this period, but no underqtilized school facilities were brought
to their attention for action. Pelitical control of the School Board did not change during
this period, but an appointment was made one month before the end of this stu dy In
July 1979 one Republican appointee will break the salid 5-0 majority of the Liberal-
Democratic coalition on the School Board

Issues Resolved During Period Three.
The School Board made only one change in policy, the change which required lessees

to be subject to the laws of the Umted States, Virginia, and Arlmgton County. However, i
the School Board sought and gained resolution of policy matters outside their control. One ,
of these was the matter of how the schools would profit from convertmg real estate into - '
income, and another was how debt service on transferred property would be handled. Action

on School Board policy which required the Superintendent of Schools to identify under- ®
utilized space annually remained soft; no réports were requested on this item which was

part of a four-year old policy.

Community partmpahon in the decision-making proces changed several times during
thisperiod. Initially the commumty par‘agfpated in a reyiew of proposed leases which were
about to be executed. This was changed to a structured means of involving the community
in setting priorities for the prospectjve tenants. Another process change permitted the com-
munity to screen tenants before they were considered by the School Board.' Finally, a pro-
cess was adopted in which the commumty searched out suitable tenants and requested the
School Board to negotiate lease arrdngements with those which were found compatible with
thé:.community needs. .

- Significant Events

. The precedent-setting subdivigon, of a school site in 1977 in order.to'generate revenue
for school capital projects was followed by other land sales. While leases were originally
expected to provide income to offset maintenance costs, the latest leases during this time
period produced only enoug{r:\gnue to offset utility and custodial costs; there appeared
- to be a shift in emphasis from economics to community service.

The acceptance of a grant in 1978 to enable a neighborhood to par‘ac1pate in a meaning- '
ful way in the reprogramming of a férmer school building appeared to be successful. The
work of the neighborhood was not completed at the conclusion of this study, but a con- .
sensus had been reached and final negétiations were being conducted. The self-activation
of the Fairlington community to keep its school building functioning as a center for com-
munity activities indicated how strongly persons felt about having a focal point for com-
mumt‘y life. .

Summary of the Development of Policies

. The development of policies and guidelines for the management of underutilized school
space passed through three distinct periods in Arhngtona%‘l) a period of preparation for an
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- community interests.

°

uncertain future whén the decline in pupil enrellment was recotnized and eapital projects
were questioned; 2) a period of issue clarification after the decline was aBcepted as a reality

* and a superintendent was engaged with instructions to consolidate the schools; and, 3) a

period of implementation or application of the policies which had been developed and con-
solidated into a single set of priorities and procedures which recognized both school and

-

Political Interactions

For many years Arlington’s citizens had participated in political and organizational
activities to influence policy decisions. Existing organizations and appointed groups advised
officials regarding community values and goa,ls As schools closed and PTAs transferred their
interests to other school locations, local civic organizations participated more actively in the
reprogramming of excess schools into community centers, outreach services, or into revenue-

_ producing activities which met community approval. Two civic associations togk leadership

roles in reprogramming buildings into combinations of necessary and desirdble com munity
services as well as in locating rent-paying programs to support the operating costs of the
buildings. )
During the first period (1968 to 1974) decreases in pupil enrollment became evident. -
A citizens committee (Committee on Pupil Enrollment) confirmed the estimates that this
condition would continue for the foréseeable future and urged that attention be given to the
consolidation of schools and to the possibility of non-school use of school space. Reprogram-
mings which took place during this period were the result of the completion of various
capital projects. First, new or expanded school programs were accommodated; second,
new or expanded local government programs were accepted 1 in the underutilized space.
Attention Was given to cost-sharing arrangements for the operating costs of those bulld{ngs

~A study completed in 1972 was concluded with a recommendation for a policy change
concerning the holding or disposing of school-property. That recommendation was that
public property be held in public ownership even though it meant the transfer of title to
the County for-dther community programs. This was an alterpative to _the sale of surplus
property. The recommendation was accepted by the School Board. ' L.

“In addition to the decline in pupil enrollment, the community was affected by de-
Segregation issues which had a bearing on underutilized facilities. A plan was offesed to
resolve a law suit provided for the continued operation of two buildings with reduced
regular school programs. This resulted in the need to find non-regular school uses for the
two buildings which previously had housed black students. School and community pro-
grams were relocated to these facilities.

The managers of some rental -housing units in Arlington changed their policies and _

" subsequently displaced tenants in order to remodel the rental units for resale as condo-’

miniums.. A large number of housing units were vacant during the conversion process and
this affected the enrollment of one séhool. The principal of that school and the commumty
took the opportumty to attract compatible, non-school ptograms into the available ! space.
This action had an influence on policies which were developed for underutilized buildings
and continued to be a rallying point for the citizen association which was interested in
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preserving a public facility in the community. When the decision was made to remove all

pupils from that school building, the community found many ways to keep the facility as

a center for civic activity. This action resulted in a variation from policy becaugp the plan

required only the operating costs (custodial and utilities) to be raised from tenants. Recovery

of the capital investment, which was part of the School Board policy, was waived. .

¢ There weérgdwo new superintendents of schools ﬁi\{zhe first period. The first was

- able to create cooperative arrangements with the county government officials; this objective
was shared by the County Manager. The second superintendent.was charged with the respo-
sibility for consolidating schools as a top agenda item, an action which would result in space
for other uses. His second year in office became the first year of the second period, issue
clarification. . - - ¢

. During the second period, the following issues were clarified: control over school
property; control ovér the proceeds from the sale of school property; handling of debt,, ,
service on transferred school property, and an economic issue—whether or not to convert
surplus school space and property }Qto revenue with which to maintain other school pro-
perties.. This phase was a period ip which a citizen committee (Options for School Space)
carried out a major review of policies for the' management of underutilized school space.
There was a threat to the cooperative arrangements which had developed between the

+School and County Boards an stéffs when the issues of control over property and revenue
from the sale of property thréatened to divide them. Those issues were resolved as pro-
vided in law and in an Attorney General’s opinion, although Ll{osé citations were not found
in any record of discussiens during this paod. ‘

During the third period—implementation—local school communities becaﬁe closely
involved with the reprogramming of schools which were about to be vacated. In one case,
a task force made up of the representatives of two communities which were competing for
tenants for buildings about to become vacant in their neighborhoods developed a set of
criteria which directed attention to the potential impact upon‘a neighborhood which the
reprogramming of a‘school building could cause. Civic associations took over the active
- solicitation of tenants as an alternative to having an empty building in their community,
" or to'an uncertain future for the former school. The Q.oning ordinance was changed to
. permit acceptance of a broad range of tenants which were likely to be able to afford to
piy rent while operating acceptable programs in the available schdol space. A compre- -
hensive committee, which functioned as a council of existing grotips, was unable to resolve
priorities for a major reshuffling of spaces, but did serve as a forum so that the concerns
of each group could be discussed. ”

. ’ &
Y ¢ ¢
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Policies : ' - Ve
. Areview of the literature revealed that there were six areas to examine with respect
to policies and guidelines for managing underutilized school facilities: 1)development of
policies; 2) identification of underutilized space; 3) alternative use priorities; 4) considera-
tion of alternative use; 5) the process of consideration :)j! the programming or disposition
of underutilized school'gaci]ities, and 6) financial donsiderations. A careful inspection of
_ Arlington’s poii?!s was made with regard to‘thege'six areas. ’




T
Development of policies. Arlingtan had formal policies for the management of under-
utilized school facilities throughout the period covered by this study. The policies were
reviewed regularly: periodically by citizen groups, and annually by the School Béard. The
basic policy, ASD 40-9.3 Utilization and Disposition of Real Property, was developed from
three previous policies in June B76. A single revision to restrict tenants to those who were
subject fo the laws of United States, Virginia, and Arlington County was made in February
1979. Guidelines to the implementation of the policy were adopted hy the School Board
. on May 19, 1977, and no revisions were found after that date.

Identification of underutilized space. The basic.policy of Arlington included a directive
v for the Superintendent of Schools annually to discover unused space and to consider the
approptiateness of offering it for use by others. No evidence was found that this mandate
was implemented. Occasional requests made bygotential tenants was considered and occa-
sionally accommodations were found. Usually the identification of underutilized space
( followed the closure of a school. ‘ '
Alternative use priorities. Arlington’s policy provided for two sets of priorities. First,
S the use or disposition of property found to be surplus to the day school educational pro-

grams would follow this descending order of priority: '
N 1. Other school programs. . | /
2. Other local governmental purposeé ona short:tg_l'm basis. /
v 3. Otherlocal governimerital agencies ori a long-term basis. /
4. Transfer to local government for other purposes or sale. g L/
5. Lease to private organizations or individuals. % o } /
) ' ! /
/

Second, the policy provided for priority consideration of leases with day care centers  *
(young, elderly, or handicapped) and services to the surrounding community. This latter
‘% *  priority might take, the form of choosing among applicants or in reducing the rent charged.
: : /
Consideration of alternative uses. Criteria for school consolidations included con-
. sideration of possible other uses for the space and the revenue-generating potential of those
" buildings being studied. No evidence was found that any weight had been given to those
‘ criteria in Arlington. Therefore, it was concluded that reuse and revenue potential were
not given serious consideration until after the decision was made to consolidate a school.

Process for considering the reprogramming or disposition of underutilized scheol
. facilities. The policy regarding real property provided a process for considering dispositidn
of the property, and required community participation in considering lease arrangements.
Specific procedures were outlined for each of the laternative uses covered by the policy.

Financial considerations. A policy was adopted with provisions for an “Excess Space
Management Fund.” Revenues from leases were deposited in that fuhd and were reserved
" for maintenance and capital expenditures on school facilities. No policy was found with
> regard to the proceeds from the sale of property; that issue was clearly a prerogative of
the County Board of Supervisors. The last property sale was authorized with the under-

*
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standing that one-half of the proceeds would accrue to the School Board for capital purposes,

but no evidente was found that such a decision would apgly to future transiction;s.

Omissions noted. In the literature it was indicated that some communities actively
solicited tenants for underutilized school space, but no policy was found on this subject in
Arlington. Arlington’s-policies did not include any provision for the active solicitation of
tenants. Omne record could be found of an aggressive effort by the School Board to
seek tenants, and that was accomplished through the use of existing lists of individuals and
groups which had inquired previously about using excess school spaces In other situations,
it was the community members who identified prospective tenants.

Arlington School Board policies for the managenient of*underutilized school facilities
are included in Appendix B. The criteria recommended by citizen groups for recognizing
neighborhood concerns and addressing them appeared to have been accepted in subsequent
actions by the School Board and administration but they had not been converted into
formal policies. These criteria are included in Appendix C.
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’ _ Chapter 4 . )
' PROCESS SATISFACTION B :

The need to mvolve the commumty in the dec1s10n -making process was ‘noted by’ many
educational authorities in the literatd¥e review. There was no consensus about techniques .
for involving the community, but it was apparent that the process may be as important as
the decisions which were reached. One Way to evaluate the effectiveness of the processis =
to survey the participants to determine how successful they perceived the process to be.

N !

Arlington’s population was reputed to hdve a high degree of mobility because two-' . -
thirds of the residents live in rental p;operty The questionnaires were mailed to persons
who had been active as long as 10 years previously, and a high rate of non- dehbera}nhty was ,
anticipated. Only ning questionnaires (6.29%) were returned by the post office as undeliver-
able. Fifty-six percent completed and returned. The average respondent réportedbeing*

active in five of the years bein rev1ewed These facts allow for the conclusion that those who
participated in the decision-malking process tended to be less mobile than the general popu-
lation. . - ke

Those individuals who received questlonnaxres were invited, to list more thgn one relation-
ship with the activities which influenced School Board policy actiong; e.g., a respondent might
have been a representative of a local civic association during one period and-a mémber of the |

- School Board during another period. The responses are grouped into categories in Table 2 and
"~ approximately one-and-four-tenths relationships are rédorded per respondent. This statistic

indicated a strong, continuing interest in the process by those who participated.

’

Table2 ,
Relationship of Respondents to Pohcy ACt]Ol’lS oo <
_ Relationship to activities & ‘Number %t L
* Member of the School Board ' - 8 : 8
i Central staff member e Y - 7-
Countywide organization representative . - - 1 11
Local school staff or group member , %4 - - 33 .

TS Individual - L 17 16l
Other governmental official , Y e 13 -12.5 t
Miscellaneous . L. w - 13 2125 |

"Total relationships listed by 75 respondents T | 103 '
Average number of relationships per re.spondent. \ ) 1t4

-

In another sectyn of the questionnaire the respondents were. asked to indicate the way
they had partxmpated in the interactions which affected ;ohcy decmons Four categones of

b w
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activities were listed, and one space was provided for respondents to. indicate other acti t1es
The ather activities which they listed were community surveys, preparing and presenting
dlide shows, 'study and preparation, conferences with staff, writing position papers, legal
research, talking to neighbors and friends, and distributing materials through the community

N

- Table 3
Partrcrpgtron of Respondents, ) ..
. \ N X S -
Activity - < . ¢ Numberm | %1 \\
. ;“‘4' V'\-?“) . I l’ ,
Committees or task forcesS L i . . ) 49 - 29
Worksho s Or g minars T L 25 - RS 1 '
S p wﬂ—}oﬁ: \‘: S . . )
Public meetmg . 63 - : 37
Letter writing or telgghone campaigns 22 = 13
Miscellaneous f . S 11. 6
« . — - - Yb < : /f;f\ J

\ Partrc'i’patron was analyzed with respect to"'%hi‘three penods of the stidy, and it was -
discovered that the number of persons participdting increased in each of the successive periods.
Period two (clarification of the fssues) participation was 50% higher than in period one (pre-

/ratlon) Participation in period three (1mplementatlon) was double that of penod one.

desponses to the four questions were s

petcetved%the process to he. “The results we analyzed for each penod of the study as well as
for th€entire pétiod jof study. The res es to the three levels of satisfaction reported for
. e‘aob questlop\%egzzlged by time pégio Responses to the question, {‘Was sufficient infor-
- atlon made avaitlable for your u "’t reported in Table 4. Responses to the question,
‘ “Were’Satlsfact?ory giound; rule§ or partmrpétmg estabhshed by the Schoo] Board?” .are
ported in T2 &S Rcspons s to the quiestion, “Do you féel that your participation made;’
a difference it 8 ‘the actxon gaj(en”’ are reporteéd in Table: 0. «Responses to the question, “De
‘you feel that a !brrect dtefsron was made ,b =d iipon- all, condrtlons present at the time?” -

are reported in T:gﬂe 7 o ﬁ \ AN - . . ",
”. % ) ‘ '0 .

Adequacy of Informatron Av;nlable to Parhcrpants - . ‘
. / A4 1'53’7 %@ ST Not ’ ~Mr
SR . az'ﬁﬂd%{f e ~: Ad;qfuate: Ad?zqflrate o p p.n

! ‘ : R — : ~ N

* Period one—.—preparation ’ .5Q v e P 38 © 10 -

\__| Period twoissue clarification R N T 1.
Period t}uee—implemefitgﬁon 42 ¢ 29, . .2 [
- Overall _ 47 . - 43 9 Tl
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Table 5
P mpant Satisfaction with Ground Rules

“Highly \ " Not . . No
sat]sfactony Sa ?ctory gatisfactory  opinion| ,
0, %

% T

i -

Period-one—preparation - 30 53 10 7
Period two—issue clarification |. 39 47 8 6
Period three-—lmplementahon 32 - 52 J100 @2 6
Overall . < o33 - 51 10 i- 6
' > Table.6 .
- . Percelved Significance of Partmpatlon B
: . No
Significant =~ Moderate - None opinion
%f . %f % £
Y
40 .+ 48 9 / 3
38 43 12 7
35 43 17 5
738 T 45 12 s
Table 7., ;
Acce tablhty of Deinsxon to Participants /::
_ Very - ' Not No | .
acceptable  Acceptable "  acceptable  opinion
%t = %f %t %t
Period one—-'preparation 43. 36 21 . -
Period two~issue clarification ™ 36 44 19 ';: 1
.| Period three—~implerientation \ 28 44 27 |
o| Overall + 36 40 .23 1

Sa'r‘nmary of I;articipant Satisfaction \
It appeared thiat Arlington had employed a wide range of process activities in order to
reach pohcy decisions whlch fairly represented community-wide-interests, values, and priorities.

% £ %f |\
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Those activities included: appomtment of citizen committees and task forces conducﬁmg
workshops, open work sessmns of the School Board, public hearings, staff conferences with
citizens, joint sessions of the School Board and the County Board, and surveys; and using
audio-visual materials, correspondence, telephone campaigns, and rese/\rch

-

v »

‘ The general level of satisfaction with the process as perceived hy those who responded
to the questionnaire was good. Ninety“percent of the respondents indicated that they had
sufficient information available during the process, and 84% responded that the ground rules

for their participation were satisfactory. While 83% stated that their participation’ made a
différence, only 76% reported that they were satisfied that a correct decision had been made.
These responses suggest that the participants may have desired to be involved in an even meore
meanihgful way. It was noted that there #as a lower level of satisfaction recorded during the
implementation of\the policies than there had been during the development stage which sug-
gested that the participants may not have understood clearly the potential impact of the
policy-making deoisions upon a specific s1mat10n in which the participants had an interest.

It was noted also that a larger number of p‘ersons participated in each successive phase of

policy development; this finding was an mdtlcatlorr of stronger inflerest as the problem be-
came more tangible.




/ Chapter 5 )

CONCLUDING STATEMENTS

The findings of this study were used as bases for developing concluding statements.
The findings appear to support the following conclusions. .
' - l > N
Political Relationships Should Be Strengthened
While school communities may attempt to remain aloof from partisan politics, ¥ey
are affected by the political actions which determine how community resources will be
distributed. Eglitical agtden to influence those decisions requires timing, supporters, and
- strategies. If political relatlonshlps can be strengthened before crises arise, the time requlred
to reach a solution to the problem may be. lessened ‘

«

fohczes fgﬂan}gmg Underutlllzed School Space Should Be Developed

The process of developing policies creates an awarerness of the issues, the alternatives,
and the constraints in various courses of action. While the process may be pursued morg
. confidently during periods when no crisis is threatening, the decisions will be tested during
periods of implementation. Policies are subject to change. The process by which they are
created will help to develop a consensus on standards for action. The process of developing
policies is as important as the product which it delivers. Pupil enrollment will be declining
or shifting for the foreseeable future. Facility needs will be changing. School administrators
and school boards should face the issues and develop policies through participative decision-
. making processes which involve other agencies, the community-at-large, and their own.con-
— stituents. The processes and the policies which are developed will be a good foundation for
. action when the need arises. Policies for the disposition and management of underutilized
school facilities should be adopted by every school district. Those policies should address
such issues as: how much space is needed, and what disposition should be made of any
_ surplus; how to determine the compatibility of non-school programs with school programs
- and with the surrounding neighborhood; processes by which alternative use of temporarily
ekcess space may be reprogrammed; conditions under which slfrplus property will be released
- for other use or sale. . .

-

Pa\'ticipative Decision-Making Opportunities Should Be Increased ¢

The strategy of participative decision-'maldng is an effective political action technique.
It is a forum for competing interests. It is a means of reaching a consensus on community
values and priorities. It is a strategy for gaining help from the broader community for more
_oe effective support for a program. The skills required for successful participative decision-
making may be acquired through training and practice. Frequent opportunities for partici-
pative decision-making should be provided by school administrators in non-crisis s1tuanons
50 that the skills may be developed and improved. .
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Implications for Further Research
Throughout the study questions arose on certain igsues, and the available information
appeared to be inadequate. These issues have a relationship to the management of under-
utilized school facilities and merit consideration for further research. ¢

o

Community life styles are changiné. Our population characteristics are significantly
different than they were 25 years ago when many of our schools were constructed. The
needs of péople have changed. The problem ‘of underutilized school space«can be an oppor
tunity to respond to current:and future needs of our commumtxes "

- , 4 -y ~

Since school buildings and grounds have an nnportance to the entire community for )
more purposes than education of children, school boards and administrators should con-
sider releasing control over theql, and relying upon others to provide the necessary facilities
for educational programs in accordance with needs which may vary from time to time. The

Superintendent of Schools or a'deSignee should meet regularly with the heads of other agencies _

in order to share common concerns, to learn of community trends in non-educational areas, to
anticipate community problems and to work for common solutions, and to redirect the efforts
of the schools to assist in a multi-agency approach to community service~ School leaders must
express a mllmgness to put the resources of the schools into a poo} from which all commumty
services may draw if school directors expect to share other community resources in an equitable
manner. The following questions should be addressed

1. What should{e_m of the school in today’s so'ciety"

- 2. How would the role of education change if schools became community
centers for the delivery of multi-agency semces"

3. 'Who should manage multi- -agency facilities?

4. What risk factors must be recogmzed if school boards contmue to act as
v landlords for underutilized school facilities?

" 5. " Should school boards retain control ove{:f}(\)ol buildings with no school
programs in them? )

s
L . ¢ .

.

[ 4
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= Participative Decision-Making Processes

Participative decision-making techniques are gaining a high degree of acceptability
among those who believe that it is important to reach a consensus on major issues. Partici-
. pative decision-making may take many fosms-and may result in decisions which have varying
- degrees of acceptance. Several questions arose as a result of this study:

1. How many persons should be involved in the deeision-making process?
Are th¢ results significantly different with larger.numbers than with
smaller numbers of persqns participating in the activify?

2" ~Which is mote effective, working through existing organizations or
creating new groups to focus on a special issue? If existing’ orgamzatlons ,
are usgd how can o&be certain-that the organjzational pomt of view

PO S—
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~ 18 being expressed by the representative rather than an individual pomt
of view?

3/ What degree of sahsf\crctlon with the process or results is acceptable? How
can the degree of satisfaction be improvéd?

The School Facility as a Focus for Commurfity Life %
School buildings are by tradition the places in which formal public education has beén
conducted. In recent years “alternative education programs, emphasis on lifelong learning, .-
and the need for collaborative human service programs have cast doubts about school build-
ings being controlled exclusrvely by educators and about school buildings being the best .
es for.certain educational programs ~In.some communities the names of schools illus-
trate the changing role which they play i in the community. They are called community/
schools, community centers, human resource centers, or just centers. It has been demon-
strated successfully that school buildings can serve a broader range of ages, programs, time
periods, and needs. In those communities where this concept is accepted, the space no
longer needed for education as enrollment shrinks is used for'other worthwhile community
programs. In these cases the local school-administrator is supplemented with persons to
manage the building and the other;rograms A closer partnership is de\;eloped between
the schools and the other community service agencies ih order that the community may
have the full return from the investment in comrunity facilities.

-

. Underutilized school facilities are f)eing used to accommodate other necessary com-
munity services. Surplus school buildings dre being converted to other uses. Concern hias )
been expressed over the impact which new programs have upon a neighborhood. Only one |
study was found which ‘was aimed at this concern, but the findings were - not conclusive.
Several questions remain: '

~
1. How much control over the destiny of a redundant school facxhty
can be vestedin a nerghborhood organization?

* 2. Doesa reprogrammed school facility continue to bé a focus for

7 N PR rs
community life? i Vv SN

3. Doés the changed function of a reprogranimed school facrhty change
the quality of life in a nerghborhood" Does it have an affect on -
. property values?

4. Does the reprogramming of an\nderutlhzed school*facility aid or
_ impede community development or redevelopmeg\lt in other ways? * -

e
]

Many more studies are needed to provide a good foundatlpn of data from which
school administrators can draw for pohcy development in conflict areas such as managing
undemtlhzed school facilities during periods of declmmg pupil enrollment. ‘

\
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Appendix A

ARLINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Options for School Space Committee v

Charge P
When school bulldmgs or parts of, qﬂschool ‘buildings become excess to the-current school
program, the School Board ha§invited other County governmental agencjes to utilize the
facilities, or in some cases has transferred facilities to the control of the County’Board.
In addition, community organizations use facilities for short terms via the rental permit
policy.

There are sonte non-governmental progiams which appear to be complementary to regular
sehool programs and which also have needs for space. At present there are no guidelines
for handling requests of these programs

Itis proposed that a citizens committee be formed to conSIder the following question(s)
and to recommend guidelines for each. : :

-9

. o Questions

1) Present Role Should the School Board continue its present practice of .
considering individually each lease or joint-occupancy RE

arrangement and continue to restrict such arrangements
to other govemmental agencies?

2) School Boardas Should the School Board act as a lessor to permit-other”

Landlords governmental agencies, Ton- -profit organizations and/or
- ' organizations for profit to utilize portions or parcels of

school property? (Code of Va., Sec. 22-161).

3) _ Youth Serving Should the School Board pemit youth-serving agencies
© . Agency Leases (non-profit or profit-making) to lease available public
" school spaces? (Code of-Va, Sec. 22- 161).
4) Enlarge Role of ) Should role of the School Board be expanded into
School Board -additional service areas for developing human resources’

by extending use of resources and assuming program. .
respOnmblhtles? (May require leglslatlve action).

5) . Make Schools -Should the School Board dlscharge its respon51b111ty “to
Tenants. . provide for the erecting, furnishing.and equipping of
necessary school buildings and appurtenarices and the
maintenante thereof,” (Code of Va., Sec. 22-72) by
conveying all school property to the County Board of
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AppendixB ) :
OFFICE OF THE SUPER'INTENDENT. . ASD 40-3.5 o
Arlington Public Schools - , , Feb. 16, 1979 o
SRR EXCESS SPACE MANAGEMENT FUND
L Policy - —

s

Revenue from the-lease of excess space in functioning and/or vacant schools will be,
reserved for repairs, renovanons, maintenance, and capltal expenditures for school
faeilities.

..
2

IO. References

r

Schobl Board action, May 19, 1977, adopting’ “Guldehnes for Multi-Use of School
Buildings.” /

0
[

-

ASD 40-9.3 “Uﬁlizhtion and Disposiﬁon of,Real Property.” ' i ¢

June 7, 1977, memorandum from Dxane Henderson, Cha.lrman/ of the School Board
to Joseph S, Wholey, Chairman of the County Board, requestlng authynzatmn to
_ establish a separate fund ta. be entitled “Excess.Space Mana ément Fund” in which
revenues from leases would be deposited and that any funds so raised be appropriated
for maintenance expenses at any of our school buildings. / r—\/}

"August 3, 1977 reply from Joseph-S. Wholey, Chalrman of the County Board, to

Thomas L. Penn, Chairman of the Schéol Board statmg that the County’ Board

would be willing to consider a fevolving fund account which recycles the lease/rent -
funds back into the ma.m}enance of the school plant . .t

v

-3

e

HI. Procedures :

A 'Revenues received by the School Board from leases of school property are to
be_credited to the Excess Space Maringement Fund, for which the Director of
Facilities is the Functional Unit anager and the Assistant Superintendent for
Finarice & Business Manageme is the Budget Division Manager

" B. Transfé® from this fund to t e School Operatmg Fund are made only upon
specific approval of identified ro_]ects by the School Board.
~ C. The Excess Space Management Fund may accumulate from one fiscal year to - '
' another so that major maintenance or capital projects may be accommodated. -

-
~

‘ . ~
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— Supervisors and leasing back from the County Board or

o _ =~ lease from gther owners, only such space as is needed -

‘ /'« farschool purposes on a 3-5 year term basis (under —
provisions of Code of Va., Sec. 22-161)?

=

4 "6) Amalgamate Human.
_ Service Agencies

Should a more comprehensive human resources unit be
developed to include education with other commurity
. service agencies? (May require legislative action).

»

The committee will be encouraged to hold hearmgs or conduct other procedures which will
enable it to develop a report and gurdehnes which shoyld-include:

~ :
P4

.

—A-means of rdentrfymg avallable space and making 1t known to prospecuve users.

—A procedure fol‘ applymg for space . os :
- S '

°—Guidelines for prioritizing applicants.

—Relationshipswith existing school programs.

>

o —School services and resqurces which may be extended to successful applicants.

—Restrictions to be imp;ﬁsed on space users.

. -—Pro dures for resolvmg confhcts durmg the lease penod.

“ e fear 4 .

.
L )
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OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT ASD 50-6.3.1
Arlington Public Schools . ' Eebruary, 1974

USE OF SCHOOL FACILITIES BY DEPARTMENTS OF ARLINGTON COUMRY

P

2

- 1. Policy -

The use of school facilities‘(buildings and grounds) by departments of- the Arlington
County Government is encouraged provided this use does not interfere with programs
and activities of the schools. Similarly, the schools will be allowed to use the facilities
" of the County. This joint usage of facilities will be given priority over non-county
orgamzatrons and be without cost except for the additional labor cost incurred by
the ‘owner over and above the normal cost to operate the facility. The user of the
building will be responsible for reimbursement for any damages incurred in the use

of the facrhty . . g o
1. _ References ‘ : . e

Sections 22-164 and 164.1 of the Code of Virginia as amended Schools Form No.

§7-08040, “Application for Permit to Use School Building” (Rev. 7-72). e
II. Procedures . i R -
> v . . ‘ -] ’ [-] ]
.A. School Use of Recreation Facilities
Principal, Djrector, etc, Initiates request on “Request for use of
r . Facilities” form. B
Retains pink copy of request form for .
temporary record \
-‘.‘ /}
MR Sends remammg 3 copres to Division of
. Recreation & Parkg 300 N. Park Dr., .
Arlington, Va, 22203, , - 1
! . : T ' !
‘Recreation Nivision Returns white copy of form to originator
‘ . r indicating request approval or disapproval.
B.  Recreation and other County ’ ‘ 3
Agencies use of School
Facilities
Requesting Agency Section supervisor initiates request sends w ‘

_ 3 copies to school involved,

Retains pink copy of request form for
temporary record.




pery

Sehool i’rincipal or Building

'y

= .
ApprgVves or disapproves request’ with'

Manager reasons for action. ' |
’ ‘ . Forwards 3 copies to the Assistant Super-
intendent for Finance.
Assistant Superintend.é‘nt Returns completed white copy of form to
for Finance |, requesting agency, blueTopy to school
- involved, yellow copy:to Director of~
- Facilities.
. /\ a
a -
e
R I
&
. J ~ b ;
- . )
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OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT . . - .- ASD409.3"
Arlington Public Schools . Rev. Feb. 1979

<

- .

UTILIZATION AND DISBOSITIQ{I; OF REAL PROPERTY

" The School Board shall retain title to all buﬂdmgs and grounds in or on which sohools

Policy - T \:. ' \

are conducted. . . -

[

When a school ,??operty 1s‘surplus to the’current day school educational progrgms, '
further utilization or dxsposmon of the property will be made as follows (iri order

of priority):.

Py

1. Authom’é use for other school programs or for the support services of the

school system. . N

2. Permit use for other Arlington County govemmental purposes on an interim use
permit basis when the School Board determipes that there is a reasonable short-
term expectation that future school programs may require the property; (Ref:
Code of Vlrgtma, Sec. 22-164, 22-164.1, 22-164.2; 'ASD 50-6. 3 and 6.3.1, Use *
of School Fa01ht1es)

. -

3. Authorize other Arhngton County governmental agen01es to occupy (but without ‘

transfer of ownershxp) the*facility on a long-term basis.with the stipulation that
the property be returned to School Board control upon request within a pre-
determined period; (Ref: ASD-50-6.3 and 6.3.1, Use of School Facilities and
Sec. 22- 161 22:164, 22-164.1 and 22-161, Code of Virginia). * &

4. Transfer of ownership to the Arlmgton Cotinty government for other County
Qpurposes including private sale when both the School and*County Boards deter-

e mine that disposal of the property is in the best pubhc interest; (Ref: Sec 15.1-

II.

mEx;«ocedures

262 and 22-161, Code of Vifginia). . .
5. Lease space or property to private organizations or individuals (Ref: Sec."22-

161 of the Code of Virginia). Only organizations and individuals who are sub]ect ]

. fo the laws of the United States, Virginia, and Arlington County shall be con-
sidered for lease arrangements. All space-sharing agreements should contdin a
clause providing for the future imposition of such restrictions on the use of space

" a3 might be deemed necessary to prevent interference with the K-12 educational
program. The School Board’s judgment shall be final with regard to the accept-
ance or rejection of any application for space-sharing.

L &
.

1. To consider and authorize use for other school purposes or support services or

v leasmg to’private organizations or mdwzduals

-
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The Superintendent will announce the availability of the building, giving a
description of its characteristics and the point at which it will become
available, to all program directors. Along with the announcement will be
an invitation for them to develop proposals for the use of the building,
The proposal should contain: a description of the need; a cost-benefit
analysis of the proposal; the source of additional funds needed, if any;
impact on existing building use; target date foroccupation; any other
supporting information likely\wvbe helpful.

Civic Associations and PTA’s in the area of a potential lease arrangement
shall be notified of the pending lease, and shall be allowed time to respond-
to the'School Board. The principal of any school for which shared use is -
proposed shall review the use application and submit proposed restrictions
on the shared use. Factors to consrder

—are there any significant probjems or hardshlps created by the proposed
use of the school not likely to pe resolved by.eurrent procedures orto |
resolve themselves ina reason le length of time? 5

S

—would the proposed space use provide semces to the schools which would
assist or enhance academic learning, real world learning, or social-psycho- *
logical development of school age students in Arlington? .

The proposals will be examined by the Superintendent and his staff. The
following guidelines will be used in this examination: ~ ~

1) To what extent will the use of the building facilitate the achievement
of thé objectives of the school system and of thé program?

2) From'a multi- -year perspective, is this building the one most likely
to meef the needs of the program or-are there others that are or

‘  may become available?

* 3) Does the proposed use and the cott thereof have an acceptable
impact on the school budget? ®

4) Do the benefits projected justify the cast? .

4

5 Wil the “tommunity hﬁely undérstand and support the proposed use?

Afterithe Supenntendent and the staff have completed the examniination,
the results of this examination and-the recommended disposition of the
burldmg will be forwarded to the Board. :

Yearly comnderatlon shall be given by the Superintendent to- the following
and he may ‘make recommendations as necessary for School Board action:

1) Amount of unused school space and the appropriateness of promoting

use of school space by others in the community.
%

2) . Amount of time > spent by educational staff in administering the non-
* school use'of school space and any resulting loss in efficiency of
educational program. :

N
°

The a{ppropriateness of reorganizing the administrative staff to provide




&

.e‘/j

for a designated property manager over the use of schools by the
community. ) g

F. The School Board shall direct the staff to prepare annually a cost projection
for the shared use of the space, including amortization of capital as well as
maintenance costs. The School Board shall retain the optron to subsidize a
socially desirable program through a reduction in fees.

G.  Each application for the lease of space shall be considered individually and
on its own merits. Any applicant for space who applies to the Board for a
reduced rental rate shall, at the pleasure of the Board file a full accquntmg
of the financial status of that organization.

H.  Priority consideration shall be given by the School Board to the following:
(Priofity may take the form of choosing between applicants for the same
space, or it may take the form of reductions in the amount of rent charged )

a) Day Care Centers (for the young, elderly or handrcapped)

b)  Services to the. surrounding c_ommumty.

To consider short-term ¢ ?Br oth¥ér Arlington County government purposes.

.A.  The Superintendent of Schools shall determine when, for a short term, a
_ school property will not be needed for school purposes and certify such
 to the School Board with a recommendation that other Arlington County a
government agencies by invited to utilize the property.

L)

B. “After authorization by the School Board, the Supefintendent shall invite
the County Manager to identify appropriate candidates for space.

C.  Prior to occupancy of the property for other County purposes, the Super-
intendent and Manager shall propose a use agreement which stipulates the
conditions of the use, including responsibilities of each party. Such an

. agreement may be approved by both the Supenntendent'and Manager
" unless the School Board otherwise stipulates. ‘ ‘L,

To consider long- term use for other County govemment purposes.
Same procedure will be Jfollowed as for short-term, except that the School and
County Boards must execute the use agreement described in 2-C above.

"To consider transfer of ownership of property to the Arlington County Board.

Each situation will be reviewed individually by the School Boand and the course
of action should be reached through discussions with the County Board.

T
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ARLINGTON.PUBLIC SCHOOLS _ :
Arlington, Virginia -

¥

~ GUIDELINES FOR MULTI-USE OF SCHOOL BI\LJILbINGS |
/ < . l N 1
’ Individuals anyl organizations (hereafter both will be referred to as.“the organization”) may

be permitted fo enter into lease agreements for portions of or an entire school when such
use will not be disruptive or formal school operations, nor endanger the safety and security

of the pupils. . _ — |
N

e

|

i

] |

Normally, agreements will be for a maximum of one year with renewal options. In unusual |
circumstances; agreements of longer duration may be permitted.

Permitted uses . .
The use and user of space as indicated by the agreement cannot be altered during the term

of the agreement. No sub-letting will be permitted other than that specified in the original

agreement. If any change in the stated purpose for use of space is desired, such change

must be approved by resolution of the School Board.

The organization cannot use schools as a maﬂmg address for fund raising or any other
purpose contrary to the rules, regulations and pohcles of the Arlington School Board and
theﬁ()udehnes for Multi-Use of-School Buildings. The school name may not be incor- .
porated into the name of the organization or used in any'way as to lead persons to believe

thére may be a relationship other than a lease between the school and the organization.

Only uses permissible under the zoning law will be allowed. The user. must secure a use
permit from Arlington County and provide a copy to the School Board (Assistant Super ¥
mtendent) . . o
« .+ Useof of spate for public purposes within a school may be-allowed only if such use w111 not
be dlsruptlve of normal school operatlons nor endanger the safety and security of the
pupils. It is recommended that use.be permitted in those schools where: the organization

will have its separate access to the school and the organization will have its separate toilet -

\— faeilities.

A. Leage rates v S
Rates to be charged.. We must maintain the posture of recovering costs rather than
to ke a profit-making venturein order to protect our governmental immunity status.

N €
» Separate rates will be calculated dependent upon whether space is taken in a function-

ing school building or if an empty building is leased. Costs will be calculated as follows:

.1)- Portions of a functioning school building B
a) Any direct costs incurred to satisfy the requirements of the lease;

—~ ' 60
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b) Porportlon? te share, based on square fodotage under lease, of building
" operating costs of the preceding year, mcludmg

—custodial labor . ' . g '
—custodial supplies ‘
—utility costs Lo T,

~5.25 per s.f. for preventive maintenance costs;

c) Amortization of capital investment at 5% (assumes 20 year life);.
d) Add 15% for eontingencies and administralivevcosts.

2. Empty School Buildinjs

Rate will be calculated by totaling the following factors:
a) -Any d]rect costs incurred to satisfy the requirements of the lease,

b) and fringe beneﬁt costs of necessary plant supervision to bperate
- émcal systems and oveisee care of the building. Utility costs, and

cleaning to be purchaSed by the tenant directly from otﬁ@&, \

¢). Amortization of capltal investment at 5% (assumes 20 year life) whlch 3
presumes fas‘te§depre01atlon of the facility; ~ * d

d) Mal—\gnance costs calculated at $.50 per square foot to cover the roof
building shell, exterior glazing, exterior dogrs.and paving; _ *

“e) Add 15% for contingenties and adrllinistiation. ) L
Management of the finances Ry

In order that this function can be reviewed regularly, separate revenue and expenditure
accounts are set up in a- separate fund (such as School Food Services) entitled Excess
Space Management Fund, with the Director of Facilities as Functional Unit Manager
and the Assistant Superintendent for Finance & Business Management as“ Budget:
Division Manager

The rhoney received in reimbursable fees from the agreement will be trar\s\_ﬁ_ted to
the School Board to be apportloned to the appropriate accounts Payment will be
due on'the first of each month in advance. -
If the current amount is not received in the Arlmgton Public Schools’ Finance Ofﬁce
by the 10th of the month, a written notification w1ll be sent to the organization ’
adviging them that the spaE& will be made unavailiible 10 days affer date of the notice
unless the fees are paxd . jﬂ ~

-

Alterations ‘ o o .

Minor alterations to suit the use may be permitted upon review, inspection, consul-
ytation with the Sehool Facilities Division, approval fromythe Assistant Superintendent
mf Schools, and shall be at the user’s cost. Any permits required to allow such alter-

atlons must be obtained by fhe user. Major : alternatlons will not be permitted.

L
wpvin €
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Upon termination of the agreement, and if the agregmen?;s provides, the organization
will be required to [estore the premises to its original, state, unless specifically relieved
of this responsibility by the School Board. The erganization will be responsible for
payment of fees until such time as the resforation is co%pleteii. Upon entering the
agreement, a cash or performance bond will be posted by the organization to cover
the restoration work. The School Board may\perform the.restoration work using the
bgnd money for said purpose and charging the organization the fees set forth iﬁ:;_the :
agreement until the restoration is completed. - ' S
Hold Harm[ess Requirements ’ , '.

The organigation shall hold harmldss and indemnify ‘the:School Board for-amy liability -
for personal injuries and/or property damage occfurring in and/or arising out of said
lessee’s use of the school building. The organization shall present proof of adequate
insurance coverage to the Assistant Superintendent of Schools prior to the agreement
being executed by the School Board: It is recommended that this insurance policy
provide\a minimumof $100-$300,000 property damage and $300,000-$1 million

public liability. In those éases where the organization requesting use of spage is a
County/or. State ofVirginia agency, then a “hold harmless’ clause will be sufficient. .

Administrative Control . . : g ,
The organization fw;lill be required to comply with all State and County ordinances and
.regulations regarding the schools, i.e., fire drills. -
The organization has administrative charge of its portion of the school building under
the general supervision of the principal or person in charge of the total b ilding.
However, no one will be allowed to enter a'school-occupied building unle3s.the cus-
- todian, or another aut}q}ized representative of the School Board, is on the premises.
_— .. / .\ . A
The organization should have fno access to the balance-of the school building except
at the pleasure-3f the school principal, nor should the students have atcess to the: .
organization’s portign of the building. \ '

Resolution of Problems . ‘

The Supexintendent of Schools’ decision shall be final to resolve any problems arising
from the multi-use of school buildings and grounds, i.e., misuse of the Ipremises, user’s’
conduct,ﬁstudents’ conduct in regard to user, etc.

Terminations ) i .

organization can be expelled from its sgace without recourse by the School Board
upan recommendation of the Superintendent of Schools, if the Superintendent finds
the joccupancy is disruptive to normal school operations or endangers the safetyand, .

- secyrity of the pupils. . - '

-term agreements, thos\{of one-year duration or less, will have no cantellation
clause. Agreements of longer'duration will have a cancellation clause which statés
that the School Board can canc‘cl:the agreement, unilatgrally and without recourse,,

" for either of the two following reaséms: :
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1) the schoolbuilding is to be surrendered to another County agency and the

N . School Board is relinquishing title since it is no longer required for educational *
. purposes; . ’ ' :
' s+ 2) theSchool Board requires the space for educational purposes.
1
&. oy
In the event that the School Board caricels the agreement there will be an equity clause
to provide reimbursement to the organization for monies it has expended on alterations.
- j . . N , ( )
Adopted by Arlington School Board, 5/19/77. /
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Appendix C. .
ARLINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS ‘
'TASK FORCE ON USE OF GUNSTON JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL

AND ST.RA_TFORD JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL FACILITIES

L4

January 31, 1978 .

CRITERIAGOVERNING FUTURE USE OF BUILDINGS °
The Task Force has considered the School Boards’ policy statement entitled “Utilization
and Disposition of Real Property,” adopted in June 1976, and the “Guidelines for, Multi-Use

of School Buildings,” adopted by the School Board on May 19,°1977. Our recommendations

are consistent with these policy statements.

The Task Forcé has unanitously cgncluded that the following specific criteria must
govern how both Gunston and Stratford facilities should be used, assuming that either or
both of them are n'ot to be used as junior high schools subsequen_t to June 1978.

—That both school bulldmgs continue to be used pnmanly for educational

. purposes;

~That any use of t}ié buildings and surr'ounding grounds involve no'more
than a de minimis adverse impact upon the community;

—That; n0 user of the facilities be permitted to rely on off-premises parking,
encrodch upon the surrounding playing fields or require any undue expansion
of parking facilities; el
. S Y
¥

~That there should be no major structural c'hangt'as‘ in 'e'ither buildin‘g;
~That existir_lﬁg recreational uses of both facilities be retained;
—That the net adverse financial-impact to the County resulting from the use

of these facilities should be minimized.

: | ~
As contained in the Final Report to the Arlington County School Board. . -

» . . .
-~ . 3 o
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" scription to serve rhultiple purposes. The facility served as various times as a school,

. Appendix D~
The Setting—ARLINGTON COUNTY, VIRGINIA

At the time this study was made, Arlington was the smallest county in Virginia and it
occupied land originally ceded to the federal government to form part of the District of .
Columbia. That land was reroceded to Virginia in 1846 following a referendum among 1
its residents. 1 ' |

The fotndation for citizen involvement in the decision-making processes of their com-
munity was laid in 1887 when the first subdivision for residences occurred. The first 20 .
faigilies in that subdivision “formed a cooperative association to . . . tend to community *j]
a['?:irs,”z This association built the first “community house” in 1892 with public sub- '

library, church, and recreation center as well as a focus for community activities.”

The general population of Arlington County as well as the school membership declined
during the 1970s. The general poﬁlaﬁon was 10% lower in 1977 than in'1966:3 The ‘school
membership was reduced by almost 35% percent from 1968 to 1978 (26,000 to 17,000).4
Family units became smaller and the numbers of young singles and adults over 55 years of
age rose during this time.? ’ - ..
, . " =2 * A ’ ~N

Arlington had a county manager form of government with five elected members of -
the County Board of Supervisors. During the period of the study, elections for the County
Board included candidates from two political groups—Republicans and a coalition of
Independents and Democrats. The annual elections took place with the successful can-
didates taking office the following January. '

“The County Board of Supervisors appointebd the five-member School Board, each of l/
whom had a four-year term of office beginning on July 1 following appointment. The
School Board held open meetings although executive sessions were held occasionally for

. personnel, land, or legal matters.

The School Board selected the Superintendent of Schools for a four-year tefm of
office from a list of approved candidates which was established by thé State Board of
Education: The Superintendént was sibject to School Board control and direction.. .

&

1Arlington County, 4 Few Words About Arlington County, Virginia (Arlingtony
Virginia: Arlington County, c. 1970).

* * 2Times-Herald (Washington, D. C.), June 9, 1941.

3Arlin§'ton County, Offering Circular for $18,000,000 in Revenue Notes (Arlington, »
Virginia: Arlington County, December 1977). ’

“Arlington Public Schools, S¢hool Enrollment, 1951°62 to 1978-79 (Arlington,, -
Virginia: Arlington Public Schools, 1979). .

5Arli31gton, Offering Circular.
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The School Board agid the Superintendent held to the tLeory of local autonomy. In
addition to concern for ¢itizen and staff input at the central level, local school advisory
committees wére:appointed by the School Board. One member of the School Board was . -
designated to work with each committee. -
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-, MID-ATLANTIC
COMMUNITY EDUCATION PUBLICATIONS |

General Reference and Promotxonal
¢ ADMINISTRATORS AND POLICYMAKER VIEWS OF COMMUNITY EDUCATION
. %"""Unlty g@f-’ edited by Larry E. Decker and Virginia A. Decker, 19;77 64 pp., 8% x 11, $3.00.

¢ CITIZEN PARTICIPATION . WHAT OTHERS SAY . .. WHAT OTHERS DO
by John W. Warden,1977, 24 pp., 8% x 11, $1.00.

l;}OCESS PERSPECTIVE COMMUNITY EDUCATION AS PROCESS w Iohnw Waxden,1979 96 pp.,6x9, _*

4

\

« o PUBLIC SCHOOLS: USE THEM, DON'T WASTE edited by Michael H. Kaplan,1975, 12 pp.,SVx X 8%, single
tree, $12.00 per 50. :

* o WHAT OTHERS SAY ABOUT COMMUNITY ‘aoor.s edited by Johia W, Warden, 1976, 16 pp., 5% x 8%, single fres,
per § ;

Instructional and Training .
. COM%V%IEEITY EDUCATOR’S GUIDE TO ADULT LEARNING by Leroy Miles and Steve R. Parson, 1978, 32 pp.,
T 6x9

o COMMUNITY’EDUCATION INTERACTION EXERCISES by John W. Wardep, 1978, 96 pp.,8% x 11, $3. 95
e MANAGEMENT RESOURCE MANUAL compiled by Guy Faust and Patty*Komko,1979, 620 pp., 8% x 11, $25.00. -

o MULTICULTURAL/COMMUNITY EDUCATI N: AN EXPLORATION OF A RELATIONSHIP FOR
, EDUCATIONAL IMPROVEMENT by Donna Haged Schoeny and James H. Bash, 1980,6x 9, 24 pps, $2.00

e ROLE GUIDE SERIES (1) Citizen (2) School Board (3] Superintendent (4) Principal (5) System-wide Coordinator (6) Building
Coordinator ¢7) Special Needs (8) Community College (9) L2 Services (10) Cooperative Extension (11) Government Agenicies, single
$1.00, each or complete set $8.25. : .

o WORKING PAPERS ON ISSUES IN CQMM
Kaplan, 1979, 123 pp., 8% x 11, $6.75.

Research and Technical Reports -

o AN-ASSESSMENT OF RESEARCH NEEDS IN COM:MUNI’I‘Y EDUC: ATION by BmceM Gansnedcr Barbara
Rochen and Dabney Lewis, 1980, 89 pp., 8% x 11, $3.75.

o THE COMMUNITY EDUCATION COORDINATOR: SOURCES OF JoB SA’I‘I;F;AC‘I‘ION AND
DISSATISFACTION by Bunny G.-Sheppard, 1979, 79 pp., 8% x 11, $3. 75

CITIZEN PA}RTICIPATION ISSUES vy Nancy C. Cack, 1979, 114pp 8% x11,85.75.
FACILITY USE PATTERNS by Nancy C. Cook, 1979 67 pp., 8% x 11, 83.75.. .
INTERAGENCY RELATIONSHIPS by Nancy C. Cook, 1979, 84 pp., 8% x 11, $4.75.

%NTER%'; %C% LIFELONG LEARNING AND COMMUNITY EDUCATION by Marcie Boucouvalas, 1939, 73 pp.,
%x 11 !

MANAGING UNDERUTILIZED SCHOOL FACILITIES RESULTING FROM DECLINING PUPIL
ENROLLMENT: A CASE STUDY by Joseph Ringers, Jz., 1980, spproximately 96 pp: 8% x 11, $s5.78.
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