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FOREWORD

Because of declining pupil enrollment during the 1970's some facilities Were under-
utilized. Researchers predicted that enrollment would continue to decline through the
1980's. The change from growth to decline has propounded problems and haslprovided
opportunitiesforscli9o1 administrators n the management of underutilized school facilitie-
in which rest) s are "tempered or distorted by the realities of hical politics."1

' The number of projected underutilized school facilities, and the effects of declining
enrollment on school districts have been well documented. Because of-the dimensions
of the problem in Virginia, both in the amount of school space affected and in the value
of thatethool space, 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 4is study were to discover the political interactions leading to policy
decisions for the man ment of underutilized facilities, to determine 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 f 4-0

41,

4

,7

-
1Paul Abramson and others, Surplus School .§pace: Options and Opportunities (New

York: Educational Facilities Labortaiies, Inc., 1977), pp. 7-10.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION
1

The peak in choorenrollment in the United States was reached in the elementary schools
in 1969 and in the high schools iii.1977. Using the data from her study, Fiihlow projected the
decline in enrollment 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
childrenper family. This was a substantial reduction since 1800 when there were seven child-,

ren per family.2

In an effort to explain these changes, Abramowitz and Rosenfeld found that shifting
societal values with respect to birth jcontrol and family life had combined with economic
fgtors in such a way that people ilesponded by having smaller families. They also found
that governing bodies had adopted pslitices and laws which emphasized limits rather than

igrowth and which resulted in population shifts. They concluded that these conditions had
led to the decline in pupil enrollment in 'the 1970's.3 They reported that enrollment decline
in elementary schools would continue until the mid-1980's and in secondary schools into the
1990's.4

Demographers did not recognize ttie significance of these trends in the decline of pupil
enrollment..National and local educators continued to anticipate growth for the public school
systems. The optimistic and pessimistic enrollment projections published 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. According to Abramowitz and Rosenfeld, "the chance of our
present 'projection occurring would have been on the order of one in 100,000," based upon
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 Virginia6 to
California.7 Decreased numbers of pupils affected staffing levels, program opportunities,
finances, and school facilities. The communities affected by the decline in pupil enrollment

e more widespread in the early 1970'x, ;and the problems of decline were complicated}e more
enrollment when "central city enrollments declined more rapidly . . . and

'Harriett Fishlow, "Demography and Changing Enrollments," in Susan Abramowitz and
Stuart Rogenfeld, eds.1 Declining Enrollment: The Challenge of the Coming Decade (Washing-
ton, D. C.: National Institute of Education, 1978), pp. 48-52.

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

3Susan Abramowitz and Stuart Rosenfeld, eds., Declining Enrollment: The Challenge of
the Coming Decade (Washington, D. C.: Natioal Institute of Education, 1978), p. 7.

4Abramowitz and Rosenfeld, p. 437.

5Abramowitz and Rosenfeld, p. 5

6Arlington Public Schools, Committee on Pupil Enrollment Report (Arlington, Virginia:
Arlington Public Schools, 1974),, p. 10.

7Raymond G. Arveson, "The Shrinking School District," Management Action Paper, 2,
2 (September 25, 1972), Association of California School Administrators, p. 1.
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suburban and adjacent non-metropolitan areas had less rapid declines."8

The phenomenon of declining pupil enrollment became a state problem in 1972 when a
'statewide decrease in school enrollment was noted in California.9 Declining enrollment did
not become a statewide problem in Virgiriia until 1977 when school enrollment dropped by
almost 18,000. In 1978 25,000 fewei pupils appeared on the .school rolls, and 90% of the
school districts of Virginia had lower enrollmen4s 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.11

. _ As pupil populations declined, the use of school space became a matter of concern. In
.1977 school property M Virginia was valued at $3,452,505,164.12 Concerned over the need
for school officials to cope with the problems whichaccompany reduced enrollments, Boyer*.
pointed out that "management of school facilities will take a new dimension in the early
1 98 0 's. "1 3

The Problem of Underutilized Schools

The fact that fewer 'pupilscould be expected to bite 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 outstanding
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's."15

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 different and "i?i some cases greater

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

9Arveson, p. 1.

10Letter from R. L. Boyer, Assistant Superintendent for Program Development, Common-
wealth of Virginia, February 15, 1979.

11"Projceted,Public School Enrollment, 1979-88," Public Education in Virginia, 14
(Winter 1979), p. 10.

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

13Richard L. Boyer, "Managing for Decline: Problems and Opportunities,"Public Edu-
cation in Virginia,' 13 (Summer 1977), pp. 10-12.

14Lloyd Bishop, "Dealing with Declining School Enrollments," Education and Urban
Society, 11, 34May 1979), p. 285.

15Abramowitz and Rosenfeld, p. 1.
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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:

Decreases in the size of anything were not part of an
adininistrator's consciousness . . . there has been a tendency
not to confrOnt problems seriously until they are unavoidable
and need immedaitesolution . . . comprehensive assessment
and planning have not been thoroughly embraced . . .. failure
to engage in basic management practices is a manifestation of
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.17

The management of underutilized school facilities in the 1980's will affect large numbers
of corrimunities. Major decisions will be made. Major management delcisions involve political
processes and sophisticated planning systems.18 Policies result from p ning and are a guide
to management. The data from sev ral studies appeared to indicate t t it was important to
record the degree of satisfaction wit the processes and the results which e perceived ley
those who had participated in the actions which guided the management of underutilized
school facilities. Berman and McLaughlin found in California that school closings and repro
grammings affeCted the entire community, andcorreTuded 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 ."processel which are adopted to develop plans could
be as important as the plans themselves. "20 This #e caution is implied it 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

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 heavily affected by distinctive, perhaps unique, configurations of factors."22

.%

_./16Kenneth aoulding in an address to theltegents Convocation in 1974 and reported in

ment, 1976), p. 19. t
Enrollment Trends, Programs for the Future.('Albany, New York: Sta: Education Depart-

or , 't ..,t
,./. 4

.

'California,1 State of, A Study of the Utilization of Public School Facilities (Sacramento,
. .

California: Commission on Califoaria State Government Organization and Economy, 1978),
pp. 11-13.

,
18Eckar L. Morphet, Roe L. Johns, and Theodore L. Keller, Educational Organization and

Administration (3d ed., EnglewoOd Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentic-Hall, Inc.,..1974), p: 170.- _.:,..,..

19Pail1 Berman, and Milbrey McLau lin, Federal Programs Supporting Educational Change
(Santa Monica, California: The Rand Corporation, 1975) cited imAbramowitz and Rosenfeld, p.15.

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

-91Code of Virginia, Section -79, "Meetings of the people and loc ommittees."

22\Villiam Lowe Boyd, "Educational Policy Making in Declining Suburban School Districts," ,
Education and Urban Society, 11:3 (May 1 . 335. N -,
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In his opinion further'researcli was needed, and he suggested.."open-ended, in-depth case
studies in an effort to discder the anatomy of the subject."23

4.

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 saje.ctto devise research designs which would
permit valid comparisons* of communities which are diverse in many respects.25

v The research design used in this study was indictive in natuite. The purpose NVA.S to
discover the interactions and processes used to produce policies and guidelines to manage .
theunderutilized school facilities in Arlington, Virginia. A collection of central office,
doduments was examined and analyzed to find the interactions and processes which affected
the policy decisions. To appraise the perceived effectiv'eness of the processes used in reaching
policy decisions, participants in he processes, were surveyed.. The results and conclusions of
this study mbe useful to those who have responsibility for the management of under-
utilized school facilities during a period of declining pupil enrollment:

1. To discover the strategies which were implemented to develop an awareness
of,the options and opportunities available for managing underutilized school
space;

2. To determine the decision-making processes which were emilioyed in reach-
ing decisiois 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

5. To find what internal and external concerns may have influenced the, decision
makers.

Docunients on file in the office of the Superintendent of Arlington Sc'bpols and the office
of the School Board Clerk were usedas primary sources of information. Those documents
included minutes of School Board meetings, rotes of public hearings and work sessions,

I

23Boyd, p. 335. . P

24John W. Best, Research in Education (3.d ed., Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-
Hall, Inc., 1977), p..117, . '

.
..

( ,.
... 25Williain Lowe Boyd, "Educational Policy Makingin Declining Suburban School Districts,"

Education and Urban Sohopls, 11;3 (May 1979), p. 335.

tr.
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notice's, correspoq,ence, staff presentations, reports of variotis"groups, petitions, testimonies
offered, and various data prepared for use by the School Board of the Superintendent of
Schools. Legal constraints and intergovernmental relationshipi.werc nate Opinions regard-
ing the application of legal constraints were reliiewed, ......

Secondary documents were used. 'These included news articles and an article authoied
by the Arlington Superintendent of Schools in the May 1979 issueof Education'and Uthan
Society in which he examined the political and organizational impacts of shrinking enroll-
ment and consolidation in Arlington. Publications of the.Educational Facilities Laboratories,
Inc., which reported the Arlington experience were also used. . ,

- The documents were organized into the four components for sets of interactions leading
to policy decisions in a political system which were described by Mosher26 as follows:

IssuesIdeas, priorities, proposed solutions to problems.
.

IndividualsThe cast of characters, movers, and shakers.

.InstitutionsOrganizations with enduring qualities, such as agencies,and legislative bodies.
e n

InterestsInterest groups, organized support or opposition, those who would benefit or
lose, usually external to government agencies.

,
.

To determine the perceived effectiveness of the processes used in the policy-making '1

system, a structured questionnaire with a three-hint 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 testimony, or others who participated
in the process-of developing policies for the management of underutilized school space.
Members of both the Arlington School Board and the County Board of Arlington during

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

'I

. ,
26Statement by Professor Edith K. Mosher in a lecture on educational policy analysis at

the University of*Virginia, March 19, 1979.
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Chapter 2,

LITERATURE REVIEW

The` problem of managing underutilized school facilities
4

was new in the 1970's. Reduced
pupil enrollment relieved the press re on over-crowded schools, made it possible to close sub-
standard spaces and buildings,, mad room for inadequately housed programs and new programs,
and allowed School districts to redu e pupil/teacher ratios In the early 1970g there was little
identifiable underutilized spaae. In e mid-197M empty classroOms and unused schools existed,.
and educational authorities'began cussing the opportunities and problems which accompanied

" declining enrollment and,undertitiliz d school sapce. However, during this period; few school
districts developed policies with regard to the management of excess space. \There was little
research on the management of underutilized school facilities.,

Uniterutiliied facilities were associated with the issue of school closings. The first school
closings triggered emotional reactiqns frdm the community. According to Keough:

The recirmendation to close, the . .. school represented the .

district's first attempt to economize through facility consolidation
. . . Shock, dismay, surprise and anger were but a few of the emotions
which, this recommendation triggered among the parents.2

Cuban fouhd that the community was upset with each threatenecLor actual closing even after
a*Policy and decision-making proccgs was developed: .

Thus, each fall after 1975, merger candidates were identified
and debated. Work sessions, superintendent recommendations,
public hearings, angry parets, and boar.. d decisions unfolded each
year in an annual rhythm thattheres no other wordupset the
community .3

During this perioof time, few school districts had adopted policies or school closings
and reprogrammings. Indecision and unwillingness may have accounted for the lack of formal
policies. Fredrickson noted that rriost school officials and their boards are loath to relinquish
possessi or control of existing school facilities."4 One Nei York superintendent stated that

45-" Cyril G. Sargent an udith Handy, Fewer.Pupil:91Suiplus Space
Facilities Laboratories, Inc., 1976), p. 28. .

2Williarn F. Keough, Jr., "Enrollinent Decline,: The Dilemma fr
Chair,' Declining Enrollments: The Challenge of the Coming Decade,
and Stu,aft 'Roienfeld (Washington, D. C.: National Institute of Educ

(New York: Educational

n the Superintendent's
eds. Susan Abramowitz
'on1978), p. 342.

harry Cuban, "Shrinking Enrollment and Consolidation: POlitical and Organizational
Impacts in Arlington, l'firginia 1973- 1978," Education and Urban Society, 11(May 1979), p. 374.

4John H: Fredrickson, "Must DecliniftEhrollment Mean Closing Schools?" American
SchoplAyniversity,June 1978; p. 61.

4
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his district's report covering. consolidation intentionally did not ;'deal with policies or pro-
vistns regarding disposition of surplus property, but rather alternatives in each consideration."5
He explained this was because of diverse conditions fro% one situation to another, Indecision
and unwillingness to act were such common repQnses that NIE researchers reported that"one
of the greatest hazards is 'indecision and perennial drift- -a condition which for Many seems
preferable to difficult policy decision-making.' "6

Because pupil enrollmenewas exp ted to continue to deCline, some activity directed
toward policy development was undertaketi.:-In41970 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 h the fall of 1973 to
consider the issue of declining enrollment.8 One resat of the work of the Arlington com-
mittee was the development of criteria for determining the "working capaCity" of a §choo1.9
Using the criteria, sc.h6o1 officials could calculate the.underutilization of a school facility.
The calculation to determine working capacity included consideration of the requirements
of special programs which restricted full utilization of the standard capacity of a school build-
ing.

By the spring 1975, the problem was widespread enough for the State Superintendent
of Schools in Illinois to appoint a Task Force on Declining Enrollments. This task force out-
lined many lirograni opportunities for using the surplus space-which res d from declining
enrollment.° However, they noted that bringing public and social service p grams into
underutilized school space would be resisted by the "traditional attitude of un 'llingness to
develop shared tchool/community activities."11 \

In 1976 the Depment of Community and Economic Development in Montgomery-
County, Maryland, issued 'a report to describe the first year's experience and activities in
closing 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 traqsacting their reuse in Maryland.12 .,

,4

5Letter from Edward J. Murphy, Superintendent of Schools, Syosett Central School
District, New York, May 29, 1979.

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

7Raymond G. Arveson, "The Shrinking SChool Districts" Management Action Paper,
2,,2 (September 25, 1972), Association of California SchoopAdministrators, p. 42.

8Arlingtori Public Schools, Committee on Pupil Enrollment Report (Arlington, Virginia:
Arlington'Public Schools, 1974), pp.4-.2.

. 9ArlingtontOPE Report, p. 2.

. 18Illinois, State of, Report of the Illinois Task' Force on Declining Enrollments in the
Public SC'hools (Springfield, Illinois; Office of Education, 1975), pp. 60-65.

11111inois, p. 60:

e
,

12Montgomery County, Maryland, Surplus School Disposition and Reuse (Rockville,
, Maryland: Department of Conimunity and Elconomic Development, 1976), p. 15.

14 .
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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.mdst desirable
uses of this,spacee and develop a procedure to attract and evalua4potential users."14 Three
yedrs later school officials, reported that no action had been taken with respect to the report.
Assistant Superintendent Larry W. Barber reported the following:

We have had our superintendent resign over an issue with the
board. We have been looking 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. Nothing new, nor different.15

From this statement, it..was not clear whether the issues of decline and the resignation of
the superintendent were related.

A tas- kforce of the Michigan Department of Education offered recommendations in
1977 concerning policies for managing underutilized 'Hes during a period of declining
enrollment. Their recommendations were directe manly at state level policies. They
recommended financial assistance for the transp rtation 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 purposes.16

In 1977 the School Board of Faii-fax 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, reporting to the County Executive, be appointed
"to coordinate the use of facilities, particularly space in excess of school needs."17

Also in 1977, the Commission on California State Government Organization'and Economy
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

13EugeneOregon, Small Schools-Task Force, Final Report (Eugene, Oregon, School
District 4J, 1976), p. 1.

14Eugene, Oregon, p. 4.

15Letter from Larry W. Barber, Assistant Superintendent of Schools, School District
4J, Eugene, Oregon, May 17, 1979.

16Michigan, State of, Michigan's School Enrollment Decline: Projectibns and Implications
'---(Mi<A,(bor, Michigan: Department of Education, 1977), p. xxx.

17Fairfax County, Virginia, Declining Enrollment and Efficient Use of School Facilities
Fairfax, Virginia: County School Board, 1978), pp. 10-11.

4
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that "school district characteristics vary greatly and this variation precludes blanket state-
ments about their condition or operation."18 The Committee identified speCific issues
which should be recognized at the local level, and described 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 fornial policy statement, but did offer to lease office space for community seivices
in its underutilized school facilities.20 Hickey noted that the community had lost approxi-
mately one-third of its enrollment and was concerned about underutilized school spaces(

Aggh priority of the St. Louis Park School Board for the past
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.21

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 thermajor educational issues confronting urban
school boards, and advised school boards to develop and publish policies and guidelines
for the use of closed school buildings at the same time that it considered closing schCols.
The committee recommended substantial community involvement in the city school board's
decision-making 'process. hi 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 closure."22

Policy Areas to Consider j

In the early efforts to manage underutilized school facilities, several areas in which
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 Yorktate Education Department prepared and issued

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

19California, pp. 21-28.

20Letter from Michael E. Hitkey, Superintendent 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.
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a pamphlet ithwhich the trends were described. It Was suggested that school boards give
Careful and thoughtful consideration to the development of policies to meet the problems
aisociated'with decline.,3*Th; report included a description of the way in whidh one schoql
board was able to 'create a positive climate for cooperative investigation by approving several
policies. One of thpolicies stated that alternative use had to be devised for a school plant
before it was.closedfor regular school use. Anot5er policy stated that the proposed reuse
must be beneficial to the community.24 Other areas 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 derived from surplus school buildings, and pro-
visions for participative decision making-processes when considering disposition of under-
utilized space orurplus school buildings.

#

Researchers from the, Columbus, Ohio, public schools surveyed 58 school' districts in
1977 "to determine 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 policies or pro4dural statements.26 Content elements which those
researchers recommended for pdlicy statements after analyzing the data included:- the
establishment of priorities for disposal of unneeded facilities; the establishment 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 loc,a1 political subdivisions, and consultations with local
community leaders."27

Many sources directed their attention to the financial opportunities reTaTerl 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:

4

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

F

23New York-, State of, Enrollment Trends, Programs for the Future (Albany, N.Y.:
State Education Department, 1976), p.

24New York, p. 13.

25Columbus, Ohio, Building Phase-oitt Study (Columbus, Ohio: Columbus Public
...

Schools, °1976), p. 1. ..

6Letters from Charles Hall, Assistant Supefintendent for Business Affairs, Columbus
Public ols, Columbus, Ohio, :March 22, 1977.

27ColiNbus, pp. 2-3.

28California, p. 33.

29California, p. 29.
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facilities is eliminated from the regular maintenance budget. There '
are basically two desirable ways of achieving this: 1) sell the,flcilibes,
or 2) lease them fora charge which covers th6ir ongoing maintenance
costs . . . the revenue derived from the sale or lease of surplus facili-
ties could be used to reduce maintenance backlogs or deficiencies."

40

The California Commission noted that the California Code specified the Nay 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

-----°."VInNew York, the disposition of the pr6ceeds of sale or lease Of real property appeared,
to be an appropriate area for policy-making. The State Education Department pamphlet.
included a statement that New York law 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 existing 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
aspects of a potential lease agreement. In addition, the legislation
requires public melfings regarding proposed leases.33

The New York pamphlet inclUded a recommendation that -the community be involved
in the deCtsion-making process'for alternative use of school space.. It recommended that:r

. \

Before any final determination of the tenant is made brthe
board of education, full mid ample.opportunity be given'at local
community meetims to apprise residents of the nature of the
tetant's activities. 64

f "California, p. 33.

31California, pp. 22-23.
32Nlork, p. 42.

33Cali. ornia, p. 24

34New York, p. 45.
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The recommendation included in the report with regard to the sale of school buildings was
more specific and included the suggestion that neighbors and existing organizations be inrohed.
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- A.

hood, the Chamber of Commerce, PTA groups, civic associations, and
depending upon the age of the school, possibly the local historical society.35

"fiee decision-making process in Minneapolis, Minnesota, provided 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" committeewas
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.36 Inclusion of,the City Planning Department and aldermanic offices
added another dimension to the decision-making process. Because all proposals must komply
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.37

The Illinois Task Force on Declining Enrollment offered the following recommendations
cqncerning facility closings: ,

The Illinois 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

-space (e.g., state agencies and comilinnityorganizations) and school
districts, so that potential users could contact only one source to get
statewide info ation regarding school vacancies. In addition, this
Center t ould tlocal districts with legal concerns relating to the
closings And s e.aff buildings.38

lob

This Task force recommendation was icontrary to the recommendations foundin most
other literature. It was not t xplained'how'The community intercists would be represented
effectively if a state agency served as coordinator for reprogramming excess or underutilized
school spaces ,-

-
35New York, p. 43... ,
36Minneapolis, A Report on the Usage and Status of Unneeded School Property

(Minneapolis: Special School District N. Minneapolis, Minnesota, January 35, 1979),
p. 2 -

4nneapolis, p. 3. .

38lllinois, State of, Report of the Illinois Task Force on Declining 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,elementi included in local policies for the management of underutilized
facilities must be consistent with the statutes. Because this study pertained to Arlington
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 linderutiliied-school f4cilities. Opinions of the Attorney General for Virginia which
applied to the management of school facilities were also gxamined.

Educational writers agreed that school boards and school administrators should obtain
ktgal advice when declining enrollment resulted in underutilized school facilities and before
decisions were made concerning the disposition of facilities. Examples of the legal
factors to be considered included ownership 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.

Ownership and Control of Real Property

County school boards in Virginia were found to have the same power to acquire, hold,
4,sell or exchange, or convey real property as thegoveming boards of counties. section 22-

147 of the Code of Virginia provided that title 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.,2f education."39 The Attorne
General held that the acquisition and management of rea?property was the prerogative f
the county schodl board and that the county board of supervisors 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 titre together for property to be used for administrative
purposes, but title for any portion of,real property used for schools was required to be vested
solely in the school board 41

Section 22-161 of the Code covered the matters of sale, exchange, and conveyance of
school board property.42 This section also provided authority toochool boards to be lessors
or lessees of.property. One question regarding a long-term lease which a school board wished
to execute was_keferred to the Attorney General who offered the opinion, that a 99-year lease
Must be processed as a sale and conveyance which required approval and ratification by the
circuit court or in that case, a court of the city.43

39Code of Virginia, Section 22.147, "Proloertyset apart for school purposes vested in
and managed by county school boards." :

401961-62 Opinions of the Attorn(y General 228:

'41'95 &57 Opinions of the Attorney General 235.

42Code of Virginia, Section 22-18T, "Sale, exchange or lease of property."

431955-56 Opinions of the Attorney General 184.
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In addition to the requirement that sales and conveyances of real property be sub-

mitted to the court for approval and ratification, ,'school boards were required to exercise
good business judgment in such,transactionS. They did not have the 'power to make a gift .

of the prciperty. All transactions were required to be for the' benefit of the school district.44

Becausre declining enrollment could affect a school district so severely that the school
board might consider joining with another school district or anpther 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 Bbard of Education 'to the arrangement was required.45 In the
event that a school board wished to join with another agency for the perforinance 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 It was required that appropriate
action be taken by ordinance, resolution, or other agreement; the contents required to be
inc101ed in such agreements were set forth in 'section 15.1-21.

Community Involvement in the Decision-Makin. g Process

It was 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.47 No
specific requirements for oiling or conducting such meetings were set forth 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 w-ith,the board in the provisions for
the care Of the school property. "48

Declining enrollment and the management of underutilized school facilities were con-
sidered to be new probl6ms by educational authorities. Because the section of the Qocle
which Contained provisions for calling meetings or for forming-advisory committees'of
people of the county has not been revised since 1952, it appeared that the *liters
provisions did not dnvi 'on the need to consider managing underutiliz-ed school facilities. ''''t1-7.4,c
However, this section of the Code did make clear the intent of the legislature to have county
school boards seek the dvice of the community on matters of serious consequence.

Use of Schools for Non-School Purposes
- .10

By joint resolution in 1972, the Virginia Senate and House of Delegates/declared it to

441970-71 Opinions of the Attorney General30

45Code of Virginia, Section 22-7, "Point schools for counties,Or for counties, cities,
or towns."

"Code of Virginia, Section 15.1-21, "Joint exercik of_powers by political subdivisiolis.

47Code of Virginia, SeCtion 22-79, "Meetings of the*Ople and local committees." '
,

48'60de, Section 22-79.
to

:

14

11.



be the policy for the Commonwealth of Virginia that localities expand access to public
School facilities for community-wide educational and'recreational uses and to encourage
community-wide education programs.49 Authoftiltion was contained in section 22.164
of the Code for non-school, use okfacilities. School boards were authorized to perrhit the
use of school facilities, "out of school hours during the sch6o1 terms or in vacation" for
any legalbassembly, but they were not required to do so.50 The-use of schools as voting
places was specifically authorized, and school boards were permitted to exesute agreements
with certain library boards to allow local or regional libraries to,operate within school build-
ings provided there was sufficient space and when there would not be substantial inter-
ference with the operation of theschotls. 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 authorityfor combining services under the
provisions for the joint exercise of powers

Subsections Of 22-164 included the genera conditions which were required of school
-boards in order to permit the use of school buildings for non-school purposes.51 Those
conditions were that such use would not impair the efficienCy of the schools, and that rules
and regulations for such provisiOrA would be adoptedly the school board. 'Power to permit
non-school use of school buildings couldbe delegated to the,superintendent of schools by
the school/board under certain circumstances 1;110 were described in these subsections.
The Attorney General was consulted regarding the' charging of fees for the use of school
buildings, and he advised that fees could be charged-to coverminimimi expenses without
the school board and its members losing governingntal immunity against tort actions which

_might arise from such use.52' 4. ..--. f i

441, . -1 ,,,,,)
. . .

Attorney General Coleman offered the opinlon that the-Code of Virginia did not ern
power school boards to operate non-school progran; without express statutory authorization.
This advice was given in response to an inquiry about the power' of certain school boards to
provide extended hours programs in school facilities, foristUdents before ancl,after school

. hours. Coleman stated that the "powers of schodl.bOards irelimited to those expressly .

-...

gianted, necessarily implied, or essential and indispe4sable to thlunctiong of such
1,dard."53 ., _

.

The question of leasing space to agencies.of foreigT1 'govern ents,arose in Arlington,
and advice ofj*ell counsel was sought. Attorney Towner--a etUhat foreign go4rnment7

......,m, . .

49Senate Joint Resolution 22 adopted by the Virginia Senate February4, 1972 and by
the House of Delegates March 8, 1972. . :

- .

50Coie of Virginia,- Section 22-164, "Use of buildings for (der than school purpos-
51Code of Virginia, Section 22-164.1, "13Dards may permit such use as 1.1 not inipir

. efficiency; general conditions, and Section 22.-164.2, "Hoards may.impo certain specific -..,
conditions.' .

521953-54 Opinions of the Attorney General 189. '' 4

. 53Marshall Coleman, Attorney General for the Commonwealth of Virginia in a letter
dated December 11, 1978 to the Honorable Vincent F.°C,allahan, Jr:, Member of the House
of Delegates.
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agencies have diplomatic immunity which could be troublesome in contractual matters suchfas leases. He indicated that there were diffic ties in interpreting sections of Public Law 94
583, "The Foreign Sovereign Immunity Act f 19,76," the' apparent purpose of which was
to subject foreign governments and entities to the jurisdiction of United States courts for
what w.as dpsignated in the Act as "commercial activity."54 Upoli receiving this advice from
their counsel, the School Board of Arlington revised its policy covering the 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

Proceeds from Sale or Lease

Conflicting opinions by attorneys vile-ill for Virginia are recoWgd on the issue of
whether or riot 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-,
lion power of the governing-ilbard."56 The second opinion advised that "funds received
by the county treasur r from the sale or rental of school property should be placed to the
credit of of the school oard. No appropriation is necessary."5 Because the governg
board has the power to a propriate otfiEt'ftmils, adjustments could be made i e amount
of those appropriations to recognize the revenue from property sales and rents. Therefore,
the question appeared moot. A bill was offered during the 1978. legislative session to amend
this section of the Code and td clarify the issue. The bill would have provided school boards
with the power to expend the proceeds from the sale, exchange, or leease of property without

ers.appropriation of such funds by the governing body, but the bill failed.58

Summary

While few formal statements of policy and guidelines were available for review, recoim-'''
mendations were found in various state and local reports as well as in the current literatre.
The Code of Virginia appeared to allow Mr local determination of policy, in many aspects of
real property management by school boards, and policy elements were identified from those
sections of the Code. The review of the literature revealed the following areas which should
be considered for the managementof underutilized school-facilities:

;`

Development of Policies

a) Should formal policies be adopted and published?

b) Should policies, remain informal?

A54Lefter from George C. Towner, Jr., Esquire, dated January 26, 1979.
55Arlington Public Schools, A3D 40-9.3, Utilization and Disposition of Real Prope

revised February 1979. , .. ,
561959-60 Opinions of the Attorney General 301 (in re: 22-161). ,

if°

57195,-V Opinions of the Attorney Genera1_308 (in re: 22-147)..:
4iitpt?

cA
,

irr- , ' 41ouse Bill 1945: A bill to ,amend andeenact section 22-161i of the Code of Virginia
relating to conveyance or lease of school property. ,,t
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c) Should each situation be considered in isolation?

ldintification of Underutilized Space
4 o

a) What criteria should be used to determine whether or not space is available.:
for alternative use? '

b)= Whq should make that determination and through what process?

c) When should -that, determination be made?

iternalive Use Priorities

Which alternative uses will be given priorities?

What uses are compatible with school programs, or how should cunipatability
be determined?

`b

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

Consideration of Alternative Use .

..,...

....a) 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?

*7 mac) Should these options be considered during the consolidation process?frl I
,

Process for Consideration of the Reprogramming-or Disposition of Underutilized School
eilities \
a) What groups and individuals 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?

r---
c) What processes will be used: public work sessions, public hearings, public meetings,

committees, task forces, or other techniques?

d) What charge, criteria, or guidelines will be providedio the persons involved in the
decision-making processes?

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

. sidered*1

44 'How will the property be managed if it is leased, will multiple tenants or sub-
\ tenants be considered? a t

Financial'Considerg\ion

a) What serve es will be provided to tenants, and how will they be charged?
. -et

What dispo lion will be made of the proceeds of sale or lease of the property?
Ts 510
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Chapter '3

THE POLICY MAKING PROCESS -

)
Annually, the Arlington School board adoptedset of Arlington. School Directives

(ASDs) which contained thep-olici's and procedures for the administration and manage-
ment of the schools. These were i8opted or modified when the Superintendent made
recommendations. A review of the School Board minutes revealed thafmajor policy issues
were proposed at one session, referred to the Superintendent fora recommendation, and'
considered for action at another session. School consolidation processes arid disposal of.-
facilities through lease, sale, or transfer to another agency involved hearings, workshops,
and group actionscommittees 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 interactions which took place and which
appeared to influence the policy makers and thg_decisions which they made.

Period of-Preparation-1968 to 1974

This phase was the period in which changes were occurring and relationships were
developing which would affeet the management of school facilities. It was a period when
there was a reluctance to accept the declint in pupil enrollments as anything but a-temporary
condition. During this period some accommodation for non-school uses was found in the
underutilized space in some schaol buildings. Because of capital improvements at some. k
schools and replacement of others, four buildings were declared surplus to regular school
needs. These were, reprdgrammed into other school purposes (alternative school programs,
adult education, m:anpower or other programs) or to County recreation or leisure-time
programs (senior citizens, performing arts, community centers, or general recreation).

Policy. Developments

School enrollments peaked at 26,304 in 1968. Constructioreornew facilities was still
taking place. In 1969 the first jointly (school' and county) funded, occupied, ancloperated
facility (the Thomas Jefferson Junior High School and Community Center) was authorized
through an agreement executed by both the School Bard 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 to keep this expenditure from inflating the school budget 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 language in this agreement
was directed to the point as follows: -.

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

18 w
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in the per pupil operating costs of the regular school operating
budget.l

When an e'ementary school became available for alternative use following the con--
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 agreement setting out the
cost-sharing arrangements for three separate agencies to occupy the buildingthe Adult
Education Program, the Recreation Division, and the Community Action Program, which.
was partially funded by the County Board.

In 1971 seveh smaller schoolS became available for'reprogramming because of capitid
programs which had increased the inventory of scliool space in the system, and because
pupil- enrollments were declining. The School Board engaged a consultant to advise them
regarding the disposition of these properties. The Board waNcerned abOuft the effect
certain urban changes might-have on the school system and,communicated thii to the con-
sultant 1 follows: .

<55

The, Arlington School Board is consider theretetition of
theselrciperties based upon the public schod interest, yet recog-
nizing the imcertainktiesof future school populations, the impact
of the rapid transit and highway systems, the need for playgrdunds
and open space in a rapidly grOWing urban environment, potential
changes in regular school programs, and the need for egpancling and .

new educational programs.2
.

N

The consultant recommended a variety of alternative school programs which could be
accommodated in each of the facilities oiiish. Intermediate, or long range bases. The

,

consultant recognized..that all recommendati iTs yould not be adopted, and expressed.-.4 .

concern over releasing public property asfollows:
. ,. . . . .

,In the United States, most local political jurisdictions have
historically sold surplus property without fully considering the
extremely lOrig:range (more than 20 years) use of propertyfor
public purposes or the need to direct and control private reuses
in the public interest.3 .

.R.

i
.

1 . 0 thatThe report conoltided with the suggestion that legislative authority be sought for alternative
methods of ma caging underutilized facilities.

Five months later the School Board adopted the following policy restricting property
sales:

'Swimming Pool Agreement Signed by the Chairman of e School Board on May 4,
970 and by the Chairman of the County Board on May 5, 19 Arlington, Virginia:
School Board, 1970).

2Raymond, Parish, Pine & Plavnik, School Site Evaluation Study prepared for thee
Arlington County School Board, June 1972, p:.1..

o
3Raymond 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. It 4s also the
policy of the School Board that surplus property be offered first to
the County Board for other public use before considering private
sales .4

Maintenance support services. Turning properties over to 'the Countx for other public
purposes invested the County staff with property management problems &sr which they had
limited capacity. The traditional mettrod 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/tntractors which Was described as follows: ..

It is apparently not possible for us tolocate a contractor who
can find his way through the maze of pipes, etc., in a timely fashion
when problems occur.

Requesting use of the school maintenance staff on a rehtnbursable basis capitalized on the
skills which that staff had attained as well as on their knowledge of the idiosyncracies of the
former school plants. Adoption of the following policy. permitted the school staff to provide
this service on a second priority basis: - .. .

Arlington Public Schools maintenance and auxiliary services
resources willbe used 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-

rvices on a reimbursable basis to Arlington County activities whenso
requested by. County OffiCials and_ upon approval by the Assistant
Superintendent for Finance & Business Management.6

The PolicyMakers

A new superintendent of schools was appointed41 1969 by the School Board, which
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 throughout the period of study in spite of 'three shifts in the majority
of the County Board (1969, 1971, and 1979). Political affiliations of po - makers are shown
in Table 1.

4Atlington Public Schools, ASD 40-9.3 Sale of Property, November 1972 (Arlington,
Virginia: School Board, 1972).

. 5Memoraridu from William L. Hughes, )director of Depart merit of Environmental
Affairs to K. G. Buglass, Director of Arlington School Facilities, June 26.,,1976.

6Arlington Public Schools, ASD 40-3.3.6 Accounting ProceduresAuxiliary and
Maintenance Services Provided to County Departments, September, 1.974 (Arlington,
Virginia: School Board, 1974).
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The County Manager sought greater use of the schools for non-school paToses by
addressing public forums as follows:

Increasingly, schoolS could become neighborhood centers for adult
ethication and family recreation.7

.
Likewise, the school buildings should become a focal point for com-

munity use by children, young adults, and adults alike.8

This concept hO, such great success that five years later the Manager entitled his annual
speech to thec Federation "We Did It Ourselves," and he pointed with pride to 1$
joint projects and shared services involving the sthools and other County agencies.

Table 1

The Policy Makers'

Year

The gichool Board ....'
Independent-
Democrat , Republican

The 'County Board
Independent-

Democrat Republican

1968 . 4 1 3 2

1969 4 1 . 2 3

1970 4 1
1._--- ---

2 3

1971 3 2 .43 2

19722 3 2 3 .2
1473' 3 .

.
2 4 1,

1974 4 1 5 .0
1975 5 0 . t- 5 0

'1976 5 0 3 2

1977 5 (11N 3 2

1978 5 ^ 0 - 3 2

1979 . 5 0 2 3

Internal Influences

The School Board appointed a Committee on Pupil Enrollments (COPE) on September
13, 1973, and requested the committee to estimate pupil enrollments for the succeedingTe
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
or consolidating actions which would result in eight elementary schools being closed. They
suy:ested a two-phased plan in which four schools would be closed initially and alternate
non-school use of these facilities would be addressed. . '

7Bert W. Johnson, County Manager of Arlington, Virginia, in a speech to the Arlington
Civic Federation in January 1968.

8Bert W. Johnson irra memorandum to the Countyl3oard of Arlington, Virginia,
November 28, 1969.
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No comments with regard to policies or guidelines for underutilized' ace were included
in the report. The committee noted that policies outsidg_thejurisdiction of the School Board
housing, planning, and zoningcould have the effect of slowing tlAlecline in numbers of
families living in Arlington. The report focused attention on the heed for considering the
multiple problems of decline, especially thog&relating to facilities. One recommendation was
that no bond issues for additional classrooms should be approved for the foreseeable future.
It was not clear from the report whether orncit 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 building area has increased 21%."9

In 1971 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 each 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 n 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 neighborhoodschooLwas noticed. The itrincipal began to work with the community
to find non-school programs to utilize available spaces. She reported as follows;

- As the principal, I had to take a philosophical position that I

(
wanted to keep the building as a school, 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 administrative com-
ponent.10

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

Summary of Period One

1968 to 1974 was a period in which closer relationships were developing between the
school and county governments. The decline in pupil enrollment had begun, but was not
taken seriously until the tiftlyrear of decline. New or remodeled Schools replaced olcler
ones and neighborhoods did not feel threatened by the loss of-"our school."

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 nonschool spaces should be included

''Arlington-Public Schools, Energy Task Force, Final Report (Arlington, Virginia: School
Board, November 3, 1977), p.

74. 0

10Letter from former principal Ms. Ruth Kovacevich to South Orange-Maplewood,NeW
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
,non-school programs to share a building 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 School Board adopted a policy designed to retain public pro-
perty in public ownership rather than fices.dispose 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 understanding 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.

Enrollment during this periostf droppedfrom 26,304 in 1968 to 20,593 in 1974, a21.7%
drop, Ithough the total size of the school plants had increased. The observation of the
California Commission that "underutilization of facilities and the poor maintenance of
facilities tend to be' mutually aggravating conditions"12- was about to be tested in Arlington.
The matter of underutilized school- facilities began to surface as an issue.

Period of Issue Clarification-1975 and 1976

This was a short period of important activity which was focused on the clarification of
various issues concerning underutilized school, facilities. A citizen committee was appointed
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 over surplus property and over the revenue generated through leases or property
sales were decided. The importance of a scholol as a community center was underscored.

1 Ilarry Cuban, "Shrinking Enrollment and Consolidation: Political and Organizational
Impacts in Arlington, Virginia, 1978-1978," Education and Urban Society, 11(May 1979),
p. 370. ,

12California, State.of, A Study of the Utilization of Public School Facilities (Sacramento,
California: Commission on California State Government, Organization, and Economy, 1978),
p. 33.
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Policy Developrrients

Despite the COPE report which indicated that enrollment 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 in 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-
tional 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 is 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 programrmay be permitted to
occupy the property on an interim basis.16

When the School Board determines that certain school property
is surplus to current school program needs and there is-a reasonable
expectation that fiiture 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

In an effort to combine the three policies and to provide a single set of priorities and procedures,
another policy statement entitled "Utilizafien and Disposition of Real Property" was adopted
in September 1975 and the three prerious 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 covering the utilization and disposition of
real property. The recommendations which follow were a5lopted by the School Beard 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.

Temporarily Surplus to School System Needs (Arlington, Virgini : School Board, M. 75).
13Arlington Public Schools, ASD 40-9.8 Retention and Use of School Buildi s

empora

14Arlington Public Schools, ASD 40 -9.9 Transfer of School Properties to t County
Board with the Stipulation that it be Returned on Request (Arlington, Virginia: School Board,
'May 1975).

15$ee Appendix A for the charge to this committee.
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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 lease

5. Priorities, including :eduction in rent, should be given to day care centers
(young, elderly, or handicapped), and services to the surrounding com-

.munity.16

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 regarding
what disposition should be made of them. The County Board chairman promptly responded:

. the procedure in the past has been for the schools 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 properties and will ask the Boardo consider their
acceptance. . . 17

Action to (c*4t the propertiet was taken by the County Board just three days later, but the
matter was not resolved because the 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 followq:

Be It Hereby Resolved that the real properties . . be
conveyed . . . 'without consideration, provided that the remain-
ing debt service . . . and all expenses of the transfer are born
by other than school funds . . 18

It shoulAbe 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 remaining 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 opinion of the Attorney
General was as follows:

Authority to determine whether or'not property devoted to
school purposes should be sold or retained is vested in the local school
board.19

vv.

16Arlington Public Schools, Options for School Space Committee Final Report (Arlington,
Virginia: School Board, May-10, 1976), pp. 6-8.

17Letter from the Arlington County Board Chairman to the Arlington School Board
Chairman, June 25; 1975.

I8Arlington School Board minutes of July 1, 1975 meeting.

191968.69 Opinion of the Attorney General No. 209 in re: section 22-161, Code of
' iNior
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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 agaj.n as a result 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 stniggle will be discussed in periodthree.

,..

Following that mutual decision to generate revenue through the sale of surplus property,
the Schoori3oard decided to request authorization to sell another property "with the under-
standing that[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 determined that the property should be sold. That policy
was stated as follows:

4. Transfer of ownership to the Arlington County government for other
County purposes including private sale when both the School and .

County Boards determine 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 andeffectively blocked the sale. This
was communicated to the School Board as follows: .

. . . the County Board determined that the prOperty sliould
remain in public 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.22

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 tlit the Marshall
Annex was surplus to school needs, we recognized 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 request
and find that the Marshall Annex is not surplus to school needs 23

20Arlington School Board minuted of July 15, 1976 meeting.
21Arlingtoii Public Schools, ASD 40-9.3 Utilization and Disposition of Real Property,

Rev. June 1976 (Arlington, Virginia: School Board, 1976). k

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

.."

. ..
23Letter from Arlington School Board Chairman to.Arlingtoli County Board Chairman,

September 10, 1976.
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The School Board had legal authority to retain the property, but the proc'eeds of sale
roperty would be "subject to the appropriation power of the governing body.''24 By with-

wing tie declaration of "surplus" they were exercising the only, control which they had.

Pa
tunities an
school ,pro

el use. In'the fall of 1976 the Su Perintendent requested a staff study of oppor-
rrangements for parallel u, or occupancy of portions of a building by non-

ams with regular school piograms 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 factors; corn-
patability with regular programs; and,a Means of separating various prograrns.25

Policy Makers

The SchoOl Board lost its last Republican appointee dunng this period so that all five,
members of the froard were affiliated with the Liberal-Democrat coalition. The CoUnty

4 Board was composed completely of Liberal- Democrats in 1975 when they appointed a new
County,,Manager who had been the principal assistant to the former manager who had retired.
Because School Board members were ndt elected, voter satisfaction could be registered at
the polls only in the election of County Boaid 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.' One must wonder if the school closing
had influenced the election. ,The decision to close the school was made by the School Board
in a very hoitile atmosphere on a split vote of 4-1 26 and the Superintendent of Schools
described the proceedings as follows:

Rancorous public hearings filled with furious parents, pleading
children, and emotional teachers urged the School Board to reject in
[Superintendent] recommendation and keep the school open. Within
a few weeks, the Board voted 4-1 to close the schoo1.27

Alternatives to closing the school, including the accommodation of rion-school -pcograms in
available space, were mentioned in some of the appeals but were rejected by the school Board.

Internal Influences

A deteriorating financial picture for the school systeni in'1976 was one of the reasons
which led the Superintendenf to consider closing schools which he explained as follows:

Funds from federal and especially state governments have/
/ -sharply declined and are uncertain month to month. The County

Board is reluctant to make up for the reduction of funding by state

24199 -60 Opinions of the Attorney General. No. 310.

25Memorandum from Arlington Assistant Superintendent of SchOols to the School
Superintendent, "Parallel Use Potential in Certain Schools," December 9, 1976.

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

27Cubair, p. 347.
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and federal governments' . If the Board could lease or sell
vacated school buildings, significantly,.more revenue could be
generated.28

0 _

The activities of one school p Cipal, who sought alternative uses for the excess space
in her school in order to maintaid the viability of that school despite theoss of pupils,,had
aprofound effect on policy formulation during this time. The Fairlington School housed
225 pupils in 1973 and was considered to be utilized at 56% oflts capacity.29 In January
1975 the alternative use of excess space was a major reason givedfor taking "Fairlington
`off the list' now for*Fall 1975 closure" in a news-article which is quoted as follows:

SOS Our Schools) has proposed that a community
center be develolied at Fairlington School, including a pre- e°

Kindergarten program and a Senior Adult Center. School -----,
Board Chairman Mary Lbu Dietrich said she intended to en-
courage the Fairlington SOS people to pursue its innovations
for:enrichment of the school's program, despite its small size.30

The importance of thvchool serving as a multi-generational Community center had been
recognized.

Sum of Period Two ° .
. .,.

Significant olicysmatters were considered by both School and CoinlitY Boards, and a
citizen committee amined existing policies in this area in depth. The first decision to sell "...

a portion of a schoolitoccurre'd when economic conditions required the location of other
sources of revenue for the,siool system. School enrollments continued tcxedtitp to 19,635
or 25.4% less than the peak year of 196B. .

e

Isses faceduring this priod. he School Board-became uneasy with the policy cifu

either selling or transferring surplus prop: ty to the County Board,--They revised their policy,
position to pe it interim (ise of property *ch.might be needed in the uncertain future,
and therproii ed for a reverter 'drain "in deeds ferringroPerty to the 'County as a
hedge against longer-range need. , -,

6, .
,

4, a °a

I.

0

Pro ns werepadsthrough policy actions of the School Board and the administrative
decision o a Principarfoeco'mmunity.involxement i the process of making decisions about

. ta
underutilized school space. ° ,

,or . .z .

The issue of converting school properties to current funds was concluded by actions
which demonstrated that it would be feasible only when both the School. and Colinti', Boards,

e . e :, e

here in agreement that it shouldib& done. a
5

e- ee 5
a . ., . .

Signcant ,events. In 1975 the Options for School Space Committee of citizens
recommended broadening the school utilization and disposition policies toaccomplish three

28Memorandum from the Arlington School Superintendent tcrthe School Board, ,
"Staff ptussion Paper on the Question of Consolidation," November 15, 1976, pp. 1-3zz

29COPE, p. 54. . o -
,,

.
. , . ,

30Marilyn Chase, "Fairlington 'off the lis t' now for Fall 1a975 closure," The Arlington
News, January30, 1975, p. 5: e` :. 1 3
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things: 1) produce,income for the school system; 2) nable the neighborhood to participate
more effectively in determining the disposition of sur us property and space; and 3) establish
a priority for the use of underutilized school sp(ce, kee in mind the need for alternative
lJseLto he compatible with the school programs. .

0

I

Implementation Period -1977 to 1979

In the previous time periods major issues ad been considered and policies had been
established. Economics forced the Superinte dent to consider releasing facilities from
regular school use; and new construction w halted: The political scene had changed since
1975 "since then there has been a fragile . . . majority."31 The time had arrived to
implement the policies designed to allow nir multiple use of school buildings, and to generate
revenue from the leasing or selling of school properties. The aunty Council of Parent-Teacher
Associations endorsed this concept as follows:

We also strongly urge the School BOard to retain control of all P.

school properties not in use and to seek authority\ to find paying '
tenants to offset building upkeep'and, therefore,; provide bu, et
relief.32

Policy Developments

During the second period both boards had agreed to the subdivision of a school site'so
that it could be sold and the proceeds applied-to the purchase Of equipment for a reconstruc-
tion project that was being completed. The land had to be rezoned, and the Scllool Board ---7"
selected zoning for townhouses, which was expected'to produce a slightly higher sale pike
than the single:family zoning of the neighborhood. The immediate neighbors and the p9trons
of the school were notified by letters 4d, a-point of contact was established for further infor-
mation. Those persons who were interested in offering 'comments woUld have an opportunity
thrOugh the Planning Commis in proceeding aiord the County Board's hearing on the rezon-
ing. The matter went smoothly d the rezoning was granted on September 11, 1976, by
unanimous vote of the County Bo rd,the sale being co ducted through an auction by the
County Sheriff. The price received was two and one-h times the amount expected by the
two boards. The School Board imm diately identified ority chOicles for the additional
revenue. The County Manager recom ended 'that the County Board defer action on this
request for appropriations "until it co iders the Schools' total fiscal 1977 financial status."33
PTAs of each of the two schools which would benefit frOm the ScfloolBoard's request for
an appropriation to expend the additional revenues coiretondAl directly with the Copnty
Board'to show their support and explainAheir needithe School Bold Chairm -appealed to
the County Board to ignore the County Manager's recommendation. The Cou ty Board acted
to grant the School Board's request for the additional appropriation.

31Cuban, p. 369. ,
,._ .

32Ar *ngton (Virginia) County Council-Of Parent- Teacher Associations, 71 County
Councilor, March 1977.

33M morandum irom the Arlington County Manager to the County Board,,Varch 8,
1977.
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Leasing arrangements. Late in 1976 it became evident that one school buildingwould
be closed and anther would operate at a reduced size because it would be paired with another
school. This reduced-size school wag. 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
prbiisions 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 "anvy 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 itrpret this-to be a first step in our mutual
desire to lease school builslings for alternative community use . . .

the County Board would be willing to consider a revolving fund
account which recycles the lease/rent funds back info the mainte-
nance of the school plant. This would achieve our mutual goal of
keeping the properties viable pending other changes which may
require the, buildings to be put back info public school use.36

-`1

Community involvement. Prospective 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 conrted condominium
-community) responded favorably to the information sent to them.37 Lease arrangements
for two rooms in that school were settled with a commercial organization providing day care.
for the elderly and the infirm.

The second community (Page) re ested more information about the leas proposals.
While the several organizations particip ting in the review generally favored the roposals,
their responses favored uses which wou retain the same character of operation as the
elementary school which had ceased to erate. One group favored a private school and
another placed that use as second to one which would serve the handicapped. Each urged
th0 a sale or lease return the fair market value of the property. Thib sentiment was pre-

/ valent in the spring of 1977 and was emphasized by a newspaper editor whp reacted to a
request to convert a junior high school into a continuing education center with the follow-
ing editorial:

34See Appendix B.

35Letter from the Arlington School Board Chairman to th rhngton County Board
Chairman, lune 7, 1977.

36Letier from the Arlington County Boaid Chairman to the Sc obl Board Chairman,
August 3, 1977.

37Memorandum from Assistant Superintendent of Arlington Schools to the Super-
intendent, "Space Reprogramming Guidelines, Fairlington and Page," May 13, 1977.
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The idea of turning Ken ore into an extension school is fine
as long as someone\imgovernme t,-School Board, County Board,
someoneremembers to ask the n w tenants for a little rent. No-
thing exliorbitant, just enough to m e the whole transaction worth-
while. Otherwise Arlington taxpayers end up once again funding
Santa's bag of goodie's. 8

During the course of negotiatio the prospective tenan for the Page School withdrew
theit proposal to Lease space.

A second effort was made during the following month to seture tenants for the Page
School which was to, be vacated. That also failed, and the Superin& dent offered four
alternatives:

Offer the space to groups se ng handicapped or children's pro
at a rate within their abili to pay.

. Make anothei- broad solicitati n from 'every group which had sought
schoOl space in the past, an involve the community in screening
the applicants.

Mothball the plant, or provide Space to programs which could cover
the utilities and other necessary costs of the plant. -

Sell the property to the highest bidder.39.

The School Board. agreed on the second alternative. Three proposals were received: a private

- school for the handicapped, a Vietnamese Refugee Committee desiring to qstabligh a Center,'
and a proposal to tablish a Vietnamese Cultural and Social Center under le patronage off the Catholic Churc . These proposals were reviewed "byAttie three citizens associa ons which
used the following criterion: "No non-government proposal which did not fully c ver costs
of operation and prcride'a return on the capitil,investment s ould be Considered.' 4° Only

i the school for the himclicapped met this criterion, but th y posal was later with awn.
Both remaining offer could cover only the utility costs or the building. The Supe'ntendent
recomth 'ded acceptance of the better of those two remaining proposals, and that dditional

\tenants be sought fbr e remaining space: He recommended also that the term be r the
balance of the school year and that new proposals be sought for the following year. I nly
oie group (the one offe rigthe least money) was willing to accept such a short lease erm,

d the lease was executed. The following Spring, the Superintendent recommended at
entire Page School e Alternativeretained for the Alteative School Program an

m
d that no sp. ce

be made availdole to any oup on a lease basis."41 This action ended`the first attemp to
lease an entire school buil to a non-governmental group.

38Herman J. Oberma er, "Editorial," Northern Virginia Sun, April 7, 1977.

39Memorandum from e Superintendent of Schools to the Arlington School Boar
"Page School Alternatives, ugust 4, 1977.

40Memorandum ft-mil e Superintendent of Schools to the Arlington School Board,
"Page Reprogramming Proposals," Octobep42, 1977.

41Memorandum from the Superintendent to the Arlington School Board, "Page School
Occupancy 1978-79," April 26, 1978.
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InternalInfluences

influencesShifting funding patterns and inflation were significant influences during this period,
and the opportunity to produce revenue from the capital investments Was attractive. This
was reflected in the new criteria which were established toguide decision-making procedures
for considering which junior Iligh 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 building.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."43 The task force met 14 times, conducted three
public workshops, received oral AndAvritten repOrts from potential users of the buildings,
and received 700 returns from the 10,000 questionnaires which were distributed, The task
folce could not reach agreement on specific reprogrammings because of the shortage of
prospective tenants meeting their criteria which were as follows:

That both school buildingsgs continue to be used primarily for
educational pu?poses;

That any use of the buildings and surrounding grounds involve
no more than a de minimis adverse impact upon dip community;

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

That there should be no major structural changes in either building;

That existing 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.44

qv

The School Board respected these criteria in their subsequent decisions to transform the
Gunston building into an adult education-performing-arts-community 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 proportions of usable space occupied by, each
agency.

Countywide Committee 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
betilding (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
interests for the underutilized space. The charge was broad and was stated as follows

,
42Cuban, p. 376.

43Arlington Public Schools, Fil Report of the Task Force'on Use of Gunston Juniof
High School and Stratford Junior Hh School Facilities (Arlington, Virginia: School Board,
January 31, 1978), p. 1.

44Task Force, p. 2 & 3.
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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
and compatible with the community's interests -and needs; _

List the committee's recommendatiorik.egardkg the relative
desirability (priority order) of the various.use_s_idenefiid, including (2`
those with implications for possible sources. of revenue.45

Theicommittee had to raw 11 buildings which would be affected by the moves. The
committee was made up of school-related organizations, citizen groups concerned with
specific 4ldings, a representative of the County Manager; and representatives of the five
higher education institutions which served the area. A School Board member chaired the
committee. The committee was not able to acc e charge given to it, but it did
serve a useful function, which Was described b the chairperson as follows:

'

. . . much of the work of the facilities use "umbrella committee"
has been to provide a forum for, the expression ot 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 thaf has not

. been the case.46

git
Based in .part on the work of that committee, the Superintendtint
follows: four buildings to be reprogrammed, four buildings to be
previously, and three buildings to be declar. ed surplus. This made
to be retocated in the best facilities and the less adequ/dte buildin
One CoUrity-owned building (a former school) could be released
perties declared surpluewere transferred to the County Board for

4'

recommended uses as
used as they had been

possible for programs
to be declared surplus.
well. The three pro-
e following purposes: ".

. . . the Count)% Board has indicated that,the Woodla and
-Marshall Annex School sites can be programmed into o er public
uses, and that the Marshall School site will be sold Wi the net
proceeds to be divided equally between the County an the School
budgets

The principle fpr'sharing the-proceeds of the sale of lands and buildings was e tablished.
The Woddlawn School was given-over to a novel program which had the support of both

,boards and was reported as follows:

Supporters of hospicespecial care for dying patientshave
won a major victory by convincing the Arlington County Board to

45Membrandum 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.

46Arlington Public Schools, Countywide Committee on Planning for Facility Use,
Second Interim Report (Arlington, Virginia: School Board, January 23, 1978), p. 1.

47Arlington School Board minutes of meeting of'November 2, 1978. :4
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give them $219,000 and a surplus school building.48

Civic association helps manage a building. When lie alternative junior high school
program was joined with the alternative senior high sego& 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 community 'center had been
added to the building, and the community was concerned over the future use tf the build-
ing., '10he resident suggested thit the community 'take the offensive' and submit proposals
to the School Board for the buildit4's potential use."49

To 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 provid d funds for the operation of an office, the employment of part-time
community devel pers, and other activities which permitted the community, through
their civic associa . n, to evaluate alternative uses for space in the building. Each pro-
spective tenant w 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 Community Center,
remained alder the control of the Recreation Division.

One of the prop?sals which met community acceptance was received from a foreign
embassy to operitte 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 States, Virginia, and Arlington County" from leasing school
space."

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

Identify education program needs for the facilities.

Request the County Manager to identify County needs.

Identify other alternative uses of the facilities.51

Each community developed alternative uses.

48Christopher Hanson, "Hospice Backers get $219,000 and a Building," Washington
Star,'October 30, 1978, p. A-1.

49Adrienne Washington, "Residents Want to Say What Happens to Old School,"
Washington Star, August 23, 1978, p. q.i.

"Arlington Public Schools, ASD 40-9.3 Utiliz'ation and Disposition of Real Property,
revised February 1979 (Arlington, Virginia: School.Board,,1.979).

51Arlington School Board minutes of meeting of December fit, 1978.
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Fairlington, the community which had many years of community involvementwit
non-school programs in underutilized space, responded within one month with numerous
-ways to keep its 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 building to Manage-the leasei 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 itk building,
and a second one as unacceptable. After discussion, both applied for the necessary rezoning.
At the. time this study.was completed, both tenants were being considered for space.sharing
arra ments in e building, but the necessary hearings for the rezoning would require
se ral more months before a decision could be made.

External Influences

School properties (with one exception which was an apparentioversight) in Arlington
were zoned "S-3A Special District" to encourage no change in use.53. When a commercial
tenant (Amen -Care in Home nursing) expressed interest in occupying two rooms in an
operating school ( Fairlington), the zoning ordinance would not permit this commercial
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 .
buildings, including school's "for uses of a cultural, educational, recreational, or public
service nature."54 Also included in this category were institutional homes, counseling

II, 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 applicatioAprocedutes. 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 transfed'ed to the'County Board'was raised again by the School Board
Chairman. There were two quick responses by the County Board Chairman to close the
issue. One said very simply, "Please, let's forget this issalb." 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,,"Fairlington Has 510 Ways to Keep Its Schoolin Use, Washington
Star, January 24, 1979.

53Arlington County, Zoning Ordinance, ".Section 3, S-3A Special District."

54Arlifigton Copy, Zoning Ordinance, "Section 3-A.9, Secondary Use."

55Letter frOm the Arlington County-Board Chairman to the S_ chool Board Chairman,
August 19, 1977.
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No further.reference to this issue was found in any subsequent records.

Sharing proceeds of property sales. This issue was-'appaiently digUssed 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 which waslisted as "sale of surplus school properties and
other plans for achieving school 'sayings." 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."56 The County Manager reported his recommendations to the County
Board for disposing of the three properties.57 The School Board took note of the
Manager's recommendations and concurred in general, but asked for discussion, noting
that "the Manager's recommen6tion does not indicate the disposition of the proceeds
of a"Iental or lease agreement."58 The County Board took prompt action, but without,
any recorded discussion with the SchoolBoard,.to put the following on record:

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

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

3. a proposal that the third property be sold with'one-half the proceedi to
go to an open space, cquisition fund, and one-half to school capita1.59

The School Board found this action agreea 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 influencing policy decisions
than previously. Additionalonal schools were closed and were available for reprogramming.
Faced with economic problems, the School Board had to convert underutilized schoolspace
to other resources.

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 Arlington School Board Chairman to the County Board
Chairman, March 10, 1978.

57Memoiandum from the Arlington County Manager to the County Board, "School
Board Release of Marshall Anria,,,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, April
18, 1978 (Arlington, Viiginia: County Board,,1978). (Mimeographed.)
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Land use agencies, became inv vedto consider changes M zoning ordinances which
would permit fair economic return rom 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 underutilized school facilities were brought
to their attention for action: klitical control of the School Board did.not change during
this period, but an appointment was made one month before the end of this study. In
July 1979 one Republican appointee will break the sojid 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 United States, Virginia, and Arlington County. However,
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 converting 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 reports were requested on this item which was
part of a four-year old policy.

Community participation in the decision-making proces changed several times during
this period. Initially the community participated in a revie of proposed leases which were
about to be executed. This was changed to a structuredmeans of involving the community
in setting priorities for the prospective 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 community searched out suitable tenants and requested the
School Board to negotiate lease arrangements with those which were found compatible with
the.community needs.

Significant Events

The precedent-setting subdivilon 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 set maintenance costs, the latest leases during this time
period produced only eno reve -e 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 participate in a meaning-
ful way in the reprogramming of a f6rmer 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 negotiations were being conducted. The self-activation
of the Fairlington community td keep its school building functioning as a center for com-
munity activities indicated how-strongly persons felt about having a focal point for com-
munity 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 Arlington0.) a period of preparation for an
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uncertain future when the decline in pupil enrollment was recotnized and capital projects
were questioned; 2) a period of issue clarification after the decline was accepted 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
community interests.

Political Interactions

For many years Arlington's citizens had participated in political and organizational
activities to influence policy decisions. Existing organizations and appointed groupiadvised
officials regarding community values and goats. As schools closed and PTAs transferred their
interests to other school locations, local civicl.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 took leadership
roles in reprogramming buildings into combinations of necessary and desirable community
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 foreseeable 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 in the underutilized space.
Attention Oas given to cost-sharing arrangements for the operating costs of those buildings.

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

In addition to the decline in pupil enrollment, the community was affected by de-
Segregation issues which had kbearing on underutilized facilities. A plan was offspd 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. /6

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 se13ool. The principal, of that school and The community
took, the opportunity to attract compatible, non-school programs 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 becaup 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 weriorwo new superintendents of schools the first period. The first was
Able to create cooperative arrangements with the county gov rninent officials; this objective
was shared by the County Manager. The second superintendent was charged with the respa-
sibility for consolidating schools as a top agenda item, an action which would result in space
for othernses. 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 over the proceeds from the sale of school property; handling of debt.,
service on transferred school property, and an economic issuewhether or not to convert
surplus school space and property kit° revenue with which to maintain other'school pro-
perties..This phase was a period i which a citizen committee (Options for School Space)
carried out a major review of po cies for the management of underutilized.school space.
There was a threat to the coop alive arrangements which had developed between the

'School and County Boards an staffs when the issues of control over property and revenue
from the sale of property th_ atened to divide them. Those issues were resolved as pro-
vided in law and in an Attorney General's opinion, although tirs-e- Citations were not found
in any record of discussi'ons during this Pel.od.

During the third period implementation local school communities becace 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 aSchool 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 zoning ordinance was changed to

. permit acceptance of a broad r.ange of tenants which were likely to be able to afford to
ply rent while operating acceptable programs in the available. schdol space. A compre-
hensive committee, which functioned as a council of existing groups, 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.

Policies

A review of theiliterature 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 underutilizedspace; 3) alte native use priorities; 4) considera-
tion of alternatiVe use; 5) the process of consideration o the programming or disposition
of underutilized schoollacilities, and 6) financial donsi erations. A careful inspection of
Arlington's polici was made with regard to these 'six areas.
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Development of policies. Arlington 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 BOard. The
basic policy, ASD 40-9.3 Utilization and Disposition of Real Property, was developed from
three previous policies in June 1176. A single revision to restrict tenants to those who were
subject lo the laws of United States, Virginia, and Arlington County was made in February
1979. Guidelines to the implementation of the policy were adopted by the School Board
on May 19, 1977, and no revisions were found after that date.

.

Identification
1
of underutilized space. The basic.policy of Arlington included a directive

for the Superintendent of SchooN annually to discover unused space and to consider thetapproptiateness of offering it for use bthers. o evidence was foundby others. that this mandate
was implemented. Occasional requests made by tential 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,
the use or disposition of property found to be surplus to the day school educational pro-
grams would follow this descending order of priority:

1. Other school programs.

2. Other local governmental purposes on a short-term basis.

3. Other local governmental agencies on a long-term basis.

4. Transfer to local government for other purposes or sale.

5. Lease to private organizations or individuals.

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 school
facilities. The policy regarding real property provided a process for considering dispositicfn
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 fund 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 evidence was found that such a decision would apply to future transactions.

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. Orilne record could be found of an aggressive effOrt by the School Board to
seektenants, and that was accomplished through the use of existing lists of individuals and
groups which had inquired previously about using excess school space: In other situations,
it wa:s the community members who identified prospective tenants.

Arlington School Board policies for the management oNinderutilized school ficilities
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
action's by the School Board and administration but they had not been converted into
formal policies. These criteria are included in Appendix C.

4
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Chapter 4

PROCESS SATISFACTION

,1

The need to involve the community in the decision- making process was'noted by'many
educational authorities in the litefatthe 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 process is
to survey the participants to determine how successful they perceived the process to be.

Arlington's population was reputed to helve a high degree of mobility because two'
thirds of the residents live in rental property. The que,stiOnnaires were mailed to persons
who had been active as long as 10 years previously, and a high rate of non-deliberability was ,

anticipated: Only nin questionnaires (6.29 %) were returned-by the post ?office as undeliver-
able. Fifty-six percent completed and returned. The average respondent reportedbeing
active in five of the years bein reviewed. These facts allow for the conclusion that those who
participated in the decision-making pioceis tended to be less mobile than the general popu-
lation. f444

Those individuals who received questionnaires were invited,tolist more thin one relation-
ship with the activities which influenced School Board policy, actions; e.g., a respondent might
have been a representative of a local civic association during one period and-a member of the.
School Board during another period. The responses are grouped into categories in Table 2 and
approximately oneand-four-tenths relationships are Aorded per respondent. This statistic
indicated a strong; continuing interest in the process by those who participated.,.

Tablea2

Relationship of Respondents to Policy Actions

Relationship to activities tunN ber
430

%f

Member of the School Board

Central staff member ,7--
Countywide organization representative

Local school staff or group member 34

...Individual-- - . 17

Other governmental official I i3
Miscellaneous 13

Total relationships listed by 75 respondents 103

Average number of relationships per respondent 1.4

8
7

11

33-

16

12.5

12.5

In another sectign of the questionnaire the respondents wereasked to indicate the way
they had participated in the iriteractiona,which affectediolicy decisions. Four categories of
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activities were listed, and one space was provided for respondents to indicate other actit ties.
The other activities which they listeed were community surveys, preparing and presenting
slide shows,'study and preparation, conferences with staff, writing position papers, legal
research, talking to neighbors and friends, and distributing materials through the community

Table 3-
. .

Participation Of Resporidents,
.

Activity Number- % f

Committees or task forces S 49 29

Workshops or sminars 25 ;15
Public meeting 63 .37

Letter writing or teleihone campaigns 22 13

Miscellaneous

lr

z
..."--) Participation was analyzed with respect t011rethree period.; of the Addy, and it was/

discovered that the number of persons participating increased in each of the successive periods.
Peripd two (clarification of the Issues) participation was 50% higher than in period one (pre-
p ration). Participation in period three (implementation) was double that of period one.

Ilesponses to the four questions were s ture a to shbw how effective the participants
At ...-:', ) .

. , e
.perc,eiveelthe, process to be. "The results we analyzed fOr each period of-the Study as well as

0

foE the'entire'peiidd i study. The res es to the three levels of satisfaction reported for. -.a. 4,

eacla question e ged by time ods. Responses to the question, ',Vas sufficient infor-
,r

%ittion inadeiav' able for your u ?" ':f' reported in Table 4. Responses to the question,..-
' "Were:satisfaaOry-04indAilei cif participating.established by the School Board?".are

ported in Ta%155: ItispanseS to the piestiori, "Do you feel that your, participation made:
a difference ..6,fh,e acfion taken?" are reported in Table,0. Zesponses to the question, "Do
you feel that klibiTat dec`fsioii warms Made b 'd tipon..all,Conditions present at the time?"

,are reported in T.,le I. V' - '' t.,,, -

., .,.,. i
Id ''' '

Adequacy of Information Available ,to Participants
I .

Ve4 . Not
,4(itadeyua e Adequate Adequate ° 'op on

o f f . f %f°

Period onepreparation

Period twoissue clarificatiOn

Period threeimplementation

Overall

52 4;

45 ti 45

42 .1°. 47

47 . 43
.

10

9 1

9; . 2

9 1

43 0 _
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Table 5

arkcipant Satisfaction with Ground Rules

O

'Highly
satisfactw

- %
a

Not.
actor satisfactory

f

No
opinion

%f
frick

Period- onepreparation

Period twoissue clarification

Period thrteimplementation-
.

Overall ,

30

39

32

33

53

47

52

51

10

8

10.

10

7

6

6

6

1._

Table 6

erceived Significance of Participation

Significant
%f

Moderate
%f ,

None
%f

0 -
Hod onepreparation 40 48 9

p,eti a d twoissue Clarification 38 43 12

Peridd meimplementation 35 43 V
Overall _____,---

._.-4

----
38 45 12

Table 7..

Acce of Detision to Participants ),

No
opinion

%f

> 5

Very - Not No. _

acceptable Acceptable ,acceptable opinion
%f %f %f %f

Period onepreparation

Period twoissue clarifi

Period threeimple entation

Overall

43. 36 21

36 44 19

\ 28 44 27

36 40 23

1

1

1

J.

&lin:wily of Pgrticipant Satisfaction

.

It appeared that Arlington had employed a Wide range of process activities in order to
reach policy decisions which fairly represented community-widcinterests, vathes, and priorities.
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Those activities included: appointment of citizen committees and task forces; conducjing
workshops, open work sessions 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 res4ch.

The' eneral level of satisfaction with the process as peiceived by 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 participatiori made a
difference, 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 more
meaurngful way. It was noted that there was a lower level of satisfaction recorded during the
implementation ofhepolicies 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 decisions upon a specific situation in which the participants had an interest.
It was noted also that a larger number of persons participated in each successive phase of
policy development; this finding was an indication of stronger interest as the problem be-

!
a

came more tangible.

f
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--'-.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.

N
Political Relationships Should Be Strengthened

While school communities may attempt to remain aloof from partisan politics, /Key
are affected by the political actions which determine how community resources will be
distributed. Witical as.tion to influence those decisions requires timing, supporters, and
strategies. If political relationships can be strengthened before crises arise, the time required
to reach a solution to the problem may be, lessened. _

Policies for aging Underutilized School Space Should Be Developed

The process of developing policies creates an awareness of the issues, the alternatives,
and the constraints in various courses of action. While the process may be pursued more
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
eiccess space may be reprogrammed; conditions under which 6plus property will bg released
fdr other use or sale.

Paticipative Decision-Making Opportunities Should Be Increased

The strategy of participative decision - making 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
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 situations
so that the skills may be developed and improved.
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Implications for Further Research

Throughout the study questions arose on certain issues, and the available information
appeared to be inadequate. These issues have arelaiionship to the management of under-
utilized school facilities and merit consideration for fulther research.

The Role of the School in Today's Society

Community life styles are changing. Our population characteristics are significantly
diffeient than they were 25 years ago when many of our schools were constructed. The
needs of people have changed. The problem'of underutilized school spacecan be an oppor-
tunity to respond to current.and future needs of our communities. It

Since school buildings and grounds have an importance to the entire community forte
more purposes than education of children, school boards and administrators shouldton-
sider releasing control over theif, 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 addignee should meet regularly with the headsPof other agencies
in order to share common concerns, to learn of community trends in lion-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 willingness to put the resources of the schools into a pool from which all community
services may draw if school directors expect to share other community resources in an equitable
manner. The following questions should be addressed:

/\
1. What shoul bethe role of the school in today's society?

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

3. Who should manage multi-agency facilities?

4. What risk factors must be recognized if school boards continue to act as
landlords for underutilized school facilities?

5. .Should school boards retain control ov czXol buildings with no school
programs in them?

Vit

41* Participative Decision-Making Processes

Participative decision - making techniqueirare gaining a high degree of acceptability
among those who believe that it is important to reach a consensus on major issues. keartici-
pative decision-making may take many forms- 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 decision-making proCess?
Are the results significantly different with larger.nurnbers than with
smallernumbers of persons participating in the activity?

Whia is more effgctive, working through existing organizations or
creating new groups to focus on a special issue? If existing organizations
are ussd; how can oqbe.certain-that the organizational point of view
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is being expressed by the representative rather than an individual point
of view?

3: What degree of satisfaction with the process or results is acceptable? How
can the degree of satisfaction be improad?

The School Facility as a Focus for Community. Life 4t.

School buildings are by tradition the places in which formal public education has been
conducted. In recent yearsalternative education programs, emphasis on lifelong learning,
and the need for collaborative human service programs have cast doubts about school build -
in exclusively by educators and about school buildings being the best
gres for-certain educational programsjInsome communities the names of schools illus-
trate the changing role which they play 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 othograms. A closer partnership is developed between
the schools and the other community service agencies ih order that %he community may
have the full return from the,investment in community facilities..

, Underutilized school facilities are Leing used to accommodate other necessary com-
munity services. Surplus school buildings are being converted to other uses. Concern has
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 facility
can be vested in a neighborhood organization?.

Does a reprogrammed school facility continue to be a focus for
community life?

3. Does the changed function of a reproganimed school facility change
the quality of life in a neighborhood? Does it have ah affect-on
property values?

4. Does the reprogramming of an thderutilized schoorfacility aidbr
impede communit, development or redevelopment in other ways?

Many more studies are needed to provide a good fouridatism of data from which
school administrators can draw for policy development in conflict areas such as managing
underutilized school facilities during periods of declining pupil enrollment.
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Appendix A

ARLINGTON PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Options for School Space Committee

Charge r

When school buildings or parts oschool.buildings become excess to the,current school
program, the SchOol Board has'in;:rited other County governmental agencies 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 rentalpermit
policy.

s.
There are some non-governmental programs 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.

It is_proposed that a citizens committee be formed to consider the following question(s)
and to recommend guidelines for each.,

`11

1) Present Role

3 Questions

Should the School Board continue its present practice of
considering individually each lease or joint 'occupancy -
arrangement and continue to restrict such arrangements
to other governmental agencies?

2) School Board as Should the School Board act as a lessor to perMiother
Landlordi governmental, agencies, non - profit organizations and/or

organizations for profit to utilize portions or parcels of
school property? (Code of Va., Sec. 22-171).

Youth Serving Should the School Board permit 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 l'oarll additicinal service areas for developing human resources.

by extending use of resources and assuming program.
responsibilities? (May require legislative action). .

5) . Make Schools
Tenants.

Should the School Board diseharge its responsibility "to
provide for the erecting, furnishingand equipping of
necessary school buildings and appurtenances and the
maintenance thereof,".(Code of Va., Sec. 42-72) by
conveyin all school property to,the County Board of
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Appendix B

OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT ASD 40-3.5
Arlington Public Schools -Feb.16, 1979

EXCESS SPACE MANAGEMENT FUND

I. Policy

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

H. References

SchoOl Board action, May 19, 1977, adopting "Guidelines for Multi-Use of School
Buildings."

ASD 40-9.3 "Utilization and Disposition of.Real Property."

June 7, 19-77, memorandum from Diane Henderson, Chairman/of the School Board,
otoJoseph S. Wrh ley, Chairman of the County Board, requesting authorization to

establish a separate fund to.be entitled "Excess. Space Manarment 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: /

August 3, 1977, reply from JosephS,Wholey,:Chairman of the County Board, to
Thomas L. Penn, Chairman of the School board, stating, that the County'Board
would be willing to consider a revolving fund account which recycles the lease/rent
funds back into the maintenance of the school plant.

HI. Procedures

,

A. Revenues received by the School Board from leases of school property are to
be credited to the Excess Space Mariagement Fund, for which the Director of
Facilities is the Functional Unit Manager and the Assistant Superintendent for
Finance & Business ManagemerVis the Budget Division Manager.

Transfer from this fund to tile School Operating Fund are made.only upon
specific approval of identified projectsy 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
. lease from ether owners, only such space as is needed

. /- for school purposes on a 3-5 year term basis (under
provisioniof Code of Va., Sec. 22.161)?

4 6) Amalgamate Human. Should a more comprehensive human resources unit be
Service Agencies developeto include education with other community

...

service agencies? (May require legislative action).

The committee will be encouraged to hold hearings or conduct other: procedures which will
. -enable it to develop a report and guidelines which should-include:

kmeans of identifying available' space and making it known to prospeCtive users.

A procedure for applying for-space.

*Guidelines for prioritizing applicants.

Relationshipwith existing school programs.

School services and resource" which may be extended to successful applicants.

Restrictions to be imposed on space users.

. Pro dures for resolving conflicts during the lease period:.

Me of determining fees or costs.

0th r appropriate findings and recommendations.

Bu etary and accounting procedures which will display revenue and costs of
lea g (as lessee or lessor).

e-
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OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT
Arlington Public Schools

ASD 50-6.3.1
February, 1974

USE OF SCHOOL FACILITIES BY DEPARTMENTS OF ARLINGTON COUNIFY
Nqh%

_I. Policy

11.

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
organizations 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 ti§"
of the facility.

II. References

Sections 22-164 and 164.1 of the Code of Virginia as amended Schools Form No.
07-08040, "Application for Permit to Use School Building" (Rev. 7.72).

M. Procedures

A. School Use of Recreation Facilities

r")

Principal, Dfrector, etc.

Recreation ivision

B. Recreation and other County
AgencieS use of School
Facilities

Requesting Agency

55
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Initiates request on "Request for use of
Facilities" form.

Retains pink copy of request form for
temporary record.

Sends remaining 3 copies to Division of
Recreation & Park's, 300 N. Park Dr.,
Arlington, Va. 22203.

Returns white copy of form to originator
indicating request approval or disapproval.

7

Section supervisor initiates request,,,sends
3 copies to school involved.

Retains pink, copy Of request form for
temporary record.
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School Principal or Building ApprPes or disapproves requeslwith'
Mpager reasons for action.

Forwards 3 copies to the Assistant Super-
intendent for Finance.

Assistant SuperintendInt
for Finance

7

Returns completed white copy of form to
requesting agency, bluecopy to school
involved, yellow cbpyito Director fo-.

. .
Facilities.
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OFFICE OE THE SUPERINTENDENT ASD 40-9.3' .

Arlington Public Schools Rev. Feb. 1979

UTILIZATION AND DISPOSITION OF REAL PROPERTY

I. Policy

The School Board shall retain title to all buildings and grounds in or on which schools
are conducted.

When a school.property is 'surplus to the'current day school educational programs,
further utilization or disposition of the property will be made, as follows (hi order
of priority):.

.1. Autlioril use for other school, programs or for The support services of the
school system.

2. Permit use for other Arlington County governmental purposes on an interim use
peimit basis when the School Board determines that there is a reasonable short-
term elipectation that future school program may require the property; (Ref:
Code of Virginia, Sec. 22-164, 22-164.1, 22- 64.2;,ASD 50-6.3 and 6.3.1, Use
of School Facilities).

Authorize other Arlington County governmental agencies to occupy (but without
transfer of ownership) thefacility on a long-term basiimith 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 Arlington Co-linty government for other County
purpos4.s including private sale when both the SchoOl ansiCounty Boards deter-

-61.- mine that disposal of the property is in the best public interest; (Ref: Sec 15.1-
262 and 22-161, Code of Virginia)..

4 5. Lease space or property to private organizations or individuals (Ref: Sec./2-
161 of the Code of Virginia). Only organizations and indiViduals who are subject
to the laws of the United States, Virginia, and Arlington County shall be con-
sidered.for lease arrangements. All space-sharing agreements should contain a
clause providing for the future imposition of such restrictions on the use of space
as 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.

IL -Procedures

1. To consider and authorize use for other sch.;"sol purposes. or support services or
leasing to.private 'organizations or individuals....
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A. The Superintendent will announce the availability of the 4building, 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 pproposals 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 for-occupation; any other
supporting information likely\t4:kbe helpful.

B. Civic Associations and PTA's in the area of a potential lease arrangement
shall be notified of the periding lease, and shall be allowed time lo 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 consider:

I

are there any significant prob erns or hardships created by the proposed
use of the school not likely to e resolved by,..eurrent procedures or to
resolve themselves in-a redoitable length of time?

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

C. 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 the objectives of the school system and of the program?

2) Frorri a multi-year perspective, is this building theone most likely
to meetthe needs of the program or,are there others that are or
May become available?

_
3) Does the prdpose d.use and'the colt thereof have an acceptable

impact on the school budget?

4) Do the benefits projectectjustify the cost?

g Will the community likely understand and support the proposed use?

D. Afterthe Superintendent and the staff have completed the examination,
the results of this examination and the recommended disposition of the
building will be forwarded to the Board.

Yearly consideration 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 useOf scliool space and any resulting loss in efficiency of
educational program.

3) The appropriateness of reorganizing the administrative staff to provide
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for a designated property manager over the use of schools by the
community.

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 shaillrigtain the option 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 accounting
of the financial status of that organization.

H. Priority consideration shall be given by the School Board to the following:
(Priohty 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 handicapped).

b) Services to the, surrounding community.

2. To consider short-term a or otatr 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 goard with a recommendation that other Arlington County
government agencies by invited to utilize the property.

13. After authorization by the School Board, the updintendent 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 Superintendent-and Manager
unless the SchOol Board otherwise stipulates. 4

3. To consider long-term use for other County government purposes.

Same procedure will be,klowed as for short-term, except that the School and
County Boards must execute the use agreement described in 2-C above.

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

Each situation will be reviewed individually by the School Boal)d and the course
of action should be reached through discussions with the County Board.
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ARLINGTON-PUBLIC SCHOOLS
Arlington, Virginia

GUIDELINES FOR MULTI-USE OF SCHOOL BUILDINGS

Individuals an organizations (heyeafter both will be referred to as."theiorganization") may
be permitted o 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.

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 tie 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 mailing address for fund raising or any other
pu se contrary to the rules, regulations and policies of the Arlington School Board and
these G idelines for Multi-Use ofSchool 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
there may be a relationship other than a lease between the school and thg organization.

Only uses permissible under the zoning law will be allowed. The user. must secure a use
permit from Arlington C'ounty and provide a copy to the School Board (Assistant Super-

.intendent).

Use of spate for public purposes within a school may be.alloNixed only if such use will not
be disruptive of normal school operations 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. Leave rates
Rates to be charged. We must maintain the posture of recovering costs rather than
to be a profit-making venture in order to protect our governmental immunity status.

e

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:

,Portions of a functioning school building

a) Any direct costs incurred to satisfy the requirements of the lease;
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-1°2b) Pdrportion te share, based on square footage under lease, of building
-

operating costs of the preceding year, including:

. custodial labor
custodial supplies
utility costs
$.25 per s.f. for preventive maintenance costs;

c) Amortization of capital investment at 5% (assumes 20 year life);.

.d) Add 15% for contingencies and administrative.costs.

2. Empty School Buildings
Rate will be calculated by totaling the following factors:

a) Any direct costs incurred to satisfy the requirements of the lease;

b) Sala and fringe benefit costs of necessary plant supervision to brrate
mtlfnical systems and oversee care of the building. Utility costs and
cleaning to be purchased by the tenant directly from others;s;

c) Amortization of capital investment at 5% (assumes 20 year life) which 4
er

presumes falteVepreciation of the facility;

d) IMaiiikenanee costs calculated at $.50 per square foot to cover the roof,
building shell, exterior glazing, exterior doors,and paving;

e) Add 15% for contingencies and administjation.

B. Management of the finances
In order that this function can be reviewed regularly, separate revenue and expenditure
accounts are ;et 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.

, 4\

Tlie Money received in reimbursable fees from the agreement will be tra mitted to
the School Board to be apportioned to the appropriate accounts. Payment will be
due on'the first of each month in advance. .

a

If the, current amount is not received in the Arlington Public Schools' Finance Office
by the 10th of the, month, a written notificatiorivill, be sent to the organization
advising them that the spa will be made unavailable 10 days el: date of the .notice

unless the fees are paid.

. Alterations -
Minor alterations to suit the use may be permitted upon review, inspection, consul-
tation with the Sehpol Facilities Division, approval frorriothe Asiistant Superintendent

,EdSchools, and shall be at the users cost. Any permits required to allow such alter-
ations must be obtained by he user. Major alternations will not be permitted.
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Upon termination of the agreement, and if the agreement so provides; the organization
will-be required to Lestore the Premises to its original.state, unless specifically relieved
of this responsibility by the School Board. The Organization will be responsible for
payment of feet until such time as the restoration is completed. Upon entering the
agreement, a cash or performance bond will be.posted by the organization to cover
the restoration work. TheSchool Board maverform the.restoration work using the
bond money for said purpose and charging the organization the fees Set forth iii:the
agreement until the restoration is completed.

D. Hold Harm ess Requirements
The organ' ation shall hold harml4s and indemnify'the.Sdiool Board far-a-icy liability
Tor person, injuries and/or property damage °cawing 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 Boar4i. It is recommended that this insurance policy
providea minimum of $100-$300,000 property damage and $300,000-$1 million
public liability. In,those Cases where the organization requesting use of spade is a
County)or State of:Virginia agency, then a "hold harmless' clause Will be sufficient. .

E. Administrative Contrdl
The organilation/wIll be required to comply with all State and County ordinances and

.regulations regarding the schools, i.e., fire drills.

G.

I UP
the
sec

The' organization has administrative charge of its portion of the school building under
the general supervision of the principal or person in charge of theit&al
However, no one will be allowed to enter aschool- occupied buil&ng unlas.the cus-

. todian, or another authorized representative of the School Board; is on the premises.

The organization shou*Id have no access to the balance -of tire school building except
at the pleasureOf the School principal, nor should the students haVe access to the,
Organization's porii4n of the building.

'Resolution of Problems
The Superintendent 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 1preniises, user's'
conduct,,students' conduct in regard to user, etc.

Terminations
organization can be expelled from its space without recourse by the School Board
n recommendation of the Superintendent of Schools, if the Superintendent finds
ccupancy is disruptive4to normal school operations or endangers the safety)and,

rity of the pupils. .

Short-term agreements, thos one-year duration or less, will have no cancellation
clause. Agreements of longer'uration will have a cancellation clause which States
thafthe School Board can cancel the agreement, unilaterally and without recourse,
for either of the two following reasonsr

o
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,

;

1) the school uilding is to be surrendered to another County agency and the
School Board is relinquishing title since it is no longer required for educational
purposes;

2) the School Board requires the space for educational purposes.

4,,
In the event that the School Board cancels the agreement there will be an equity clause
to provide reimbursement to the organization for monies it has expended on alterations.

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 STRATFORD JUNIOR HIGH SCHOOL FACILITIES,.

January 31, 1978 A

CRITERIAtONTERNING 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 Force has unanirttously concluded that the following specific eriteria'must
govern how both Gunston and Stratford facilities should be used, assuming that either or
both of them are not to be used as junior high schools subsequent to June 1978.

That both school buildings continue to be used primarily for educational
purposes;

That any use of the buildings and surrounding grounds involve no'more
than a de minimis adverse impact upon the community;

That no user of the facilities be permitted to rely on off -premises parking,
encroach upon the surrounding playing fields or require any undue expansion
of parking facilities; ;- ,40,..

,

That there should be no major structural changes in either building;

That existing recreational uses of both facilities be retained;

That t'he net'adverse financial impact to the County 'resulting fro.m the use
of these facilities should be minimized.

I
As Contained in the Final Report to the Arlington County School Board. .



Appendix D

The SettingARLINGTON 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
its residents."

The fOLindation for citizen involvement in the decisionmaking processes of their com-
munity was laid in 1887 when the first subdivision for residences occurred. The first 20
fa' flies in that subdivision "formed.a cooperative association to . . . tend to community
a airs."2 This association built the first "community house" in 1892 with public.sub,-
scription to serve Multiple purposes. The facility served as various times as a school,
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 potation was 10% lower in 1977 than in 1966:3 The "school
membership was reduced by alm- ost 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.5

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 groupsRepublicans 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 appointed the five-member School Board, each of
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 term of
office from a list pf approved candidates which was established by the State Board of
Education: The Superintendent was subject to School Board control and direction...

'Arlington County, A few Words AboUt Arlington County, Virginia (Arlington,
Virginia: Arlington County, c. 1970).

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

3Arlington County, Offering Circular for $18,000,000 in Revenue Notes (Arlington,
Virginia: Arlington County, December 1977).

4Arlington Public Schools, School Enrollment, 19 1:62 to 1978-79 (Arlington,.
Virginia: Arlington Public Schools, 1979).

5Arlington, Offering Circular.
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I. .

The School Board aid. the Superintendent held to the theory of local autonomy. In
addition to concern for citizen and staff input at the central level, local school advisory
committees-wappointed 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 PUBLICATrONS

General Reference and Prdmotional

ADMINISTRATORS AND POLICYMAKER VIEWS OF COMMUNITY EDUCATION
edited by Larry E. Decker and Virginia A. Decker,1977, 64 pp:, 81/2 x 11, $3.00.

rCITIZEN PARTICIPATION . . WHAT OTHERS SAY . . WHAT OTHERS DO
by John W. Warden,1977, 24 pp., 81/2 x 11, S1,00.

:PROCESS PERSPECTIVE: COMMUNITY EDUCATION AS PROCESS by John W. Warden,1979, 96 pp., 6 x 9,
$4.95.
PUBLIC SCHOOLS: USE THEM, DON'TWASTE by Michael H. Kaplan,1975, 12 pp., 51/2 x 81/2, single
free, $12.00 per 50.

WHAT OTHERS SAY ABOUT COMMUNITY $CHOOLS edited by John W. Warden,1976, 16 pp., 51/2 x 854, single free,
$13.00 per 50.

Instructional and Training
COMMUNITY EDUCATOR'S GUIDE TO ADULT LEARNING by Leroy Miles and Steve R. Parson,1978, 32 pp.,

" 6 x 9, S1.00.

COMMUNITYPEDUCATION INTERACTION EXERCISES by John W. Warden,1978, 96 pp.;;834 x 11. $3.95.

MANAGEMENT RESOURCE MANUAL compiled by Guy Faust and PattyKomko,1979, 620 pp., 81/2 x 11, $25.00.

MULTICULTURAL/COMMUNITY EDUCATI N: AN EXPLORATION OF A RELATIONSHIP FOR
EDUCATIONAL IMPROVEMENTby Donna H Schoeny and lames H. Bash, 1980, 6 x 9, 24 pp:, $2.00.

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) L.. Services (10) Cooperative Extension (11) Government Agencies, single
$1.00, each or complete set $8.25.

WORKING PAPERS ON ISSUES IN COMM EDUCATION VOLUME 1,1979, edited by Michael H.
Kaplan, 1979, 123 pp., 81/2 x 11, $6.75. 6

Research and Technical Reports
o

ANASSESSMENT OF RESEARCH NEEDS IN COMMUNITY EDUCATION by Bruce M. Ganmeder, Barbara
Rotten and Dabney Lewis, 1980, 89 pp., 81/2 x 11, S3.75.

THE COMMUNITY EDUCATION COORDINATOR: SOURCES OF JOB SATISFACTION AND
DISSATISFACTION by Bunny G.-Sheppard, 1979, 79 pp., 81/2 x 11, $3.7-5.

CITIZEN PAIRTICIPATION ISSUES by Nancy C. Cook, 1979, 114 pp., 81/2 x 11, $5.75.

FACILITY USE PATTERNS by Nancy C. Cook, 1979, 67 pp., 81/2 x 11, $3.75.

INTERAGENCY RELATIONSHIPS by Nancy C. Cook, 1979, 84 pp., 81/2x 11, $4.75.

INTERFACE: LIFELONG LEARNING AND COMMUNITY EDOCATIONby Marcie Boucouvalas, 19, 73 pp.,
81/2x 11, $3.75.

MANAGING UNDERUTILIZED SCHOOL FACILITIES RESULTING FROM DECLINING PUPIL,
ENROLLMENT: A CASE STUDY by Joseph Ringers, Jr., 1980, approximately 96 pp :, 834 x 11, $5.78.

ETHNOGRAPHIC AND QU,ALITATIVE METHODS IN EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH: A SELECTED
ANNOTATED BIBLIOGRAPHY by Michael H. Kaplan, Diane Galbreath and Caroline Vargas, 1980, approximately 72 pp.,
81/2 x 11, 54.75.

EVALUATION OF A HUMAN SERVICE POGRAM: KANAW14 COUNTY, WEST VIRGINIA:
EXE SUMMARY by Terry A. Schwartz, Michael H. Kaplan, Anne G. Coughlin, and John AStamp, 1980, approximately
28 pp., x 11, $2.00.

For a descriptivelublication listing and information on the University of Virginia
Community Education Center wrire.to Dr. Larry.E.Deciter, Director.

*10% Shipping Charge ($1.00 minimum)
**Discount on,EfilkOrders: 25% off list price on orders of 10-24 copies

40% off list price on orders of 25 copies and over

Order From: Mid- Atlantic Centel' for Community Education
School of Education, 216 Ruffner Hall
405 Emmet treet
University of Virginia 4
Charlottesville, VA 22901
(804) 9243625


