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Guiding Principles

Another significant mechanism by which the Master Facilities Plan is
driven by academic priorities is through the application of Guiding
Principles developed by the Chancellor's office. The Guiding Principles
serve as a set of planning policies based on the needs and priorities of the
school system. These principles are intended to be simple, easily
implemented, and applicable to each of the school facilities, thus
allowing timely benefits to the maximum number of students.

The Four Principles:

+  Modernize/Enhance Classrooms - Focus attention on areas
that most impact the learning environment of our students
with a particular emphasis on infusing researched-based
facility amenities such as enhanced natural and artificial
lighting, acoustics, air quality, climate control and
technology, along with other fundamental elements that
directly impact student achievement and educator
effectiveness.

«  Ensure Buildings Support Programs - Ensure that our
facilities optimize learning by supporting specialized
programs such as STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering,
Mathematics), High Tech campuses, Fine Arts and Gifted and
Talented programs; providing appropriate facilities for
Special Education and Early Childhood Education; and
accommodating necessary changes for schools undergoing
grade configuration changes.

+ Accommodate Emerging/Existing Feeder Patterns,
Enrollment Trends and School Clusters - Take into account
school feeder patterns in order to maximize the likelihood
that DCPS students will attend a modernized building CARDOZO
during their academic career; Senior High School
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extracurricular activities and staggered class schedules. With larger
buildings and older students who often have more advanced health
needs, high schools present an ideal location for school-based student
health centers. High schools also can provide a range of opportunities to
serve the community, including use of classrooms in the evenings for
adult education and post-secondary education programs. In short, a
comprehensive high school facility has it all - from computer and science
labs to subject-specific classrooms to athletic facilities and large
auditoriums - and serves students and adults alike. For these reasons, the
2008 MFP envisions carrying
out modernization of most
DCPS senior high schools in
a more comprehensive
approach, combining
the Academic Component,
Systems Component,
and Support Component
modernizations over a two-
year renovation period.

In summary, modernization,
whether targeting the
Academic, Systems, or
Support Components, will =— — e : :
address issues that impede a FEREBEE-HOPE
school from being the supportive learning environment every student Community School Complex

deserves. Each school has been analyzed carefully according to its
condition assessment and existing physical features, planned academic
program, projected enrollment, and capacity. As a result of this balanced
analysis, the 2008 MFP proposes a School Profile for each individual
school to guide the modernization work. Completion of the
modernization work for schools not being rebuilt will occur in phases,
utilizing the 'blitz' approach employed previously to address similar
facilities issues and to implement upgrades at a number of schools at the
same time. Modernization of schools that require a complete renovation
or new construction will be ongoing throughout the life of the Master
Facilities Plan. Projects that are in the pipeline, are funded, and are in
various stages of planning or design will move forward. Within 5 years,
every school will be lifted to meet a certain standard. The choice is no
longer between modernizing a few schools under the old approach or
waiting a decade or more to see improvements at most schools. Rather,
the 2008 MFP deliberately and strategically chooses various
modernization techniques to achieve one goal: every student must have
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access to safe, healthy, modern learning environment as quickly as
possible.

Swing Space

In the past, full-scale renovation projects often have moved students to
swing space while construction takes place. While use of swing space
makes sense where the safety of students and staff cannot be guaranteed
at the school under construction, transporting students to a swing space
school and readying that school for students can be very costly. There
have been several instances of students being in swing space for years
more than originally planned, further exacerbating costs and diminishing
credibility of the school system with the community. Moreover, analysis
of student enrollment has shown that a school can lose a significant
portion of its population while in swing space.

Because most Academic Component modernization work will take place
during the summer months when school is not in session, the need for
swing space is decreased substantially. The work will be planned,
permitted, and procured during the school year and actively undertaken
while the students and teachers are out of the school building. Larger
projects, requiring more than one summer, will begin the planning by
generating swing space within the building or at other nearby swing
locations. Swing space could be a 9th grade center at a neighboring
middle school, or a classroom addition to an existing structure. Off-site
swing space will be used less frequently than in the past. Even with full-
scale renovations and new construction projects, construction will be
planned and scheduled to utilize best practices for accelerating timelines
so that all projects are completed on time and on budget with as little
disruption to the academic environment as possible.

Currently, the DCPS facilities inventory includes the following dedicated
swing space schools:

« Fletcher Johnson - Garnet-Patterson
» Green « Hamilton

- Lewis - Logan

« MC Terrell - Parkview

« Wilkinson




Ongoing Maintenance

A major weakness in all previous facilities planning efforts for the school
system has been the absence of a funded, coordinated maintenance plan
that aligns the needs of all school facilities. Without proper maintenance,
the District's investment in school facilities is wasted over time. The
impact of poor maintenance can be felt sooner than commonly
understood. In 2007 and 2008, several of the schools with significant
small capital issues, including broken HVAC and heating systems, were
schools built in this decade - schools thought to be 'modernized' schools,
such as Patterson, Randle Highlands, and Cleveland Elementary Schools
and Kelly Miller Middle School.

The District must maintain the level of quality and must sustain the
functionality of each building in order to maximize the benefits to the
learning environment and its long-term investment. Therefore, the 2008
MFP proposes that the modernization program itself include a
comprehensive maintenance program. Linking the maintenance
program directly with the modernization program will not only help
extend the life of the building, it will also enable OPEFM to modernize
smartly, using designs, equipment, and materials that are easy to
maintain and fit within an existing service framework. Additionally,
OPEFM will ensure that all new equipment and systems carry appropriate
insurance or warranties to further contain costs. The phased
modernization approach proposed in the 2008 MFP also supports a
stronger maintenance effort because it builds on substantial work
already completed to reduce the deferred maintenance and positions
OPEFM to keep pace with operations and maintenance requirements.
Overall, the result will be a more effective and efficient use of resources.

Ongoing and continuous maintenance will be supported by a dedicated
funding mechanism. Through this model, the school system will not
return to a state where newly-installed boilers are inoperative after a
short period of time because of a lack of routine maintenance. As part of
the implementation of the MFP, funds will be earmarked for maintenance
and deposited in a trust fund dedicated solely to the purpose of properly
maintaining school buildings. The trust fund ensures a continuous
funding stream over the life of the MFP.
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DREW

Elementary School

Effective Space Utilization

The DCPS enrollment has declined significantly over the past 10 years,
leaving many buildings drastically underutilized. In 2007, the school
system had an average of 288 square feet per student across 145 schools.
Analysis of enrollment decline revealed that 33 elementary schools had
less than 272 students and had lost more than 21% of their enrollment in
the past five years, leaving many of these buildings more than half-
empty. Such inefficiency gradually left its
toll on the school facilities as well. Funds
spent heating, cooling, and lighting unused
sections of buildings were wasted while at
the same time there was not enough
funding to maintain the buildings at an
adequate level.

In response to this urgent problem and the
correlating negative effects it had on the
overall DCPS educational program, the
Chancellor closed and consolidated 23
school buildings and programs in 2008 as

part of a greater reorganization plan aimed
at rightsizing the school system and
revitalizing academic programs across the District. While the overall
impact of this reorganization cannot be measured yet, it is clear that the
school system still has excess space in a significant number of schools.

This challenge presents an opportunity for the Chancellor and Mayor to
identify other services that meet existing needs within schools and
increase the effective utilization of space. Over the next five years DCPS
will have a need for additional space within schools for both early
childhood and special education programs.




Early Childhood Education

Aggressive expansion of quality pre-kindergarten programs as a
response to both educational priorities and a legislative mandate will
require dedicated classrooms for early childhood education in nearly
every elementary school. Early childhood education programs have
special facilities requirements, including separate play areas, in-
classroom bathrooms and sinks, locations on a ground-level floor, and
age-appropriate furniture and fixtures. Each elementary school will be
planned with a certain number of classrooms ready to serve early
childhood education programs. OPEFM will modernize these classrooms
for early childhood programs as part of the Academic Component
modernization program.

Special Education

Likewise, bringing students with special needs back into the school
system so that they can be appropriately served in their neighborhood
schools and in learning environments with their peers is an ongoing
priority. Neighborhood schools will require appropriate facility space to
accommodate special education programs, including co-location with
partner providers who provide services to students with more severe
needs and upgrades to meet ADA compliance requirements. While DCPS
will continue to maintain some specialized facilities for special education
programs in the immediate future, the overall school inventory will mirror
the school system's progress in moving toward a system of inclusion.
Separate special education centers and facilities will not be maintained in
the long-term.

As a solution to both serious facilities needs and a programmatic shift to
educate special needs students in a building with a general education
program, the 2008 MFP recommends that the modernization
of MacFarland Middle School include renovation of an underutilized wing
to fully accommodate the Sharpe Health program and students.
Sharpe Health Education Center would close upon the completion of the
MacFarland modernization and movement of the program to the
new space.
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School-based Health Services

School health suites play an important role in the school environment.
The presence of a qualified, trained school nurse and a properly-outfitted
health suite can address immediate health needs of students, provide
quality care, and enable them to remain in school. The availability of
space, combined with the timing of large-scale renovations at most DCPS
high schools, enables the District to leverage the health suite resource in
certain buildings and expand some to build more comprehensive school-
based health centers. School-based health centers can provide a greater
level of service to students, including physical exams, vision and dental
screening, and mental health services. When located on a campus or in
close proximity of other schools, like Roosevelt Senior High School and
Powell-MacFarland PK-8, a school-based health center can serve students
from multiple schools, maximizing the impact of this important resource.

Two such health centers already exist at Eastern Senior High School and
Woodson Senior High School and are components of the modernization
designs taking place over the next two years. The 2008 MFP proposes to
incorporate the design and construction of additional school-based
health centers at a number of secondary schools in Phase | and Il of the
modernization program.

Co-location with Public Charter Schools

Recognizing the prevalence of public charter schools across the District,
many of whom lack appropriate school facilities, co-location of public
charter and DCPS school programs can provide an option for better
utilization of excess space. Co-location can be mutually beneficial to
both schools involved, enabling them to share common facility areas and
potentially collaborate on programs, extracurricular and afterschool
activities, and even instructional methods. Co-location between DCPS
and public charter schools can yield more than just the efficient use of
space for DCPS. A structured partnership between schools and
principals, engaging on professional development, for example, can
impact the classroom directly.

In order for a co-location between two schools to be successful, careful
planning for the facility and learning environment is important. Student
entrances, use agreements regarding shared space (including cafeterias,
gymnasiums, and playgrounds), and adequate measures to separate the
two school populations must be considered. Public charter schools also




are often able to secure additional funding for facilities improvements.
These improvements should be leveraged as part of the co-location
arrangement so that both schools can benefit and avoid a situation where
one school is dramatically different than another in terms of facilities.

An example of a successful co-location partnership is the KIPP-DCPS
partnership at Scott Montgomery Elementary School. Without the co-
location, Montgomery ES was an under-
enrolled and underutilized elementary
school that, like a few other
neighborhood schools in the area, was
struggling. The co-location has
reinvigorated Montgomery - KIPP DC
Academy as they have been able to
coordinate grade configurations and
programs and make effective utilization
of the entire building. This collaboration
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has resulted in KIPP bringing substantial
funding to the modernization project at
Montgomery, including the addition of a
pre-K classroom, a cafeteria, and a gym.

Adult and Post-Secondary Education

Neighborhood schools can serve as community anchors and hubs for
learning for more than just children. School facilities are natural
environments for adult and post-secondary education programs,
particularly in the evening hours when the younger students are not
present. As the District works to expand adult education, including
literacy and workforce development programs, DCPS schools are a logical
choice as facilities to house these programs. Access to quality programs
has been limited, and many providers struggle to find space. At the same
time, too often parents and community members feel disengaged from
their neighborhood school and have little involvement with it. Locating
adult education programs in schools with capacity addresses both issues.

DCPS already partners with the University of the District of Columbia to
provide space for workforce development and post-secondary education
classes. The 2008 MFP envisions even more effective utilization of DCPS
facilities for these programs. The new Woodson Senior High School is
being designed with space for adult education programming in mind and
other high school modernizations likely will follow suit.
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MIDDLE SCHOOL
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RANDLE HIGHLANDS

Elementary School

Additional Rightsizing

Not all uses of excess space prove sufficient or beneficial enough to the
academic program or the facility. In these cases, closure of the school
must be considered. Continual enrollment decline and severe
underutilization of the school facility does not support a strong
educational environment. The school facility by itself cannot be a reason
to keep a school open and the decision must be driven by educational
needs and determined through evaluation by the Chancellor. As the
reforms are implemented, the analysis of enrollment, space utilization,
and program capacity will be ongoing. The MFP is a living document and
reflects a planning environment that continues to change. OPEFM, DCPS,
and the Office of the Deputy Mayor for Education will work together to
adapt and update the plan to reflect current data and changes to the
school system in order to best support strong learning environments.
Specific recommendations for further school closures will be determined
by the Chancellor as necessary.




Looking Toward the Future

In a dynamic planning environment like the District, with its aggressive
education reforms and a wide variety of education programs and
options, there are endless opportunities to improve the school facility
inventory. The Mayor's first priority is to improve the learning
environments across the District and bring all classrooms up to a quality
standard. Beyond this first phase of modernization, there will still be
more work to do. As mentioned earlier in this section, the next phase will
involve going back to schools that did not receive Systems
modernization and upgrading those systems components that extend
the life of the facility and enable it to better support the program,
students, and staff. Thus, the focus of the capital investment will change
after the first five years from the classrooms to the work 'behind the walls'
and to Support Components that also require modernization.

2008 Master Facilities Plan Approach to Modernization

Phase 1 Phase 2

Priority focus on Academic Academic Modernization

Components completed - all classrooms
modernized

Every school impacted -

classrooms brought up to All high schools fully

uniform standard in 5 years modernized

Systems and Support Focus on Systems and

Components as necessary Support Components

Acceleration of full-scale Green initiatives

modernization, construction

of additions Other initiatives, including
health centers, adult

Other initiatives: pre-K education space,

classrooms, adult education public-public development

space opportunities

Begin comprehensive
maintenance program
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Phase 3 and Beyond

All modernization
completed

Remaining Systems
upgrades, continuous
improvement

Modernization program
shifts to ongoing
modernization and
maintenance - earlier
facilities are revisited,
updated.
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Other initiatives to be considered beyond the first phase include:

Green buildings - OPEFM already has committed to

implementing LEED-level building standards in

construction projects. Improving energy efficiency at older
schools through Systems Component modernization is an
opportunity to bring the rest of the system up to a 'green’
standard and will produce operational savings in the long-term.

Acceleration of schools requiring full-scale renovation or
construction - Upon completion of the Academic Component
modernization program, the capital budget will have the
capacity to handle additional full-renovation projects as

recommended in the School Profiles.

In addition to early childhood education programs, DCPS could

provide daycare services for students with children.

Bell/Lincoln Early Childhood Center is a good example of a

successful school-based daycare service program.

Public-Public development opportunities - OPEFM will
continue to work with the Office of the Deputy Mayor for
Education, the Office of Planning, and the Office of Property
Management to identify opportunities to combine other public
development with school modernization projects. The planned
modernization of Stoddert Elementary, which will include a joint
recreation center modernization with the Department of Parks
and Recreation, represents a public-public development
opportunity that allows the District to leverage resources and
assets, including school facilities, to the benefit of the school

system and the community.




Public-Private development opportunities - The District can
also leverage school assets with private development to benefit
the community. On a smaller scale, several schools have
libraries, auditoriums, and other areas that are particularly
valuable as school and community assets. OPEFM, DCPS, the
Office of the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic
Development and the Office of the Deputy Mayor for Education
will work together to identify those assets and develop
strategies for incorporating them into programmatic and
community engagement initiatives that showcase the school as
a valuable part of community life. For example, several high
schools have beautiful auditoriums that require extensive
renovation. At the same time, the Washington, D.C. area is rich
with potential partners in the arts community that may be
looking for performance and program space. Pursuit of such
opportunities has the potential to benefit both the
modernization program (an auditorium renovation project) and
the academic program (performance and instruction
partnerships, training opportunities).

Modernization of District school facilities is constant. As the last building
is modernized, it will be time to go back to those built or renovated in the
past few years to upgrade their systems or modernize another
component. What should change, however, is that with a proper
maintenance program in place as part of the overall modernization
program and Master Facilities Plan, there will be no need for the extensive
stabilization efforts and classroom repair work that began in 2007 and is
required for the next few years. The 2008 Master Facilities Plan proposes
to change dramatically the entire DCPS school facility inventory in a
matter of years, not decades. By modernizing schools in a more strategic
way, beginning with Academic Component modernization and a focus
on improving the learning environment first, the 2008 MFP will position
the District and its school system to reach beyond dealing with deferred
maintenance, backlogged repairs, and crumbling buildings. This is the
intent of modernization and the vision of the 2008 Master Facilities Plan.
Every classroom, and therefore every student, will benefit. Schools will
look like schools, rather than dilapidated buildings, and classrooms will
look like classrooms, where teachers want to teach and students are
eager to learn.
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FUTURE SEQUENCING

Modernizations Currently Underway

2009 2010 2011
CipP Year 1 Year 2
Addison ES
Alice Deal MS
H.D. Cooke ES H.D. Cooke ES

H.D. Woodson HS H.D. Woodson HS

H.D. Woodson HS

Savoy / Birney ES

School Without Walls HS

Wheatley / Webb ES

General Modernizations - High Schools

2009 2010 2011
CipP Year 1 Year 2
Eastern Eastern Roosevelt
Anacostia Anacostia Anacostia
Wilson Wilson Wilson
Sharpe at MacFarland Cardozo
Ellington
Selected Additions, De-Massing, and Demolition
2009 2010 2011
cip Year 1 Year 2
Bruce Monroe Bruce Monroe Bruce Monroe
Janney Janney Wilson
Burroughs Burroughs
Alice Deal Bunker Hill
Stoddert Stoddert




Modernizations Currently Underway
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2012 2013 2014
Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
General Modernizations - High Schools
2012 2013 2014
Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Roosevelt Spingarn Spingarn
Coolidge Coolidge
Ballou Ballou

Cardozo Banneker Banneker

Ellington

Selected Additions, De-Massing, and Demolition
2012 2013 2014

Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Shaw Shaw West
Hearst Hearst

Dunbar Dunbar Dunbar

Mann
Murch
27
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FUTURE SEQUENCING, continued

Phase 1 Modernizations

2009 2010 2011
cIp Year 1 Year 2
Brent Burrville Amidon
Burroughs Drew Emery
Tubman Ferebee-Hope Houston
Hart Janney
JO Wilson Kenilworth
MacFarland Ketcham
Malcolm X Leckie
MC Terrell Marshall
ML King Maury
Moten Seaton
Nalle Simon
River Terrace Thomas
Ron Brown
Truesdell
Turner
Tyler




Phase 1 Modernizations
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2012 2013 2014
Year 3 Year 4 Year 5
Adams Aiton Gibbs
Garfield Bancroft Hamilton
Hendley Beers Jefferson
Hyde CW Harris Johnson
Peabody Davis Langdon
Sheperd Draper Marie Reed
Stanton Eaton Payne
Stuart Hobson Garrison Plummer
Whittier Hearst Shaed
Kimball Takoma
Kramer Watkins
Lafayette Winston
Lee
Ludlow-Taylor
Mann
Murch
Orr
Ross
Shadd
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