


















































































































































































































8. List of buildings that we've completed in the last 8 years for which additional 
investments have been needed. Examples: 

a. Leckie 
b. Woodson 

**This item will require additional time to assemble.** 

9. Before and after pictures of classroom doors without grates/bars - submitted to the 
Councilmember the week of April 20, 2015. 

10. Factors that have driven our construction costs - schedule, features, and the engagement 
process. 

a. Schedule 
a. Schedule is, and has always been a factor, especially as it relates to the phase 

modernization projects. Our construction program is very aggressive, for 
which a schedule acceleration premium is being applied to the various 
respective projects. In order to best accommodate DCPS' programs and cause 
as little disruption to students and faculty, DGS seeks to perform many 
modernizations over the summer, which results in highly compressed 
tiinelines with resulting cost implications. For these projects, there are limits 
on the number of general contractors that can bond the project appropriately. 
Such limitation on the number of qualified firms also limits the number of 
projects that can be completed in a given summer. 

b. Features 
a. Sus.tainability I LEED Requirements -

1. Requirements have changed from LEED Silver to LEED Gold as 
mandated by DC Regulatory Agency ("DCRA"). Additionally, DDOE has 
new storm water management requirements, consisting of rain water site 
containment on major modernization projects, along storm water 
improvements for minor renovation projects that meet a certain dollar 
threshold requirement. 

11. As a result ofDDOE and DCRA's new storm water management 
regulations, DGS is meeting a high threshold for sustainability, typically 
.requiring incorporation of geothermal fields, green roofs, photovoltaics 
(solar), and a host of other responsible initiatives, all of which have a cost 
premium. Green roofs are a direct result of new storm water management 
regulations (DDOE). Green roofs and solar options (solar PPA) greatly 
assist climbing from LEED Silver to LEED Gold, or LEED Gold to LEED 

5 



Platinum. The energy efficient mechanical system and lights have a 
premium but provide a short payback period~ 

111. Historic Restoration - A majority of the DC Public Schools are either 
landmarked or are landmark eligible. Any building that is landmark 
eligible is treated by the DC Office of Historic Preservation and the 
federal Commission on Fine Arts as if it is already landmarked. Historic 
buildings require greater effort to ensure that the historic elements, both 
-exterior and interior, are maintained a9d respected. 

1v. Architectural Expressions I Civic Architecture versus proto-typical school 
buildings. 

c. Engagement Process 
a. . Stakeholder engagement with the School Improvement Team ("SIT"), and 

others typically enhance the scope of the project beyond the original ed~cation 
specifications ("Ed Specs"). 

b. Swinging students onsite versus transporting to a centralize swing space. 
c. Co-focation with other District agencies within DC Public Schools, is a re­

occurring theme, requiring additional accommodations whether it be for 
D.epartment of Parks and Recreation, Department of Health, etc ... 

11. DGS, in conjunction with DME and DCPS are looking into the following program cost 
reduction considerations; 

a. Decision Making Process: 
1. Revisit ability to adhere to a deliberate CIP I MFP planning process 

n. Conduct Feasibility Studies in advance of hiring designer 
111. ·Enforce protocol to better manage stakeholder expectation and related. 

scope increases. 
iv~ Minimize end user program changes post development of the Guaranteed 

Maximum Price (GMP). 
1. Stakeholder Engagement I Program & Scope Increases - varies on 

a project by project basis, premium cost to the project ranges 2 -
10% of hard costs 

b. Swing Plan -varies on a project by project basis - ranges from $2M - +$10M 
i. ·consider developing a centralized plan that may require transporting 

students versus swinging students on site. 

c. Sustainability- DGS to revisit utilization of renewable energy. Varies on a 
project by project basis $1M - $3M premium. 

d. Interior Finishes - Revisit the level and quality of finishes. Varies on a project by 
project basis, 1- 5% hard cost premium. 
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e. Technology - Conduct study of how technology is being utilized; 

f. Revisit sole sourcing of IT and security systems, and identify alternative vendors 
and products. Market competition would result in a favorable reduction - 5% of 
the systems cost that range between $500k - $2M, depending of the size and 
scope of the project. ' 

g. Revisit the arts initiative program - $500k budget allotted for each project. 

DGS, DME, and DCPS look forward to discussing the information provided in greater details 
with your office. Please feel free to contact me with any questions that you may have in this 
regard. 

Sincerely, 

Jonathan Kayne 

Interim Director 
Department of General Services 
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Schools that have had some sort of 
modernization 

EXHIBIT-A 

District of Columbia Public Schools Stabilization/Small Capital By Category 
Various Schools Only 

FY 08 thru FY 14 Capital Expenditures 

Unaudited 

ttroJ~~:,.it'J!13if,'i;7:,~EC'L~ Programi : ' •Lever :~a?CIJ FYOB FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 

Adams Windows MS 1 - - - - -
Adams Roofs MS 1 - - - 5,937.89 1,348.31 
Adams Boilers/HVAC MS 1 238,088.32 16,329.51 76,721.45 511,558.85 9,210.40 
Adams ADA MS 1 41,210.02 
Adams Life/Safety MS 1 15,992.48 107,545.58 39,836.54 34,370.41 32,882.56 
Adams General MS 1 303;101.97 386,906.34 1,610,932.71 880,516.15 473,288.86 
Adams Total 557,182.78 510,781.43 1,727,490.70 1,432,383.30 557,940.15 
Addison ES Windows ES 2 - - - - -
Addison ES Roofs ES 2 - - - 5,474.10 -
Addison ES Boilers/HVAC ES 2 1,396.70 - 10,662.48 6,681.19 -
Addison ES ADA ES 2 -
Addison ES Life/Safety ES 2 9,036.00 7,431.30 2,600.00 - -
Addison ES General ES 2 39,231.39 455.95 524.00 51,674.22 2,718.24 
Addison ES Total 49,664.09 7,887.25 13,786.48 63,829.51 2,718.24 
Aiton ES Windows ES 7 - - - - -
Aiton ES Roofs ES 7 - - - 3,779.05 1,348.31 
Aiton ES Boilers/HVAC ES 7 173,205.86 6,574.99 153,282.31 305,902.97 18,655.00 
Aiton ES ADA ES 7 -
Aiton ES Life/Safety ES 7 8,198.00 15,066.58 58,704.00 33,514.00 8,988.18 
Alton ES General ES 7 170,854.74 54,549.29 48,621.44 90,877.57 14,538.01 
Aiton ES Total 352,258.60 76,190.86 260,607.75 434,073.59 43,529.50 
Bancroft ES Windows ES 1 444,599.10 - - - -
Bancroft ES Roofs ES 1 11,541.25 - 16,600.00 5,937.89 1,348.31 
Bancroft ES Boilers/HVAC ES 1 210,280.16 38,173.73 150,710.29 82,783.78 1,737.14 
Bancroft ES ADA ES 1 -
Bancroft ES Life/Safety ES· 1 10,187.00 67,734.38 13,375.11 28,137.44 29,001.50 
Bancroft ES General ES 1 972,393.83 311,590.95 893,999.76 1,044,080.28 18,992.15 
Bancroft ES Total 1,649,001.34 417,499.06 1,074,685.16 1,160,939.39 51,079.10 
Banneker HS Windows HS 1 - - - - -
Banneker HS Roofs HS 1 9,133.44 - 206.24 5,937.89 1,348.31 
Banneker HS Boilers/HVAC HS 1 208,498.83 27,121.50 212,724.94 51,749.46 1,271.00 
Banneker HS ADA HS 1 29,219.19 
Banneker HS Life/Safety HS 1 218,254.00 101,120.10 37,424.23 24,039.14 32,817.40 
Banneker HS General HS 1 1,223,615.49 288,824.64 1,105,306.00 427,230.48 1,765,680.45 
Banneker HS Total 1,659,501.76 417,066.24 1,355,661.41 508,956.97 1,830,336.35 
Browne EC Windows PK-8 5 - - - - -
Browne EC Roofs PK-8 5 - - - 5,937.89 1,348.31 
Browne EC Boilers/HVAC PK-8 5 828,987.12 39,646.00 51,841.99 67,259.40 -
Browne EC ADA PK-8 5 -
Browne EC Life/Safety PK-8 5 30,845.60 21,244.30 52,365.43 34,719.45 8,815.80 
Browne EC · General PK-8 5 5,442,390.85 3,506,536.69 187,511.23 156,592.86 1,864,348.00 
Browne EC Total 6,302,223.58 3,567,426.99 291,718.65 264,509.60 1,874,512.11 

Note: ADA Project - GM303C was not tracked separately until FY 12 

Note: Stabilization/Small capltai"work performed within a Modernization capital project number will not appear in this report 

FY13 FY 14 TOTAL 

- - -
- 274.62 7,560.82 

85.00 - 851,993.53 

- - 41,210.02 
5,100.00 - 235,727.57 

-207,825.49 95,944.36 3,958,515.88 
213,010.49 96,218.98 5,095,007.82 

- - -
- 67.29 5,541.39 

- - 18,740.37 

- - -
- - 19,067.30 

- - 94,603.80 

- 67.29 137,952.86 
30,250.00 24,750.00 55,000.00 

- 190.78 5,318.14 

- 9,629.45 667,250.58 

- 1,357.14 1,357.14 
100,625.05 - 225,095.81 

13,981.50 266,531.05 659,953.60 
144,856.55 302,458.42 1,613,975.28 

- - 444,599.10 

- 340.94 35,768.39 
17,594.53 - 501,279.63 

- - -
117,538.10 - 265,973.53 

- - 3,241,056.97 
135,132.63 340.94 4,488,677.62 

- - -
- 354.10 16,979.99 

5,395.59 - 506,761.32 

- - 29,219.19 
330,906.62 - 744,561.49 
250,948.46 28,500.00 5,090,105.51 
587,250.67 28,854.10 6,387,627 .so 

- - -
- 836.98 8,123.18 

22,753.29 - 1,010,487 .80 

- - -
11,400.00 - 159,390.58 

. 836,808.00 5,511.64 11,999,699.27 
870,961.29 6,348.62 13,177,700.83 



Schools that have had some sort of 

modernization 

EXHIBIT-A 

District of Columbia Public Schools Stabilization/Small Capital By Category 

Various Schools Only 

FY 08 thru FY 14 Capital Expenditures 

Unaudited 

P,tcJf~-~~fi~lill~i~ Proirairt:;'\ . .,:,, rtevet !Watd FYOS FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 

Capitol Hill Montessori @ Logan Windows PK-8 6 - - - - -
Capitol Hill Montessori @ Logan Roofs PK-4 6 748,763.84 - 206.24 - -
Capitol Hill Montessori @ Logan Boilers/HVAC PK-5 6 225,318.73 35,733.89 15,478.67 86,375.81 47,032.00 

Capitol Hill Montessori @ Logan ADA PK-6 6 -
Capitol Hill Montessori @ Logan LifefSafetv PK-7 6 7,099.00 19,793.92 - 56,277.69 13,804.25 

Capitol HilrMontessori @ Logan General PK-8 6 339,226.25 19,165.40 5,889.89 4,969.55 669,885.30 

Capitol Hill Montessori @ Logan Total 1,320,407.82 74,693.21 21,574.80 147,623.05 730,721.55 

Coolidge HS Windows HS 4 - - 18,218.00 - -
Coolidge HS Roofs HS 4 - - 6,950.00 3,779.05 1,348.31 

Coolidge HS Boilers/HVAC HS 4 978,919.19 286,565.29 177,004.69 304,375.84 -
Coolidge HS ADA HS 4 -
Coolidge HS life/Safety HS 4 217,818.14 40,595.08 35,950.84 53,507.07 73,253.65 

Coolidge HS General HS 4 5,472,511.65 180,830.71 2,747,880.54 438,663.68 475,231.31 

Coolidge HS Total 6,669,248.97 507,991.08 2,986,004.07 800,325.64 549,833.27 

CW Harris ES Windows ES 7 - - - - -
CW Harris ES Roofs ES 7 - - 3,779.05 1,348.31 

CW Harris ES Boilers/HVAC ES 7 328,348.31 4,667.64 11,665.55 40,126.79 -
CW Harris ES ADA ES 7 -
CW Harris ES Life/Safety ES 7 8,931.00 23,214.99 4,520.00 16,725.72 80,161.25 

CW Harris ES General ES 7 682,745.13 236,610.86 120,093.40 134,004.04 204,979.36 

CW Harris ES Total 1,020,024.44 264,493.49 136,278.95 194,635.60 286,488.92 

Eaton ES Windows ES 3 - - - - -
Eaton ES Roofs ES 3 - - - 3,779.05 1,348.31 

Eaton ES Boilers/HVAC ES 3 130,506.43 17,483.15 172,912.61 64,942.80 -
Eaton ES ADA ES 3 -
Eaton ES life/Safety ES 3 10,790.00 49,167.13 23,705.29 11,576.00 4,482.00 

Eaton ES General ES 3 168,252.20 544,889.55 1,150,450.86 225,880.58 6,547.21 

Eaton ES Total 309,548.63 611,539.83 1,347,068.76 306,178.43 12,377.52 

Eliot Windows MS 6 - - - - -
Eliot Roofs MS 6 - - - 3,779.05 1,348.31 

Eliot Boilers/HVAC MS 6 867,748.36 10,373.94 64,875.39 185,914.13 40,688.64 

Eliot ADA MS 6 -
Eliot life/Safetv MS 6 70,150.00 18,832.96 40,587.42 73,253.59 38,087.80 

Eliot General MS 6 3,794,153.98 2,604,481.61 299,122.61 197,836.55 22,420.51 

Eliot Total 4,732,052.34 2,633,688.51 404,585.42 460,783.32 102,545.26 

Francis Windows EC 2 - - - -
Francis Roofs EC 2 - - - 5,937.89 

Francis Boilers/HVAC EC 2 561,640.16 13,563.41 15,818.10 60,818.74 

Francis ADA EC 2 

Francis life/Safety EC 2 14,341.08 9,509.71 80,508.00 12,769.61 

Francis General EC 2 3,732,811.58 470,268.89 318,910.15 117,052.64 

Francis Total 4,308,792.82 493,342.01 415,236.25 196,578.88 -
rvote: ADA Pro1ect - CJM:su:sc. was not tracked separately unt1, FY 12 

Note: Stabilization/Small capital work performed within a Modernization capital project number will not appear in this report 

FY13 FY14 TOTAL 

- - -
- 79.03 749,049.12 

418.00 - 410,357.10 

- - -
- - 96,974.86 

129,948.21 80,486.26 1,249,570.86 
130,366.21 80,565.29 2,505,951.93 

- - 18,218.00 

- 2,198.59 14,275.95 

- - 1,746,865.01 

- - -
7,350.00 3,300.00 431,774.78 

- 4,600.73 9,319,718.61 
7,350.00 10,099.32 11,530,852.35 

- - -
- 272.37 5,399.73 

- - 384,808.29 

- - -
20,032.50 - 153,585.46 

- 4,021.79 1,382,454.58 

20,032.50 4,294.16 1,926,248.06 

- - -
- 103.13 5,230.49 

1,163.49 - 387,008.48 

- - -
3,000.00 - 102,720.42 

- 4,600.73 2,100,621.13 
4,163.49 4,703.86 2,595,580.52 

- - -
- 322.18 5,449.54 

- . 1, 169,600.46 

- - -
5,511.89 . 246,423.66 

13,535.76 187,937.14 7,119,488.16 
19,047.65 188,259.32 8,540,961.82 

- - . 
- 261.63 6,199.52 

- - 651,840.41 

- . -
8,057.43 2,480.00 127,665.83 

413,940.00 19,748.81 5,072, 732.07 
421,997.43 22,490.44 5,858,437.83 



Schools that have had some sort of 
modernization 

EXHIBIT-A 

District of Columbia Public Schools Stabilization/Small Capital By Category 
Various Schools Only 

FY 08 thru FY 14 Capital Expenditures 
Unaudited 

P.161~<.! Program ;:'.: 1;.,.-:..i-t_, Level: tWa'm FYOS FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 

Francis Stevens Windows EC 2 -
Francis Stevens Roofs EC 2 2,696.62 
Francis Stevens Boilers/HVAC EC 2 -
Francis Stevens ADA EC 2 -
Francis Stevens Life/Safety EC· 2 20,580.36 
Francis Stevens General EC 2 97,304".98 
Francis Stevens Total - - - - 120,581.96 
Garfield ES Windows ES 8 - - - - -
Garfield ES Roofs ES 8 - 7,685.00 8,350.00 3,779.05 1,348.31 
Garfield ES Boilers/HVAC ES 8 231,266.31 40,278.91 56,766.36 33,489.41 7,749.00 
Garfield ES ADA ES 8 -
Garfield ES Life/Safety ES 8 6,626.00 28,035.00 60,878.20 30,254.90 52,055.73 
Garfield ES General ES 8 572,894.70 411,369.85 254,518.41 383,729.33 121,590.39 
Garfield ES Total 810,787.01 487,368.76 380,512.97 451,252.69 182,743.43 
Garrison ES Windows ES 2 - - - - -
Garrison ES Roofs ES 2 - - - 3,779.05 1,348.31 
Garrison ES Boilers/HVAC ES 2 141,123.43 1,205.00 14,686.48 14,686.23 -
Garrison ES ADA ES 2 -
Garrison ES Life/Safety ES 2 7,649.00 17,471.60 39,639.49 18,876.00 6,047.50 
Garrison ES General ES 2 136,167.73 167,837.49 62,099.85 305,649.99 12,140.27 
Garrison ES Total 284,940.16 186,514.09 116,425.82 342,991.27 19,536.08 
Hine Windows - - - -
Hine Roofs - - - -
Hine Boilers/HVAC 236,736.74 - - -
Hine ADA 
Hine Life/Safety 7,518.38 6,236.74 878.50 1,248.20 
Hine General 427,271.40 41,819.86 - 320,083.26 
Hine Total 671,526.53 48,056.60 878.50 321,331.46 -
Houston ES Windows ES 7 - - - - -
Houston ES Roofs ES 7 - - - 3,779.05 1,348.31 
Houston ES BoilerS/HVAC ES 7 197,596.31 19,298.78 31,921.21 22,213.81 -
Houston ES ADA ES 7 -
Houston ES Life/Safety ES 7 6,485.00 17,330.63 30,257.98 41,005.98 106,537.86 
Houston ES General ES 7 360,845.92 167,343.16 1,245,185.29 133,156.45 108,068.22 
Houston ES Total 564,927.24 203,972.57 1,307,364.48 200,155.29 215,954.39 
Hyde ES Windows ES 2 - - 34,829.26 15,000.14 7,322.35 
Hyde ES Roofs ES 2 - - - 463.79 1,348.31 
Hyde ES Boilers/HVAC ES 2 425,076.56 150.00 - 43,640.77 906,097.10 
Hyde ES ADA ES 2 -
Hyde ES Life/Safety ES 2 49,705.00 9,089.74 9,719.11 9,908.45 3,069.40 
Hyde ES General ES 2 52,088.61 88,478.98 32,004.67 38,081.72 673,164.21 
Hyde ES Total 526,870.16 97,718.72 76,553.04 107,094.87 1,591,001.37 
rvote: ADA Project - uM"u"t. was not trac1eea separately untiA FY iz 

Note: Stabilization/Small capital work performed within a Modernization capital project number will not appear in this report 

FY13 FY14 TOTAL 

-
2,696.62 

-
-

20,580.36 
97,304.98 

- - 120,581.96 

- - -
- 134.89 21,297.25 

8,507.00 - 378,056.99 

- - -
2,000.00 - 179,849.83 

- - 1,744,102.69 
10,507.00 134.89 2,323,306.76 

- - -
- 538.49 5,665.85 

- - 171,701.14 

- - -
1,000.00 - 90,683.59 

228,912.06 276,643.22 1,189,450.60 
229,912.06 2n,181.11 1,457,501.18 

-
-

236,736.74 

-
15,881.82 

789,174.52 

- - 1,041,793.09 

- - -
- 317.87 5,445.23 

7,000.00 - 278,030.11 

- - -
- - 201,617.45 

72,990.00 - 2,087,589.04 
79,990.00 317.87 2,572,681.84 

252,844.50 18,225.49 328,221.74 

- 58.04 1,870.14 

- - 1,374,964.43 

- - -
- - 81,491.70 

14,829.47 - 898,647.66 
267,673.97 18,283.53 2,685,195.66 



Schools that have had some sort of 
modernization 

EXHIBIT-A 

District of Columbia Public Schools Stabilization/Small Capital By Category 
Various Schools Only 

FY 08 thru FY 14 Capital Expenditures 
Unaudited 

Pfo~@litlie~~Jff'~~ Program •·· :: · , ·level Mrar1fi FY08 FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 

Jefferson MS Windows ES 6 - - - - -
Jefferson MS Roofs ES 6 10,381.29 4,500.00 - 8,579.89 1,348.31 

Jefferson MS Boilers/HVAC ES 6 166,827.22 9,832.51 206,481.82 108,181.93 25,767.76 

Jefferson MS ADA ES 6 -
Jefferson MS Life/Safety ES 6 7,316.00 35,694.52 49,085:80 13,838.55 10,463.55 
Jefferson MS General· ES 6 744,509.53 269,406.81 435,049.38 719,156.76 394,490.48 
Jefferson MS Total 929,034.04 319,433.84 690,617.00 849,757.13 432,070.10 
Kimball ES Windows ES 7 - - 1,184,255.88 118,039.36 -
Kimball ES Roofs ES 7 - - - 3,779.05 1,348.31 
Kimball ES Bollers/HVAC ES 7 219,302.31 23,696.38 28,301.20 55,793.38 8,745.24 
Kimball ES ADA ES 7 -
Kimball ES Life/Safety ES 7 6,829.00 59,795.08 74,441.78 95,299.50 15,730.00 
Kimball ES General ES 7 484,499.61 280,234.42 289,422.31 370,752.00 7,891.13 
Kimball ES Total 710,630.92 363,725.88 1,576,421.17 643,663.29 33,714.68 

lewis Windows HS 1 - - - - -
Lewis Roofs HS 1 - - - - -
Lewis Boilers/HVAC HS 1 521,675.71 213,637.96 736.22 76,780.66 -
Lewis ADA HS 1 -
lewis Life/Safety HS 1 11,185.00 5,998.71 86,601.03 16,563.40 86,102.00 

lewis General HS 1 957,472.61 22,709.46 582,386.05 559,988.10 14,775.44 

Lewis Total 1,490,333.33 242,346.13 669,723.30 653,332.16 100,877.44 
MacFarland MS Windows MS 4 - - - 879.52 -
MacFarland MS Roofs MS 4 - - 3,200.00 11,547.76 1,348.31 
MacFarland MS Boilers/HVAC MS 4 102,778.06 78,322.63 331,703.17 13,495.73 -
MacFarland MS ADA MS 4 -
MacFarland MS Life/Safety MS 4 18,258.89 45,283.99 41,045.04 27,177.66 3,795.00 
MacFarland MS General MS 4 3,403,168.86 1,084,500.47 486,296.01 428,395.24 114,342.66 
Macfarland MS Total 3,524,205.81 1,208, 107 .09 862,244.22 481,495.91 119,485.97 

Murch ES Windows ES 3 - - - - -
Murch ES Roofs ES 3 - - 28,056.00 11,547.76 1,348.31 

Murch ES Bollers/HVAC ES 3 281,126.81 6,618.00 19,678.30 115,365.77 876.50 
Murch ES ADA ES 3 -
Murch ES Life/Safety ES 3 6,828.00 42,193.39 8,911.70 7,268.50 11,083.97 

Murch ES General ES 3 494,460.49 1,082,423.49 424,383.47 637,877.12 11,819.18 
Murch ES Total 782,415.30 1,131,234.88 481,029.47 772,059.15 25,127.96 

Orr ES Windows ES 8 - - - - -
Orr ES Roofs ES 8 - - - 3,779.05 1,348.31 
Orr ES Bollers/HVAC ES 8 182,898.31 23,751.40 126,433.48 526,996.88 184,683.98 

Orr ES ADA ES 8 -
Orr ES Life/Safety ES 8 6,918.00 33,469.00 2,376.92 9,082.00 5,510.00 

Orr ES General ES 8 46,473.52 41,206.58 146,796.57 35,921.57 5,446.53 
Orr ES Total 236,289.83 98,426.98 275,606.97 575,779.50 196,988.82 
Note: ADA Pro1ect - bM.1U.1L was not tracked separatety unt/J FY l2 

Note: Stabilization/Small capital work performed within a Modernization capital project number will not apflear in this report 

FY13 FY14 TOTAL 

- - -
- 446.23 25,255.72 

- - 517,091.24 

- - -
8,500.00 170,341.00 295;239.42 

256,027.60 525,267.52 3,343,908.08 
264,527.60 696,054.75 4,181,494.46 

- - 1,302,295.24 

194.80 5,322.16 

- - 33S,838.Sl 

- - -
59,844.30 - 311,939.66 

- - 1,432,799.46 
59,844.30 194.80 3,388,195.04 

- - -
- 129.69 129.69 

- - 812,830.55 

- - -
31,612.00 - 238,062.14 

- - 2,137,331.66 
31,612.00 129.69 3,188,354.05 

- - 879.52 

- 289.55 16,385.62 

- 351,236.00 877,535.59 

- - -
3,300.00 - 138,860.58 
6,564.00 117,839.00 5,641,106.24 
9,864.00 469,364.55 6,674,767.55 

- - -
- 59.93 41,012.00 

- - 423,665.38 

- - -
- - 76,285.56 

111,575.41 973,319.10 3, 735,858.26 
111,575.41 973,379.03 4,276,821.20 

- - -
- 246.69 5,374.05 

- - 1,044, 764.05 

- - -
2,550.00 - 59,905.92 

51,907)7 - 327,752.54 
54,457.77 246.69 1,437,796.56 



Schools that have had some sort of 
modernization 

EXHIBIT-A 

District of Columbia Public Schools Stabilization/Small Capital By Category 
Various Schools Only 

FY 08 thru FY 14 Capital Expenditures 
Unaudited 

R~~J~l~!f;2i~~ Program 1:;f;'1 :Level iWardi FYOS FY09 FY10 FY11 FY12 

Oyster Windows PK-8 3 - - - -
Oyster Roofs PK-8 3 - - - 1,348.31 

Oyster Boilers/HVAC PK-8 3 63,809.52 35,585.09 68,254.90 -
Oyster ADA PK-8 3 -
Oyster Life/Safety PK-8 3 6,085.00 11,371.25 35,547.19 1,585.27 

Oyster General PK-8 3 71,686.86 93,786.15 35,548.58 140,706.99 

Oyster Total, 141,581.38 140,742.49 139,350.67 - 143,640.57 

Oyster Adams Windows PK-8 1 - -
Oyster Adams Roofs PK-8 1 - 3,779.05 
Oyster Adams Boilers/HVAC PK-8 1 - 30,372.94 
Oyster Adams ADA PK-8 1 
Oyster Adams Life/Safety PK-8 1 - -
Oyster Adams General PK-8 1 410,353.00 191,936.54 
Oyster Adams Total - 410,353.00 - 226,088.53 -
Raymond EC Windows PK-8 4 - - - - -
Raymond EC Roofs PK-8 4 - - 11,208.84 11,547.76 1,348.31 

Raymond EC Boilers/HVAC PK-8 4 154,291.85 134,815.31 128,725.73 73,626.03 162,940.48 
Raymond EC ADA PK-8 4 -
Raymond EC Life/Safety PK-8 4 39,096.72 12,025.23 8,599.00 4,990.00 12,352.40 

Raymond EC General PK-8 4 3,055,583.26 517,418.50 203,999.87 95,509.40 10,605.44 
Raymond EC Total 3,248,971.83 664,259.04 352,533.44 185,673.19 187,246.63 

Smothers ES Windows ES 7 - - - - -
Smothers ES Roofs ES 7 9,133.44 - 8,562.40 3,779.05 1,348.31 

Smothers ES Boilers/HVAC ES 7 216,762.31 75,122.37 9,291.42 30,393.35 9,373.57 
Smothers ES ADA ES 7 -
Smothers ES Life/Safety ES 7 18,798.00 4,110.00 46,085.87 9,935.00 20,060.50 
Smothers ES General ES 7 3,083,993.85 529,969.50 131,020.16 44,804.86 13,765.01 
Smothers ES Total 3,328,687.60 609,201.87 194,959.85 88,912.26 44,547.39 

Stevens Windows EC 2 1,072,143.00 171,957.00 - -
Stevens Roofs EC 2 - - - 9,133.06 

Stevens Boilers/HVAC EC 2 141,616.41 1,608.04 - 1,523.08 
Stevens ADA EC 2 

Stevens Life/Safety EC 2 3,113.00 5,819.00 18,217.68 1,974.56 

Stevens General EC 2 286,009.77 16,680.52 2,956.09 14,025.39 

Stevens Total 1,502,882.18 196,064.56 21,173.77 26,656.09 -
sww Windows HS 2 - - - - -
sww Roofs HS 2 - - - 5,937.89 1,348.31 
sww '·/ ,' Boilers/HVAC HS 2 5,752.61 - 1,134.98 10,674.65 -
sww.< ·. . ADA HS 2 -
sww, Life/Safety HS 2 4,623.00 5,390.00 9,015.45 31,530.00 -
sww General HS 2 11,517.78 154.66 100,795.86 119,607.07 i7,303.14 

SWW Total 21,893.38 5,544.66 110,946.29 167,749.61 28,651.45 
Note: ADA Proiect- GM:su:sr:; was not tracked separately unt/J FY l2 

Note: Stabilization/Small capital work performed within a Modernization capital project number wl// not appear in this report 

FY 13 FY14 TOTAL 

- -
- 1,348.31 

5,980.00 173,629.51 

- -
2,500.00 57,088.71 

- 341,728.58 
8,480.00 - 573,795.11 

-
3,779.05 

30,372.94 

-
-

602,289.54 

- - 636,441.53 

- - -
- 24,144.02 48,248.93 

5,796.00 - 660,195.40 

- - -
6,936.00 - 83,999.35 

- - 3,883,116.47 
12,732.00 24,144.02 4,675,560.14 

- -
3,384.37 26,207.57 

- 340,943.02 

- -
- 98,989.37 

389,316.70 4,192,870.08 

- 392,701.07 4,659,010.04 
1,244,100.00 

9,133.06 
144,747.53 

-
29,124.24 

319,671.77 

- - 1,746,776.60 

- - -
- 174.56 7,460.76 

- - 17,562.24 

- - -
- - 50,558.45 

- - 259,378.51 

- 174.56 334,959.95 



Schools that have had some sort of 
modernization 

ifro1~1t~iE~::;.t;;'%~~f~E1 
SWW at Francis Stevens 
SWW at Francis Stevens 
SWW at Francis Stevens 
SWW at Francis Stevens 

SWW at Francis Stevens 
SWW at Francis Stevens 

SWW at Francis Stevens Total 
Washington Metropolitan 
Washington Metropolitan 
Washington Metropolitan 
Washington Metropolitan 
Washington Metropolitan 
Washington Metropolitan 
Washington Metropolitan Total 
Watkins ES 
Watkins ES 
Watkins ES 
Watkins ES 
Watkins ES 

Watkins ES 
Watkins ES Total 
West EC 
West EC 
West EC 
West EC 
West EC 
West EC 
West EC Total 

~dit~~~~ ... 

Program. .Level 

Windows EC 

Roofs EC 
Boilers/HVAC EC 
ADA EC 
Life/Safety EC 
General EC 

Windows HS 
Roofs HS 

Boilers/HVAC HS 
ADA HS 
Life/Safety HS 
General HS 

Windows ES 
Roofs ES 

Boilers/HVAC ES 
ADA ES 
Life/Safety ES 
General ES 

Windows PK-8 

Roofs PK-8 

Boilers/HVAC PK-8 
ADA PK-8 
Life/Safety PK-8 
General PK-8 

~~'i!~~!lfil~ ~litJ 

EXHIBIT-A 

District of Columbia Public Schools Stabilization/Small Capital By Category 
Various Schools Only 

twata' 
2 

2 
2 
2 

2 
2 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

6 
6 
6 
6 

6 
6 

4 
4 

4 
4 
4 
4 

~~~"! 

FYOS 

. 

-
-
-

735,384.17 

9,486.00 
28,366.67 

773,236.84 

-
. 

67,998.93 

9,036.00 
2,6S3,681.10 
2,730,716.03 

FY 08 thru FY 14 Capital Expenditures 
Unaudited 

FY09 FY10 

. . 

. . 

. . 
- . 

10,444.14 26,635.20 

28,922.12 100,902.46 

38,096.19 80,890.03 
77,462.45 208,427.69 

. . 
- -

594,808.37 195,606.69 

14,145.09 7,407.77 
467,238.59 353,485.36 

1,076,192.05 556,499.82 

FY11 

. 

. 
-

3,779.05 

52,160.26 

14,704.39 
962,551.37 

1,033,195.07 

-
3,779.05 

116,507.40 

7,812.80 
116,028.51 
244,127.76 

!il51.t209T"Gi7.sn ~f@9;3W.di €£418!0~ lia.~342m~E 

FY12 

. 
-
-
. 
-
-

970.00 
970.00 

-
1,348.31 

52,697.21 

-
15,584.09 
15,565.01 
85,194.62 

-
1,348.31 

-
-

6,466.52 
207,761.02 
215,575.85 

ErSfl.S-SJ~l>r6iJ1 

Note: ADA Project· GM303C was not tracked separately until FY 12 

Note: Stabilization/Small capital work performed within a Modernization capital project number will not appear In this report 

FY13 FY14 TOTAL 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. . 

. . 
4,600.73 4,600.73 

. 4,600.73 4,600.73 

-
-
-
-
-

970.00 

- . 970.00 

- 24,847.00 24,847.00 

- 222.83 5,350.19 

- - 877,320.98 

- 1,357.15 1,357.15 
2,000.00 . 171,599.06 

- - 1,125,469.26 
2,000.00 26,426.98 2,205,943.64 

- . -
393,083.10 91,826.13 490,036.59 

- - 974,921.39 

- - . 
3,603.22 . 48,471.40 

- 4,600.73 3,802, 795.31 
396,686.32 96,426.86 5,316,224.69 

tm109.4r~ ~"ZliMti?i~ §fi~Jmi.?:46~ 



EXHIBITS 

DCPS LEED Premium Cost Analysis - Capital Investment 

Energy Conservation Measures (ECM) to Platinum 

Design 

ECM 

Enhanced Commissioning 

Construction 

ECM 

LED lights 

Daylight Controls 

Lights Fins- Shading 

Greywater Reuse 

Envelope Enhancement 

Building Automation System -

BACNet 

Geoth~rmal* * 

pvn• 

Green roof 

Case Studies 

Project 

Ellington HS 

Brookland MS 

Dunbar HS 

Ballou SHS 

Cost 

$100,000 

Cost by School 

Average 

$1.25M 

$424K 

TBD 

$540K 

$475K 

$15K-50K 

$1-4M 

NA 

NA 

LEED Level 

(current) 

Gold 

Gold 

Platinum 

Gold 

Cost/SF Payback 

$6.38 4yrs 

$2.45 10yrs. 

$100/LF 3yrs 

$2.50 10yr 

$0.96 6 month 

NA 9 month 

NA 10 yrs. 

$32.50 10 yrs. 

$23 N/A 

Cost Premium -
% increase 

Gold to Platinum 

$9,451,800 5% 

$6,470,000 10% 

$7,100,000 8% 

$11,460,014 7% 

Value 

LED are 30% more efficient. Reduce maintained by 4x. 

Accurate light levels in Academic space for optimal 

learning environment. Part of the new energy 

code. 

Reduced HVAC costs, size, and demand. 

Have Storm water credits and do not have to pay a fee 

for not meeting the requirements. Reduced Watershed 

impact- meets DDOE-EPA requirements 

saving on average $250,000 over the life of the building. 

20% reduction on annual energy costs 

20% reduction on annual energy costs 

Free to project through PPA agreement. Energy security 

for the district long-term. 

Helps meet DDOE-EPA requirements. Reduced HVAC 

costs. Reduced Heat tsland effect. 



----·---~· -------~---------- .. -~~----

PUBLIC FEEDBACK ON INITIAL CAPITAL MODERNIZATION FACTORS AND MEASURES --
I believe these are the right factors I and measures to prioritize projects In I Which of these factors Is least the FY2016-2021 Capital Improvement Which of these factors are most 

Plan. lmDortant to vou? I lmoortant to you? Have we missed somethlna? 
I think it would be covered under Educational Facility Effectiveness and 
Equity, but there should be special emphasis on renovating out open 

Strongly Agree Educational Facility Effectiveness Student Demand classroom facilities. 
I I Active and true Community Involvement throughout the entire process 

Aaree le~------ !student Demand in all wards. 
Stronalv Aaree ~~ IEducatlonal Facllitv Effectiveness 
Stronalv Aaree Educational Facilitv Effectiveness Communitv Centered School 
Agree 1Eauitv --------- Community Centered School Are lhese traditional public only or charter schools also? j Strongly Agree Eauity Educatlonai Facility Effectiveness 

I 

I 
Educational Facilities Effectiveness 
Portables are not good facilities for a teaching and learning for children. 

! I agree with all these points, asklng me which most important and 
Anree IEgui~ Student Demand ___ I which least important is verv difficult for me to choose. 
~ 'Educational Facili~ Effectiveness _, __ ,_ Student Demand --
Neutral !Educational Facility Effectiveness !Community Centered SCh~' 
Strongly Agree - :Student Demand Educational Facili!}' Effectiveness 

i I I don't like how equity is done. should be done much simpler 1) Facility 
I 

I Condition Assessment, 2) Date and Type of Last Modernization, 3) 
I i 

I 
Student Demand & community support.Keep It simple. What was done 

I before or in feeder system Is immaterlal;its a sunk cost. Safety for I 
ID1saaree Eauity !Educational Facility Effectiveness students Is primarv concern. 

I 
I 

Survey Is poorly worded and constructed. E.g., the 1st section simply 

I~.-
should be named "Facility Condition• not "Equity". And It Is not clear 
why "Facility Investments In the School's Feeder Pattern• Is relevant or 

I even what direction this factor would push funding. Would a school get 
Student Demand lcommunity Centered School more or less funds if its feeder schools have received funds? 

!strongly Agree 
Not that I can see. Very hard to pick a least important since all factors 

Community Centered School Educational Facili!Y Effectiveness are lmpartant. 

I the CURRENT CONDITION of a school should be the top priority. i.e. 

!Disagree 
a school that is unable to meet basic programming needs should be the 

Educational Facility Effectiveness Community Centered School too oriori!}'._!lo matter where the school is located --Stronaly Agree Eaulty Educational Facility Effectiveness 
,strongly Agree Eauitv -- Community Centered School 

- ---·---~---------~- --·---------------
iStronalv Aaree Student Demand Educational Facili!}'. Effectiveness 
Disaaree Student Demand I community Centered School 
Stronalv Agree Eauity iCommunity Centered School 
I Agree Eauity !Educational Facill!Y Effectiveness __ 
Aaree Eauity Educational Facility Effectiveness 

I I I West is the only open space school and although they have great data 

I 

j8nd increased enrollment. community Interest and demand one of their 

I 1 .. "" 
major barriers is the old, open space, building. It Is a shame that 

!Agree 
lcouncD thinks that 2020 is the appropriate year to modemlze this 

--- !Student Demand school. 

~~ 'student Demand 
--··~-----

I educational Facility Effectiveness 
---~---------~------------------

I'"~ 
!Student Demand Educational FacilitY Effectiveness 

I Appreciate effort to form a transparent. systematic, and fair system to 
I i determine the modernization schedule. But posting criteria without ,.,, ... .,,., , ... ., _ I reaching out to parents first was the wrong. Also, criteria are confusing, 1-fy- l'"fy ""'-...... survev too short, 350 char limit Is insulting. --

Educational facility effectiveness should be a part of every project and 

lstronalv Aaree 

I the quality of the design for education should be weighed In the need 

!educational Facility Effectiveness 
for capital funding, so Orr ES, for example, without windows and an I 

Eauitv ooen olan deslan should rank as a hiQh need school. 
I Agree Eauity Community Centered School --I Strongly Agree Educational Facilltv Effectiveness !Student Demand 

John Eaton Elemnetary has been slated for modernization for a long 

!.,~--- _____ j ______ time and this has not happened. The school has improved over tlme 
and a facelift could take it to the next level. We need to reward schools 
that have Improved not push them back In the schedule. Please 

----------~~--
!!9.!!!!!ll!!!~ Centered School _ consider John Eaton for a modemlzatlon. ~ 

I It is unclear what you mean by looklng at Amount of Facility 

i Investments In a School's Feeder Pattern. Equalizing the quality of 

!Agree 
facilities within a feeder group cannot weigh against funding 

Student Demand !Community Centered School lmorovements if the schools are all In e<:iually ooa condition. 
1Agree Eauitv Educational Facilitv Effectiveness ADA compliance 
I 

I I 
Building condition should be first.to inelude ADA compliance, safety, 
!classroom comfort. 

I I No more money should be spent on any buildings should be spent 

!Educational Facili!Y Effectiveness 

I without a School Improvement Team being In place and a long term I 
I 

lstudent Demand 
plan being in place. No more wasting money on work that Is later 

·Neutral demolished. 
i I I We want to look at number of students but we should be looklng at has 
I I jthere been a real investment In education a certain school. Students 

I will go to the school where the investment has been made. So the I investment in the CIP should go to the schools where a Investment has j 
r::S,_tron~~l~A~re_e _________ --1C~o~m~m~un_,,.i~C~e~ntered School Student Demand .N __ O_T_B_E_E_N_MA __ D~E ________________ ___, 
Stron I A ree Student Demand------- --- Communi Centered School- - No, but these are all Im rtant. 

._s __ tro.._n_..~ly'""'A_,g._ree=-----------~Eq:i:u:o:itv,,.______ Commun! Centered School These buildin s are an investment In chilodren and our future. 



,- I ----· ----- ---------- ·-----------··they are all important, and hard to rank because this needs to be ----i 
I holistic and equity within the Ward is just as important (I.e. lots of SS 

\Agree !Equity ______ --·------ _____ 
11

.Student Dem~n~--------- ~: ::;~uster School feeder pattern in Ward 6 but what about other 

l The statement is that this is supposed to improve equ~. but if you 

I 
I I base funding on current and projected enrollment most funds would be 

I directed to schoolS in ward 3 where demand and class sizes are high. 
j This proposal misses the unintended consequences of how these 

Disagree Communll)t Centered School =:jStudent Demand _____ factors will impact the allocation of funding_'._ ______ _ 
~9!~~---=-=- ~l!catT~nal Facl[IY §!~~~~~~L IStudent_peman.!!_-~~- _ 

-- Student demand w111 follow qualitY-schools:IFequlty pmvaiiS 8nd 
schools are improved, parents can send their children to neighborhood 

A ree 

I ! 
I 

schools rather than transport them across town. Requires an Infusion 
jOf EXTRA funds to help the children "catch up." after the many many 

I Student Demand ears of n lect and lower level curricula. 

1 
Student demand will follow quality schools. IF equity prevalls and I 

I !schools are improved, parents can send their children to neighborhood j 
,schoolS rather than transport them across town. Requires an infusion 

l
of EXTRA funds to help the children "catch up," after the many many 

____ y~rs of 1!!9lect and lower level curricula .. _____ ------· __ 

I I 
I I 
[~g~ --- -- ____ ----4§q_aj_ty_ -
!Agree I Equity 

rlAgree ___ -------ij~E~-- _ _ j 
l I can not answer the second question because Equity without Student 

; II 

1 
JDemand Is a waste of funds. If Equity Is more Important then we get 

I
. j Into situations like Roosevelt High where we are spending over 

$120,000,000 for a school with 1 feeder middle school and a student 
1 Stron I A ree Student Demand o ulation under 500. 
I The DC govt has almost no controls over contractors to keep schools 
I , on budget. Schools are "on budget" because the budget gets Increased 
i i with every ask - no limit. Compare budgets year to year for any school 
, I vs final. Outrageous school budgets Is one way the contractors "gel 
IAgree Student Demand _____ ---~---------- ~back" for their generous campaig_n_S~·-------
~trongly Agf_e_e~~-~-~~-~E~ui~------~----...IC~o_m_m_u_n_i~C_e_nt_e_re_d~S~ch_oo~l--,_..-------==-=-----,,,----:-:--~~--:--=-----1 

In Ward 1, there is a GIGANTIC under 3-yr-old population. It is 
disturbing that Shaw Middle School has been removed from the 

~gree 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I Agree 

IA ree 

I 

I 
I 

!community Centered Schoo! 
!student Demand 

I 
I 
I 
jstudent Demand 

I 
1Communi Centered School 

budget; the school is at least 9 years away from opening (assuming 3 

!years of planning as stated by DME Niles The current 2-yr-olds In 
Shaw/U Street/LeDroit Parl<JBloomingdale will already be in middle 

E ui school In 9 ears! 

!Community Centered School __ --j-----------------· ~-- ·--- ·-·--·---

1 
for the 40% of fammes in charter schoolS, their schools should have ,. 
footing to traditional sehoolS. my kids to to a DCI feeder, so I was sad 

Commun! Centered School 

I 
!Edu.cational Faclllty Effectiveness 

that the $2M in approved funding was pulled. And Elllngton could get 
35M more. Is e laln how the have more rl ht to that S than charters 
The ultimate goal is missing: an excellent school of right serving every 
comer of DC. I do not believe we have the necessary legal and policy 
environment to achieve this oal at resent. 

: I 
~~ .. --- .. ---·-·--~-·""~ ........... .. -r·olty-.§?>ool 

In schools with citywide enrollment the boundary considerations do not 
apply. I weighed equity highest because DCPS falls to meet Its own 
standards on facilities & continues to defer necessary upgrades at 
many facilities on issues such as HVAC, appropriately sized 

'

classrooms, adequate &functional restrooms, sprinklers, & functioning 
. doors/windows. 

I I l I 1 

!Thank you Chm Grosso. But I am concerned wl 2 of ihe stand8rds. I 
Of course •student demand" falls off after years of broken promises 
Jand delayed modernization! And "Faculty effectiveness• is related: wh°t 

!Agree !Equity _ -· !student Demand 
fA;;n;e·- =:}§tudent Deman..!!____ !Equity l

ean teach, and who can learn, In a depressing environment that 1 
: screams 'abandonmenr. __j 
ADA comptiancem• ===j p=- I I I I .... I 

I i Money spent In richer wards vs tiUe one schools? I 
I 

! 
I 

Neutral Communltv Centered School 

I~~·----
Student Deman!! __ . -------- ------· 

~gree Educational Facill!Y Effectiveness 
,Aaree Educational Facilitv Effectiveness 

I I 
I 
!Equity 

~N=e=utra=1 __________ 4E==u°"I~--·-------·--·-·-

A ~!!__ ___________ _ 

I 

I Including the $$ of investments in the school's feeder pattern could 
I actually be against equity considerations: due to S$ that went to 
I Janney, Lafayette and Murch -schools in the richest wards- Bancroft 
!student Demand ltiUe II could risk not aettina $$? this is absurd! 
!Educational Fac!l!!Y_Effectlveness ... 

1 "iion't agree with-some aspects of equity. I ams Bancroft parent arldl I 

!Student Demand 

don't want the school to be penalized for the work done at Janney and I 
don't want the school to be penalized if some new windows are placed 
soon. This is not in line with ~u~. 

!Community Centered School 

I 
IA coherent plan was put in place years ago under Dr. Janey after 

lhs of c· "de in u I w I 

l
mon itywi p t. t seems that e are on this perpetua cycle Ji 

J creating plans that never get fully Implemented. If you go back and look: 
i at the plan I referenced, I think you will find the same factors were I 
\Educational Facility Effecllveness !considered. 
i I 
I City-wide or community impact. Some schOOls, such as SWS, have a 
: broader impact. An example of Reggio Emlllo instruction, providing 
, professional development and mentoring via wOfkshops, coaching, etc. 

I 1· 1 
Support of special needs populations. Medically fragile and special 

Community C~~ed S~.Q!>L. ___ -~eed!!_ students have unique needs that should be addressed. 

A school built in the 70's has very different needs than a school built 
100 years ago like Maury ES. The neighborhood is thriving with nearly 
50 In bounds klds on the wait list for PK and we keep getting pushed 
back. Ifs frustrating to have our property taxes continually increased 

E u· but we don't see those funds ut back in to our school. 



f ~ E ui 

I 
I 

Neutral 

Commun! Centered School 

!Yes. Facilities foi public charter schools are never factored, despite 
serving nearly 50% of the Distrfct's children. Charters use a fraction of 
jthe funding proposed for Emngton or expended on Wiison. The Dlstrfct 

'

government ignores equal protection under the law. This is what 
•e ui should define. 
Considering other renovations in the feeder pattern is unfair. Bancroft, 
a Title 1 school, does not benefit from the renovations at affluent, west· 
of-the park schools in the Wiison feeder pattern. 

Enrollment pressure should also take into account waiUist size, or else 
it could create perverse incentives for schools to overcrOWd their 
facilities. 

Missing something on commitment to maintain the investment, and 

I 
meet highest procurement standards. No cronyism. Also, B and c are 

I kind of the same thing. How do you measure And assign weights to 

---1,~tudent Demand ____________ --r-,iCommunity~C_en_t_er_ed_S_ch_oo_I _ __._th_es_e_f_a_ct_ors_? __ Some are objective but others subjective. 

!John Eaton Elementary has had excellent test scores and high 
I !parent/student satisfaction. OCPS has continually increased enrollment 1

1 I i jwhile continually postponing modernization. Please come to Eaton and 

1
,._ 1 

1
see how we make the most of every inch ofspace. 

~ree StudentD~man~-------- __ CO~f!!!l.!!!~CenteredSchool ---~~heUeKoerner,Eat~~~L----~--------··· 

~
tro gly Agree-------- - E ul Commun! Centered Schc.=.oo=I·--+-' --------------------------1 

---------- !Your objective are undefined and obtuse. Nice try. 
I How well do the educational faclllties support teaching and leamlng? 

~ 
What does this even mean and how will you measure it. 
This exercise Is a waste of Ume, your predecessors have set the 

_g)y Disagree __ lg_~_ __ ___ ___ _ ___ ___ Ed~~onal f!!E.!l!!Y Effectiveness council's inco!!!P-~e~te~n-~ce_in_s_ton_e. ____________ ___, 

I IDC should really pay attention to the cost to renovate these schools. 

I I 
The charter sector is renovating OCPS buildings far cheaper than the 
Distrfct is renovating its own buildings. KIPP has recently demolished 
Jthe Webb and Hamilton School buildings for about $40 million dollars 

!!Agree !Educational Facl!lty Effectiveness Equity :each. The Dislrfct ls spending over $100 miUion donars on 1 school. 

I iThese school renovations do not equate to greater student 
j ! :achievement If spending over a $100 million dollars on one site does j 

I I
, 

1 
)not increase student achievement why are we doing it? Any capital 

I Improvement dollar should have a direct tie to the proposed program In 

1 
1

1 the school and seek to Improve the quality not just the aesthetic of the 
~~re~e-~~~~~~~-__,~E~du~ca=-'-tlo~n~a~IF~a~c~ili~E~ff~ecti~·v~e~ness=.:; __ -1=E~~-----~-~~~~lsch=.;;oo;.;;.,;,;.1. ________ ~~~~-----~~~ 

I 

' !Thank you for taking the time to submit this plan. It is very much 
'!appreciated. One quick piece of advocacy. John Eaton, a tremendous 

1 
neighborhood school, has long be overlooked for modernization. I 

~.!!g!Y~![e_e _______________ l;g1Jl_ly _____ -· . -----------~~du(!atlO~!:ll£!1Clllty Effectiveness would strongly advocate John Eaton be considered for next year. 

I It ls quite stunning to me that these criteria were not ALREADY part of 
the decision making process for school modernization. Please also 

I
I develop a weighted scoring formula based on these criteria that can be 

published and posted In order to make the decision process more 
E u!!Y________ . .!educational Facility_E_,ffi._ectiv'""·_en"-'ess-'-'--+-ltra-'-ns~p~a~re~n~t __ 

~'-=------------1~Ed=ucational Facillty_E!fectiv~~--fCommunity Centered School 
E ul ,Commun! Centered School 

Dlsa ree 
Agree 

Dis ree 
I 

I I 

Comm"'lty C"'!s<od S<hoal !"''"""""'' Fodo1y--..,. t 
jBudget should be the very top priority when considering school system 

l
and program modernization. lrs a well-known and supported fact that 
DCPS has among the highest spend per pupil nationwide, yet grad 
rates and academic program quality, oversight. and proof of success 

E ui 

E ult are major problem areas for the district 

---~s""~dent Demand ·------.b-
l 

I 
Feeder Pattern Investment should be removed from the criteria list 
Our elementary school hasn't seen any significant modernization In 

J over 40 years, and just had irs modernization plan suspended. capital 

1
improvement projects to other elementary schools do not affect ln any 

Commun! Centered School iwa our school or benefit its children. 

!There are many schools in this City, like Bancroft Elementary, which are 
iin desperate need of modernization. As I understand it, one of CM 

I I 
Stron I Dis ree lcommunl Centered School E ui 

r Grosso's criteria would be whether other elementary schools in the 
jsame feeder pattem has been recently renovated. This is a misguided 
1cr1terla that unfair! alizes a school east of the ark 

------~-ommunlty Centered School - ----------------------' 



Neutral E uit 

--·--·------ ~------!----~--- --~~-- ----~-

i 
i 
i 
Comm uni Centered School 

11 agree with equity as the most lmi>ortant factor, but the facility 
condition assessment is the only aspect that should matter at all. All 
sehools should be brought to comparable standards, regardless of the 
current condition or how recenUy improvements were made at that 
school or In the school's feeders tern. 

l~~-- -~---- ·------r~I!)' ___ ---~!Y~~ --------E utty ____________ _ 

I 
I 

Basing decisions on Investment In sehools within a feeder pattern Is a 
big problem! Our school (Bancroft) Is In desperate need of 
modernization despite being within boundaries with other schools that 

Student Demand have undergone ~~mlzalion. __ -------~---- __ _ siiidentbmfld___ ---~~-- ,_ ___ _ 

- - -- ---~=a:~ at~=: ~~~:~-larger at-risk populations or 99% · 1 
FARMS. These are schools that won't be able to improve or fix issues 
as they come up. Non-FARMS sehools are more likely to be able to j 

I 

A ree IE ui 
Neutral ---

A ree 
Effectiveness 

Educational Facili Effectiveness 
Communi Centered School 
Educational Faclll Effectiveness 

make minor changes through fundtaislng, PT A, community 
involvement, a~~llllcal lobby!~. --J 

i I 

I
' Demand for facilities needs to be thought of as a separate factor for 
modernization. A newly modernized school with a well-regarded faculty 
(think Park View Elementary)· will attract families and create demand 
for a school where there was no demand before. 

I I 

I I 
rg~~---------r'l!!!!Y- -- -- -------~''"'°"".!'!'----------- Means test for familles that feed Into tha.-.t~s--ch~oo~I. -A-re_n_e_ig_h_bo_rh_oo_d _ ___, 

families engaging in the lottery and get!lng children into charter schools 
as an altematlve? Prioritize those who don't have the financial 
resources to engage In such altemallves or that don't have effective 
alternatives ri ht In the nel hborhood. 

I 

IA ree 

i 
I 
IA9ree 
I 

I 

I 
I 

Agree 
~gree 

I 
i 
iNeutral 

! 
I 
I 
l 
f~g~_ 

I 

Stron I A ree 

1-A ree 

I 
i 
I 

r 
I 

Communl Centered School 

Eglilll_ __ -------- --

1 

lcommunil}'. Centered School 

I 

Community Centered School 

Educational Faclll Effectiveness 

I 

I 
jThis has to be one of the worst surveys ever created. It would be 

I 
downright unethical if you were to cite the results for any purpose. In 
the future try consulting with a sociology professor or some other 

!Student Demand __ ---/professional with a modicum of experience In crea · a surv • 
The DME's office seemed to have put a lot Into the educational facilities 

I 

!~master plan a few years ago· how do those recommendations relate to! : 
\student Demand 

these four categories? Thank you for bringing order to the CIP process j 
forsehools. 
!There needs to be an element of prior promises. Our school had I 
renovation budget (Bancroft - horrible ADA compliance, faulty I 
infrastructure) only to have the goal posts moved. It's not fair to those 
of us who have been active, doesn't send the right message, and 
undermines those choosing to stay with DCPS to tum schools around 

Student Demand from the inside. 
- ~E!!!.lQ~m_!~ -

--~-----

§_q~}'. __ --------
Finding for other schools In the feeder pattern (partlcular1y other 
schools for tje same age cohort) does not seem to be a useful factor. 

I 
I I Also, for sehools that have a specific focus that dress student from 

outside tje neighborhood, such as language, the number of children in 
Eaultv lcommunitv Centered School itle neiehborhood doors not seem as relevant. 

I There is no mention of the Importance of integrating sustainability into 

I !the CIP. Greening sehool design provides an extraordinarily cost-

I I 
:effective way to enhance student leamlng, reduce health and 
!operational costs and, ultimately, increase sehool quality and 

!student Demand 1competitiveness. -------fE-qiilly_ -- ---~ - --- - -----r------- ----- Suggest amending Student Demand to Student and Community 

I 
______ lstudent Demand r------------- ---+E=d=u~ca=ti=onal F!!cill!:)' E_tfectiveness 

Educational Facilit Effectiveness 

Commun! Centered School 
Educational Faclli Effectiveness 

Demand ·n· arelncre nl al u as fao ties asl g y du p rpose as 
community/school centers, especially given declines in student 
opulations and the need to maximize use of public sp=ac=es=·-----i 

I'm concerned that considering the amount of investment in the 
school's feeder program will put elementary schools that are overdue 
for modernization at a disadvantage If the HS in their boundary has 
recent! been renovated 
I agree with putting Equity first, but I am concerned about including 
"Amount of Facility Investments in the School's Feeder Pattern.• This Is I 
unfair to Bancroft ES which is the only Title I elementary feeding 
DeaUWilson and unlike much more affluent feeder sehools, has not 
been u ted in decades. 

I The parents and kids who will benefit most from Improvements are ~ 
probably not the same people who have the leisure time to read this 

J I article, understand it and vote. The children who are at most risk of 
I Jdoing poor1y in school need the most help, but they are probably the 
i$tudent D_emand ______ ones who don't have people advocating for them 
I Student demand: To some extent, if you build It, they will come. 
I 
\ Garrison is the perfect example of a school that could flourish I 

enormously, once rebuilt, and be a true community anchor. It could also 
help to retain familles. Right now it appears to be a mess. So you can't 
get a true measure of potential stude11t demand. 

A ree E ul Student Demand 
Neutral E ui ·---------------·-----Educational Facllll}'._Effectiveness I ________ _ 
~~glY Agree ________ ~ Egui~ !Student Demand -------
Stro I A ree EducaliOnai Facili- Effectiveness 1Communi Centered scilOOl---r------------ - -- . ----------------1 
Agree ~~------ ·-· ~~!!}'Centered School ______________ _, 

1 i 1
1 j1t should be a blend. A high demand sehool school that is performing I 

! j !well likely has less need for capital improvements than a school which I 
l~~---____________ _____§!ii_(!~J-~mancl_ __________ -~cational Facility_E_ffect_iveness I serves a growin_g enrollment that Is ~rforrning less well. _J 



Stron9ly_~9ree ___ _ 
A ree 

.------,---·· 
i 
I 

------·----------~tudent demand• ls a function~~ optio~: Demand ls high for 

l
modemized facilities. If those assets are concentrated in one area, the 
favorable enrollment Is not representative since a true comparison 

Student Demand 
- student Demana­

. cannot be made. If faclllties were equal, then "demand9 would be an 
____ k~~te demonstration of need and whether_ prioritization is deserve'!,_ 

Student Demand- -~---- --------·~----

I 
I 

IEducatlonal Facili Effectiveness istudent Demand 
§_l_udent Dell!.a_nd ___________ E ulty ___ . 

! 
I 

Each ward ought to have a "gem• In the educational system. Right 
now it seems that these gems are concentrated In certain areas of the 
Ci • 

~ .. ;.zre:.::e __________ __.=Ed:=:u::.::ca=lio~na::::..:I Fc...::a::C::::ili~E::.:ffic::ecti="v=en::.:e::ss=------"jC~o~m=m.1ml!Y. Centered School 

11 see a overlap betWeen the equitY the community centered school 
1

1

consideralions. Areas with many school age kids should not face 
overcrowding that forces parents to send kids far away. "Facility 
jlnvestments in the School's Feeder Pattern• seems to address this 
concem as an equity Issue although ifs also a community schools 
issue. 
1. Charter schools need help too. Just like there should be I I 

I 
i 

l
accountablllty for performance with DCPS, charters should be awarded 
for good performance. 

12. Facilitate parental Involvement in schools. 

·~ree __ Educational Facili Effectiveness E uit __ ----=--==-----+j3::::·~F-=ac=.:il::.:ltat=e..:.:hc::ea==lt~h life Styles In schools _ 
~~ly_~ree _________ Commun~_~entered School _ . --· __ Edu~Ji!>'!~acili~ Effectiveness Free afters_i:11~1 act)~!!.~.!.fQ!' students in ward 5 are a neces!I!!)'.,_ ______ _ 
iStron A ree Student Demand Communlt Centered School 

Strong!Y~sree __ :~~..!_ty______________ ----j 
I 

! !Student demand is a fungible commodity. Improvements following J 
i enrollment ends up creating very expensive modernizations vs. 

'i I lmodemizing a school that Is not at capacity (but that has an in· 
, 1 !boundary population or demographics that justify maintaining a 
jstronsl A ree Educational Facili Effectiveness Student Demand ne· hborflood DCPS at this location • 
~----- _______ ~ducatlonal Faclllty EffeP!lveness Community Centered School L--- ·-···- ______________________ ·-
IAn~e _ Student Dema~ Educational Facility Effectiveness _____________ _ 

I 

A ree E ul Educational Facilit Effectiveness 

~gree -- -- - 9ommunlty Centered S~.?~ - --+E;gl!!_ty ____ -----·---- Making sure tilalwe're effectively planning for future growth (or decline 

Student Demand lcommuni Centered School in student ulatlon etc. 

A ree 

__ ~ommunity_CenteredSc~-- E_gl!!_ty _____ ----·------1-------

Educational Facili Effectiveness istudent Demand 

1 

How do the bullet points under "equity" actually measure equity? It 
lookS like these are measures to ensure equal investment across 
areas. rather than equitable measures. Where are your quality 
measures? Where is there incentive to Invest. how are they structured? 
·Where are the measures on how upgrades lead to improved 

rformance? I 1The criteria for equity all concern Inputs, which wim not give an accurate' 
I ' I picture of educational equity. A more important question concerns the 

j !quality of schools. Because of very unequal current positions, •equity" 

Q_i~~--- ____________ IEducati_onal Fa~tyJ;~ctive_ness ___ k~u,c!~n_LQ.ei'l~"~- ________ i;_:~ed by recent l::s~e~~ll n~t produce equity in scho~-- __ _ 

Limiting this form to 350 characters suggests you do not want 
thou htful feedpack: __________________ _ 

GARRISON MUST BE FULLY MODERNIZED!!!ll!l!l!!!l!!l!lllll 
j 1 think that just as with the budget, at-risk consideration (race and 

I 
income) should also be given to prioritizing capital projects to be sure 
the schools and communities with the greatest need are getting 

A ree Student Demand su rt most ulckl • 
f§!!o...!!S_ly~ree Educational Facili Effectiveness 

'

Agree ______ Educational Facility Effectiveness ...J 
! It the DCPS school's want to become attractive community centered I 

I 
schools they should look at how their facilities compare to nearby I 

~ree !equity and/or high~emand charter schools. 
Stron I A ree ,Educational Facili Effectiveness Student Demand 
Stro1!_9!).·~r~---------·---- StudentDemand Eg!J!!Y ! ____ _ 
Strongly_ A ree Educatio~!l£.!IE!!!.tY~ess- --- - Co~m-ufiLtY~C-entere<ISciioOi- - ---.L__ ________ ._-__ __ ·_-_-· ·_-_--_------------·--> 

I !There are a few schools which serve City-wide student populations. 

I Investment In these schools Improves educational opportunities across 
the District. These schools typically don't get the vocal support of their 
local ANC, and their Ward Councilmember is often fighting for other 1 

~ree Educational Faclli Effectiveness Communl Centered School schools. Don't leave them out! I 
I I I think that there should be extra weight for effectiveness DESPITE the ' 
1 '!current inequity in the system. The idea that high schools that are not 
I I fully enrolled should get full modernization at the expense of city-wide 
'1 ~ l !schools that are highly effective YET do not have sprinkler systems or 1 

1~ll'Qn.9~~----------- __ E_c:i'!i_ty_ ______ _ IEduca_!i()l!al_F_!!c.;!!lty§.~~~ 1workingair~ndilionlllQ~eous. _ --~ 
I r I Need to have public input on decision making. No one aside from aj 
1 j 1

1 

small, select group knows why decisions are made with regard to 
~utral JEq\!!!}' ___ . ____________Educational Facili Effectiveness modernization-and this doesn't cha e that __ 

i ~ _ J Great start. Other factors that could be added are city-wide schools 
J I and schools with special needs programs. Schools In high or middle 

I income neighborhoods that elect to be city-wide should get priority 
points. Likewise, high-demand schools who provide special needs 

~9_1'.eeEducatlonal Facility Effe~liveness l;gl_l!_ty__ P.._~ms should move u2 the priority ladder. 



- l- - I 1 think that in DC city ~de seh~~ls have done a great job In educatin~ 
1 lour chBdren and deserve continued support. There are some highly :J 
i sought after schools that successfully integrate children from all lncomel 

I 
levels which offer unique programs that are the only ones In DC such 

~g~«!.___ _______ . ___ _ __ E~Cilll.<!~al_l:_aci~ty Effecllven~ _ CO!!!_m~ Cen~~ School -~~the Reggio Emalia program at School within School in NE. _ 

I l 11 think whars missing is what conditiOn iS the school actually in? I 

I 
Jsuppose thars semi covered In equity, but a sehool might in decent 

!
shape although it has not had work done In while, while another schOOI 

~ree _________ ------~---- _____ _ _ _ _ Educational Facili Effectiveness ma have a serious issue. 
;Agree ~- Commun! Centered School 

I 
I 
I 
!Agree 
~gree 

I 
I 

r~ -
I 
I 
! 
IA ree 

! ! !consider converting Ellington to two high schOOls within a high school; 
I i lone performance-arts focused, and the other a new STEM magnate 

I I •School. This could help draw some of the students from Wilson, and 
------~E~i~ I Educational Facility Effectiveness I allow another more general high school optiOn west of Rock Creek. 

EducaiiOnalFaclll Effectiveness Communi Centered School , 
I I think we need to give some priority to City-wide programs that give 
I ,.back to the whole DC population. In addition, those sehoolS that serve 
I special needS populations with unique needs should be given weight 

Educational Facility Effectiveness Student Demand when consideri modernization fundin . 

---==4Student Demarn! ________ ------F-9!!!!Y----------r------------------------; 

I I !Can buildings be brought up to a minimum standard to support a quar 
I ! 'jeducation without a complete overhaul? That is, at what point do the 

-- -------r'~~l!'!!?.~~l!c,I J1:~m!'l~t~~l!f~ SchooJ__ __ ,~inal benefits of a complete renovation_P!!>j~ start to decline. 

I IThe proposed $178 million dollar renovation of Duke Ellington should I 

I I \be reconsidered, and it may require going beyond these criteria to do I 
I 1that. That building should be re-purposed as a neighborhood high j 
I !school, which presumably would cost less money, and Ellington should r 

--·- ______ JCommunity Centered School /move to a more central and accessible location. 
____ lcommunl Centered School I 

Educational Facility Effecllveness _____ _ 
t---------------- ___ Educational Facili Effectiveness 

Effectiveness 1Communl Centered School 
!Student Demand ' 

- ---1

1
-------------~-.-l-o-bVl-.o-u_s_ly_d_o_n't_th_in_k_w_e_s-hou-ldspendmoneyonschoolsatriskof 

closure but worry that too much focus on current demand Is to the 

programming & are trying to build neighborhood enrollment (when the 
dlSmal slate of a bldg is one more reason parents think they need to go 

A ree _ ___ ____________ ___ J;_g~y ______ _ 

I
' detriment of neighborhood schools lhat have good/improving 

Student Demand --+e""ls'""ewh~""ere-=.-.·----------
-- - - - I would advocate for Including not just future enroUment trends, but 

Stron I A ree Commun! Centered School 

!
future expected economic development, demographic changes In each 

I school's neighborhood, expected traffic pattern changes, etc, to 

!
consider which schools would be best utillzed IF they were modernized 

Student Demand and IF ex cted develo ments occured. 

lfwe are serious about providing hlgh-(luality educational opportunities 
to students across the city, the priorities of "community centered 
school" & "equity" go hand-in-hand. Chasing projections Instead of 

1 serving the students currently In need has the effect of exacerbating 
~91'.!L_______ ________ CommJ!.~!.ty ~~l:!~!.~-~c~~ _____ --c'Edup_ational Facif!t}'_Effectlveness __ the inequity In school offerings and student perfonnance. ___ _ 

Maybe it's captured in Educational Facility Effectiveness, but what 
about the few remaining Open Space schoolS that need that outdated 

A ree _____________ Educati~nal F~!!)ty_l;!f~~.Y!l!I~~---- Communlt}'j!entered School ~~n to fixed? __ 
A ree E ul Communi Centered School 

-- ----- ;_g~ty_ 

I 

Please prioritize the development and advancement of Ward 7 schools. 
Please remember that it may require creative and very different 
strategies to engage parents of Ward 7 students, and to keep them 

----·-------------+,e::::n:=z:ed::::... -------------------------1 

/A11 the factors listed are important. So none should be ieast. • 
I 
11 wish the survey had provided an opportunity to express opposition to 
jEmngton remaining in Georgetown and other money drains. The curren [

1

Agree 

Strongly Agree 
!strongly Agree 

____________ IEducationalFacrn 
Educational Facili 

!budget proposed by Bowser needs to be radically changed. I hope 
Effecllveness Grosso has the uts to do that in the interest of fairness and ra~. 
Effectiveness 

i 
I 
I 

I 

~--:-~~ 

I 

Centered Schoo! 
Centered Schoo! 

f§_trongly_~9!9_e ___________ --t~~~ty~n~_i:~~~~-

~-----~- . - -----
~~------------ ___ ~ommunl_ty~e__n~~§~_C!ol 

Effectiveness 

I Educational Facility Effectiveness 
Educational Facili Effectiveness 

Provide buildings to be used by the community, with proper notice. 
We need a good program for students to remain in their community. a 

'

child should be able to walk to schOOI. School should provide a 

!
wholesome education for all, regardless of where they live. This 
socie was built on Public Education!!!! 

/The establishing of an Asset Management Program (AMP) is an 
\equitable methodology to detennine priortozation of capital fu'nding. 
! 

I !Consider schools that provide access city-wide and schools that serve '. 
f l:_quity 

1 
special needS_~pulations. __ ~ 

i I Prioritizing high impact, low cost repairs. Why not renovate failing 

I
I I bathrooms in 15 schoolS for the cost of one new addition elSewhere? · 

We focus on total modernizations and huge projects when we need to i 
Student Demand ensure that all of our facilities are in good repair first. 

__ ]1;<!1_1~tiona1 Facmty_~ffectivt?!!~------------ --~-] 



l_ .. ,.. __ 
I Agree 
!Strongly Agree 

-. ------- -1 ---------·-- ----- ----- l 
Please consider Ille papulatlons within a school, partlcularly thought I 
drawing from all eight wards and are east of the park. Equity vs 
demand has been a problem. Now lers look at equity plus demand and 
which schools can maintain bOlh. Those deserve immediate support 
and modernization. Partlcu~ ~_e_y~ve never bee~billzed. . j 
Shame on those who lltlcs before children 
If you focus on student demand too much, you can only conclude that 
the schools west of Rock Creek Park are highly deserving of the 
available money. However, if you build It. they will come. Ifs time to 
spend money in the rest of the city. Schools like Marie Reed and Orr 

Educational Facility_E:.:.:ffe::.::c:::tiv.:::e:.::n:.::es:::::s:...___--+S".!:tu::.::d,_,,e"-'nt,_,D::..:e:::.m:.:.:a:::.n:=d ______ -1=ar~e'-=a,_,1r,_,,a~ve=st:t in this day and aQ!,_ with no walls. 
Student Demand Educational Facili Effectiveness 
E uity _____ !Community Centered School 

r 
i 

Educational Facili Effectiveness E ui 

Bancroft, the poorest school in the Wilson pattern, shouldn•t be 
penalized for renovations made to affluent schools. Enronment should 
also take into account walUlst size. Some schools, like Bancroft with its I 
17 levels, need full modernization to meet ADA and safety standards. 
Thank ou for seekin ublic In ut on lhese issues. 

Stron I A ree E ui Educational Facrn Effeetiveness 

~ree .. - --=---=---=-----&t!!d~l'!!_Q!l!l~~~--===~=-~-i~ll.~a_!l.c;inal Facility Elfeetiveness - =-=-~----=-=~·=--- . ___ _ 
I 

I ! jln all areas (and certainly In facilities) DCPS needs to be less 
: ! bureaucratic - charters all around move and develop near-seamlessly 

I i I j<malnly due to incredibly unfair advantages but whatever, they do it). If 
1 I ! , the central office can't keep up then they should probably go all chart~r 
jAgreeEquity ·----- -·- ___________ Edu~_!!onal F~ Effectiveness J!1ready. _____ _ 
A ree !Equity _____________ CommunityCenteredSchool -----1 ~ 

Communi Centered School I 
the category on educational facilities effectiveness does not seem 
appropriate on this list-it should be an assumption of school 
renovations and the factors In A. these categories are insufficiently 

1Educatlonal Facili Effectiveness distinct from each other. 
I jl just arrived from a trip to Evie Dennis Campus In Denver, CO. I think 
\ lour higher need areas could benefit from this type of campus that 

1 

1 
serves 0-21, has a school based health center, youth bank, and a suite I 

Attree Communi Centered School Student Qe __ m_ and lof nonprofits. Look into it 1 

~~---------- .E-d._u_catlonalFacili Effectiveness-- E~~ - ; - ==1 

I 
--

·1 would be careful using actual enrollment Sometimes schools are I 
I 
I 
I 
Disaaree 
Agree 

lEauitv 
I 
·Educational Facmtv Effectiveness 

Educational Facilltv Effectiveness Student Demand 

! I 

under enrolled because they are not modernized and famllles are 
unwilling to send their children to the school. A modernization may be 
what Is needed to attract famllles to a school. 

How would Educational FaciUtles Effectiveness be evaluated? Would it 
be based on test scores? 

willn IN to · tin facilities below wh· eeds be a base for exis g iCh DC ot 
jto1erate poor conditions. Objective Criteria for health, safety, conditions I 
for a learning environment. that trigger a school moving from 1 

prioritization to immediate ac11on. Education iS a right. & that right Is 
undermined ve si ificantl b the conditions in some schools. 

I I believe It is important to support programs that provide excellent 

I 
education, and serve as a model on a city-wide basis. I also think It is 

~gree ----rE~q~uity~ _ _____ Student Demand . ~portant to support the unlqu. e needs of special needs populations. 
A ree --=--==-~--- .Educational Facilil>' Effeetiveness Student Demand _______ _J _ . 
. A ree E u !Student Demand I 

Disa ree 

Stro A ree 

I 
I 
!Neutral 
Agree 

I 
I 

i 
I 

Commun! Centered School 

I 
! 

E ul 

The singular question is are we bulldlng to best accommodate future 
demand? Are we overlaying projected population growth with 
modernization money? Case in point. Garrison Elementary: 8,000 new I 
housing units in walking distance; epicenter of 3 fastest-growing ! 

census tracks. Baby strollers galore. What school will be there when 
the are read . 
ThlS IS good, David. 

BlW, I hate to tell you, but ALL schools have vermin and roaches - not 
just Orr, all of them. Blechl : p 

Effectiveness 
i 
'Student Demand iEducalional Facm I Heather Schoell 

9~..!'l.!l!!Lty_Q~ntered School 
Educational Facili Effectiveness 
Educational Facili Effectiveness 

I lack confidence in DC's ab!llty to accurately assess 
papulatlon/demand within a boundary. In Ille case of Maury Elem, 
DCPS has been blind to growing overcrowding despite the data. There 
Is a lengthy DCPS process that "determines- school demand - the data 
is stale. This process must be addressed for a fair and equitable 
C_11.1>ital Improvement Plan. 

I'm not clear on some of these categories, in particular community I 
1 focused schools. but I do strongly believe that transparency Is I 
j Important Clearly defined rules that apply to everyone don't have to be 
j perfect to be an improvement over the behind dosed doors, ugly ~ I . . . polltlcklng that turns nelghbomoods against each olhers that we have 

Equity . __ -------- Commun!!-)'_ Centered School __ ~ now. __ __ 
Community Cen~red School E ui ____ L.. 



S.t!Q~gly_~gr!_E!_______ E u· ·------ Tc;:_omm~J!!!yCenteredSchool _ - --·-·--·--- ----~~---
The feeder pattern investment issue within the equity category IS the 

Student Demand 
!Student Demand 

i 
!community Centered School_ 

I Agree Educational Facilitv Effectiveness 
I 
I I 
' I 

I 
I 

____ ~u_ca_tl~~EacJli!}'J;ffectlveness 

Educational Facmt Effectiveness 

Effectiveness 

most Challenging. Huge Investments have been made to high schools, 
but unless investments made to middle schools and even some 
elementary schools, then many families will abandon DCPS even 

=;~ :ne!1~~l:-th~se new ra:__~~h sch~~ (many-~~~:_:_r:~ 

Penalizing the "do-nut holes" because of investments made to schools 
above (or below) an age cohort could reinforce continued DCPS flight. 
A new high school does me little good If my klds' elem. and/or mid. 
school is in poor condition. Suggest weighing feeder pattern 
investments lower than the other com onents of the e ul cat o . 
Please restore funding for SWS modemlzatlonl Without a sprinkler 
system, and with heavy doors that small children can't operate, the 
building Is borderline unsafe. Our modernization has been pushed off 
several times while DC s ends $178M at one schoot?l?I 
I am disappointed that so much money Is going to Duke Ellington at the 
expense of other schools. Why not move Elllngton to one of the more 
centrally-located schools that have already been renovated and open 1 

1
up the Georgetown location as a new neighborhood high schOOI, taking ; 
1some pressure off Wilson? 1 

I
I 

1
11 believe that we need to support specialized programs that are already 
In place, such as language Immersion, Reggio Emma and Montessori If 1 

'we truly want to offer parents choice and if the traditional public school 
s tern wants to effective com te with h h uall charter schools. 
I strongly advocate for modernization of Jefferson & Eliot Hine middle 
schools NOW. 

I tried to write more but it kept rejecting - Must be fewer than 350 

-"-"~~-·-+c"""hara~I!,.----------.. -----------·--------
--+---- ----------------·-------------

Emailed Grasso b comments 

Yes, you also need to factor commitments made! I feel !Ike you made a 

1 
commitment to School Within a School when we agreed to move into 

1 

r Jlhis building, that you would modernize it for our kids. ThiS feels like a 
,total bait and switch on our families. Please deliver the funds oromised. -- - ---~--- - -
I'm concerned how schools without boundaries (Including Logan 
Montessori & SWS) would be assessed in the Community Centered 
Schools and If they would be negatively Impacted by serving the entire 

~~--------- ·--------rlty _ __ __ _ _ _____ _jc;~~.!"un.!!}' Centered School citv. 
I appreciate the leadership on this issue, but this survey very vagueTt 

! I I is not always clear how a sub-factor would be considered. Does 

i :::~~--b j 

'neighborhood investment count towards or against modemlzation? 
1

~!:a1 -------------· ~ ~: --·-----·--·nn ______ ~~ud!~~~::":a~lity Effectiveness 

!Respondents should also have been allowed to note that all four 
factors should be weighted evenl}'.. . 
Don't cut the Murch renovation bu!!geU ---------------- ---------- -----~---·--
Yes. This is a very simplistic presentation of a complex Issue. It is 

~!l!Y. Disagree 
Agree 

I 

Aaree 
1strongly~g~---·--
!Agree 

~ree ree 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
! 
I 
IStro I A ree 

leducatlonal Facilitv Effectiveness 
Educational Facilitv Effectiveness 

I 

Student Demand 
Student Demand -------
Eauitv 
Eauitv 
jCommuni~ Centered School 
I 

l 
I 

I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

---

---

----

impossible to separate the factors by most and least Important. The 
gq'!!!)'. results of this survey will be meanlngless. 
Communitv Centered School 

' 
Middle schools should be a priority- Eliot Hine and Jefferson. 
Reward schools that are doing well and models of educational success. 
Their leadership has proven they can make things happen. 

lcommunltv Centered School 
Equity Is important, but if readership Is poor, a mOdemlzaUon may be 
throwinc aood money after bad until the rlaht oeoole are In olace. 

gq~ ----------- I 

Community Centered School I 

Community Centered School ; 
§C1ucational Facrn~ Effectiveness 

Equity should include prior DCPS representations/commitments to r 

modernizations. DCPS should not be allowed to wholesale renege on [ 
its commitments. 

Fully restore an schools - don't make it a competition pitting i 
I 1school/neighborhood against school/neighborhood. I 

Commun! Centered School Thank ou for taki the time to do this surve . 

school but the demand of needS that those students have. Your list Is I 
I 

Student demand shouldn't be a simple count of bodies enrolled In the 

!student Demand 
I 

not comprehensive and definitely overlooks the great troubles DC faces­
as we become a wealthier white city with an even greater population of 

. ______ .. __ .J~Ql!lffi~.!l!_ty_~_nte~r~ed~S~ch=ool=---=c=hi~ld_ren._._ma.-.-.n ,_o~f~c~ol~or'-'--"-liVl~·n'-""--l_n-"-'-ve ___ ,._.~--------~ 



f 
~- --- ------------ ·:commUnii}t cenlefed School I 

~--~--·---

Eaultv !student Demand I 

I am writing as a concerned parent of a child at SWS. In moving to the 

SitOlllrv Acree 

new l~ation, we were promised funds to update the school. The 

I 
school is rapidly growing and serves a high demand area (Wards 6 & 
7). Please consider restoring the funding and moving up the timeframe 

IStronalv Disaaree EducaUonal Facllitv Effectiveness Student Demand in which the school receives the fundlrm. Thank vou. 
f~!lglyJ!gree _____________ Educational F~~}' Effectiveness Com~.9.~11teredS~~C?!_ _____________________________ I I want to place emphasis on facility condition and how well do the 
i 
I 

[Agree 
1Sttonalv A11ree 

I 

~~~gl}' Disagree 

~ 
I 

~~~~ 
9 

Stro_'!91}'~~ 

Stronalv Acree 

~~ 

Stronalv Aaree 

~g_ree 

Stron I A ree 
Stron I A ree 

jeducational facilities support teaching and learning. SWS@ Goding 
J !needs new HVAC, fire sprinklers and classrooms sized that meet 1 

~-- 1
community Centered School standards. J 

Educational Facilitv Effectiveness ICommunitv Centered School 1 

I : 

i I \Equity means that in the end there will be larger number, yet insufficien1 
I I 

:or at best mediocre options for the kids at DCPS. CIP should invest in l I 
I jpi!lars of excellence· like SWS ·which gives example and hope to the 

I educational Facilit}' Effectiveness 
I 
JE~l}' ____ --- -- --·---- rest of the schools of how we can be better. 

Yes, you are dinging banaoft due to Its feeder pattern. That iS not 

Communll}'_~~~~~----l!=duCl!llona!_F_!!E!_IJty_ E~ectlveness helpful to a school that has made a big effort to get the renovaUon 
underway. ---

I Charters enroll 44% of the public students In DC and have longer Wls 

I than DCPS. There are charter MS and HS w/o pennanent facilities -
land the city needs to provide dedicated facility funding (par with DCPS) 

,s.-1 !'!_m~ ________ ~comm"'"'-Cen""" ""',. 
I& close the fairness gap. 1rs a joke to renovate Roosevelt for< 500 
students when more oopular charters don't have a E!!!nnanent home. 
\Current safety of building for students, City-wide acceptance of children, 
,and serves large populaUon of special needs children. School Within 

! I jschool at Goding meets all your prlorllles in addition to those written 
I Educational Facility Effectiveness ~-- ---- -·--- -- iabove. 

!student Dema_~ ____ 
I Consideration of outside funding sources a school may be receiving 
;community ~~~~...!C!I~~--- !(grants. donations, etc.1_ __________ 

! Are city-wide schools fairly treated In these aiteria? I honesUy don't 

I know but hope they are. 
I 
I I also think past commitments from the city to a school are an important 

Eauitv !Educational Facilltv Effectiveness factor. 
_ EcN-.al_FociU~E- -1"""m""1tyCen""" • .,,. 

These are all important factors. I didn't really have a least Important 
factor was forced to pick one. I picked fadllty effectiveness as the as I 
think our great and creative teachers could make just about anything 

Eaultv 

~------·· 
I 
I 

___ l;_~fil'._ __ _ 

Educational Facill Effectiveness 

I 
I 

!e u 

Educallonal Facill Effectiveness 
Educallonal Facm Effectiveness 

I educational Facllitv Effectiveness 
work assuming the facilities are such that they were addressed through 
the factors A-C. 

I Keeping commitments to communities for buildings. Families make 
!Community Centered School decisions on where to live on these. 

To slmpllfy the priorities and get rid of the wiggle room: 

I 
1.lm ·aiex rts score the school on how subStandard the current I ~ ~ ,j 1faclllties are for health, safety. and learning outcomes. 

!2. Weight that score by the number of students in the school the past 2 
jyears and projected next two years. . 

iNow rank schools and work our wa down the list 

E~l_ty ____ ---------~~::::~~~-.: assess:-ent of these factors would 
eliminate a lot of grief amongst various school communities, as would 

I developing more reallsllc (and probably smaller) project scopes, 

I 
managing the projects to budget and completing projects as laid out In 

Student Demand the schedule for modemlzallon. 
I -------- Prioritize founds to school programs that give back to city-wide, as well 
Communl Centered School as uni ue needs of ial needs ulaUons 

I 

I""""'". c.-. ..... 

Student Demand 
E ult 

I
I This falls to take into account the importance of our citywide schools, 
which are one of few options to effect meaningful diversity and 

!
socioeconomic integration. These schools serve families ftom across 
the DiStrict. and their contributions should not be ignored as we allocate 
scarce resources to best and most uitabl serve all of our students. 
We're looking for your leadership In helping make the process more 
transparent At SWS, we have been promised modernization 3 years In 
a row, and it keeps getting pushed back. When schools are told they 
will get money in x years, they should get it 

Thanks for our wonderful work on behalf of DC Schools! 

Safety! You'lle missed making sure that the schools are safe places for 
our children to learn. Some schools lack basic fire protection and are In 

Neutral E ul Student Demand direct violation of bulldln codes. 1 
1-::S-tro_n_g.,..l}'_A_g~re--=-e-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_---=:E:::_u=: ___ -_-_-_-__ -__ --=.==-=--=.-=.-=_-=_-+!c-=-o=m-=-m~u~n~lty~Ce~nt_er_ed--=.s_,...ch_-_o·:_o-=_1-=_-=_-=_-=.+:_-=_-=_':_-=_-=_--_-=_~-=_~--_~--_-=_..._--_-=_-=_--_-=_-=_~---:::::::::::::::::::::::::=:=:=:=-=_-=_-=--=-~--i 

I 
I 

lstrongl}'Agre __ e _____ _ 

I I 

I DCPS should modernize facilities, like Marie Reed, West. and i 
1 !Lafayette, that have an open layout plan. We are at HD Cooke, but we : 

I 
I ilooked at Marie Reed last year and didn't apply even though we loved ' 

1

1 jthe principal and the program because the facilities were so awful that 
__jg_gl!!_l}' _______________ ____E!l_!!cational_F~ E"-ff~ecti~·v-=-en'-"ess=--"li"--tw;..;_as~h=ald~to=-=see.=:.c.;.how~=an""}''--'rea~l-"le=-=a~m-"-ln'"'g.__cou==ld'--'take='-'pl"'ac=e'-. Th.c=an""ks='-1--' 



-l --------------·--I What ~PP~~::en y~ apply these criteria and the schools that lose I 
money start screaming? You're rolling it out without buy-in from I 
parents. You should have brought parents together so we could see 

~ 

I 

I W2EdNetwrk discussion with the dme ast eve, strategy feeder pattern 

_ ---~ducational Faci.!Lty_ Effectiveness 
Based on 

Educational Facility E!fecllvene~ Student Demand 

eaohOlhet• ..... Md-pW.t•,o"-P·Th•wtDbea I 
decent into chaos if im(!lemented across-the-board this year. 

1needs must be more explicit as a factor. i fear forfeiting buildings 
_____ --~lhout serious d~s (!Ianni~. 

•Aaree Community Centered School Eaultv 
I The focus should be on maintaining and repairing old buildings to an 

I I I acceptable level of service. Don't spend millions of dollars on fancy 
I i I new schools when you can fix older ones for less money. Students 
I I i shouldn't have to ream in schools with mice, broken windows, or 
I 
Agree ~--------- .-.. _______ Jeommun.!!}'Centered School dvsfunctional bathrooms-

i ,350 characters?! Girts (and guys), thars two tweets .•• 

I jEFEl>date&modernizationSS I 
I 

~!~--------
I I l"'°"""''"""""'"""" ...... '""""'·'"'°"~-lty1 J<;ommu~~'!~!~Scl!_~I__ ______ lsStutuddenenttDeDemrnaanndd _ _ ___ ---~tered~h_oo~, _____ 1

1 IA ree TEducational Facili Effectiveness 1 

I !The upcoming CIP should acknowledge and address the issue that 
i , priorities in the budget tend to diverge year over year according to 
/ I I !competing levels of influence. The chancellor is correct in her 

r 
1 

_ •••• II C_ Ornrn~!'ity__g~l}_~red Schoo) ____ _i=:~::~ th~-~~-e~~~~f-rules is defined and to which the CIP Agf!!~----- ----- ---t~qyih'_ _____ -- -- ---

1

, - featonESisathrivingpubifcschoolwithinadequatefacilities.The 'I 

!
Ag 

1

1 !school keeps getting pushed back on the renovation list The staff has 
\ \no parking either. I 

A !Ce !student Demand _Ji;_~-----_________ !Great school S~99!!':!9 to maintain.. ,. I j------------ ---- - I Modernization can boost any school, but at some schoolS the facility is 
i I the top thing hindering improved education. It is also important that the~ 
I 

1 
1 data upon which these decisions are based is accurate. Improper data 
i or opaque analysis can lead to unwise decisions, even if the criteria lai 

Stron I A ree 1Communi Centered School out is timal. , 

A~---------- _ -i$._~~_n!_l?_~!!d_ ______ ---+--- __ ___ -----------·-------< 

I 
'Those perimeters above don't reflect what I see as real needs. I don't 'I 

even know what •educational facility effectiveness• is. My kids go to an 
I out-of-boundary school. I'd love a community centered school, but we 
1Neutral Student Demand EducationalFacill Effectiveness havetotravelifwewantafol' nla u e. Absurd. 

The amount invested in the ~ool's feeder pattern is not a fair 
A _____ ----,ICommunlt}' Center~-~~~!:-· ____ 1Educational Facill_l)t Effectiveness 

'

criterion. The distribution of resources needs to be based on the needs1 
I of each school, and individual schools should not be penalized j 

__ ______ E ~--- _____ _ _ _____ Jcommunl_l)t Centered School because another school near them was renovated. 
-- rsome schools need important renovation to meet building codes or 

I I J !other Important criteria. For example, the Bancroft School is not 

I 
I I I compliant with ADA, having 30 levels and no ramps or other 

. accommodations. This leaves the school system open to the risk of 

I I 'expensive litigation, after which the renovations would need to be done 
Disa ree __________ -i:~--_ ----if:~~~l!_n_!!y~ente~~dSchool ___ ~~y.!.._ ________ _ 

l
lcould we have a little more explanation of why "D" is in the list at all? 
I don't have a clue as to how this would be measured and I'm 
concerned that it could be pitted against "A" to the extent that really old 

~;.=__________ Commun! Centered Sch~L-u ______ .. ____ Educational Facility EffecUveness decre it facilities l}!lght Poorly SU(!!>Ort teaching and learnin • 
Commun_l_t}' Centered Scho_<?) ________ g~ucatlP-_~al Facility Effectiveness_ 

lleommu•~ een......, ""'°"' 
---+-C_o_m.munl Centered School 

!moved to Takoma-DC after livlng at SW Waterfront & Potomac 
Ave.Many more families with children live here.There is a disparity in 
property values between the DC and MD sides ofTakoma because our! 
schools are not comparable. I hope there will be MORE Investment In 
ed and econ development (Walter Reed) Our schools need to be ready 1 
to~~~ ! 

Will you, Councilmember Grosso, let the residents of the Benning 
Ridge neighborhood know what is planned for the Adelaide DaviS 

Student Demand Elementa School, which has been closed for over a ear? 
~i,ica. tional Facility Effectlvene~_ L ______________________ _ 
9om!11__!1.!!!_ty Centered School L 

I 

I I 
11 don't see why public financial Investment in the neighborhood over the! 

1 
last decade should be a factor, if •date and type of last modernization" 

I and "facility condition assessment" are already factors. The oldest and 
1 most rundown school should be renovated first. even if that 

_ __ -~~Centered School ---j>'-'n=e.._h""bo=rh.:.::oo=d.:.:ha;:x<=ne=.:d~to~""et:..:a~re-=-a=:t;.;;n"'ew-"--"li-=-bra'=-''-'r-=-ec"-'en='-'"·-----1 

I I
I II don't see why public financial Investment in the neighborhood over the 

I 
last decade should be a factor, if •date and type of last modernization" 

! 
1
1 and "facility condition assessment" are already factors. The oldest and I 

I most rundown school should be renovated first. even if that I 

I
Agree -~ _________________ j9~muni~ Centered Schoo!___-+1n~e~ig~h_bo_rh_ood~h_a~p~n~ed~to~e_t_a~re_a~t_new __ libra~~rec~en~-· ----1 

1
strong!yAgree __________ ~~IFacjlj_tyEffectlv~!I~ ___ J~tudentDemand -----------+------------------------4 I I !Any plans should include honoring any previous ccmmitments made by 

1

1 

I I the District to specific schools. 
If a school does not meet the current DC code for dassroom size a 

I 
I facilities change is required or the number of children using 

J 1 classrooms. The code is for the benefit and safety of the children, It 
~utral _ ·------ !Educa!i!>.!1.~_F_ac_i!ily_~!f!Ctlveness __ __ffi__qy~lty~--- should be adhered to. 

,_IA_gr_ee _________ -.-.IE~ql!!!Y ___ _ 



Henderson, Christina (Council) 

From: Henderson, Christina (Council) 
Monday, May 04, 2015 1:15 PM Sent: 

To: 

Cc: 

mreXfWOJ@dcpcsb.org'; Yeager, Margie (EOM) (~); 
·~.gov' 

· ~dcpcsb.org; Joyner, Angela (Council); Shepherd, Deloras (OCFO); Oates, 
Tiffany (OSSE) (t~gID{); Setlow, Christina (OSSE) 
~de.gov) 

Subject: FY16 Public Charter School Enrollment Projections 

Importance: High 

Hi All, 

Hope you are doing we ll and that you had a good weekend. I want to follow-up on a point of discussion from t he OSSE 
budget hearing last Thursday regarding the public charter school enrollment estimates for FY16. For the purposes of 
everyone being on the same page, I j ust want to st ate some facts based on the information provided to both the 
Committee and the Budget Office. 

• The FY15 budget for PCS was based on a student enrollment of 39,076. This provided an approved FY15 budget 
of $675,407,996. 

• The audited enrollment for FY15 was 37,647 - a difference of 1,429. 
• To date in FY15, the Council has approved reprogramming requests amounting to $12,935,280 from PCS 

enrollment (documented below). There is another reprogrammi ng for $2,500,000 currently pending in the FY15 
supplemental. 

• The proposed FY16 budget for PCS is based on a student enrollment of 39.448. The proposed budget is 
$682,665,961. 

• In one yea r, we are anticipating that PCS wi ll not on ly meet t heir enrollment projections from FY15, but also add 
an additional 400 students. 
(39,448 (FY16) - 37,647 (FY15 audit)=l 801) 

Accord ing to our records, there are only four new cha rter schools opening next year - Wash Global (85), Monument 
(40), Kingsman (280), and Chi ldren's Guild (175). That on ly amounts t o 580 seats. While there are exist ing LEAs adding 
additional campuses, it hard for us to understand where 1800 w ill come from in FY16. We believe this is an over 
projection. 

During the hearing, Acting Superintendent Kang mentioned th at she would look into th is matter further. I wanted to put 
this on all of your radars because the Committee needs a reconci liation this week. That allows us to ensure those 
addit iona l dollars are reinvested into schools and not reprogrammed away to Transportation, the City Administrator, 
DMEPED, or any other unexpected expense facing the Genera l Fund next fiscal year. 

Please let me know if we need to discuss further. 

Thanks! 
Christina 

COUNCIL PERIOD 20 - REPROGRAMMINGS 



Legislation 

Number Status Short Title 

Request to reprogram $3,500,000 OF Local Funds Budget 

Authority from the District of Columbia Public Charter 

Schools to the Department of Transportation and the 

REPROG20-0276 Deemed Approved Workforce Investment Fund 

Request to reprogram $2,899,287 of Loca l Funds Budget 

Authority from the District of Columbia Public Charter 

REPROG20-0284 Deemed Approved Schools to t he Office of th e City Administrator 

Request to reprogram $3,458,926 of Loca l Funds Budget 

Authority from the District of Columbia Public Charter 

Schools to t he Office of th e State Superintendent of 

REPROG20-0286 Deemed Approved Education 

Request to reprogram $6,077,067 of Local Funds Budget 

Authority from the District of Columbia Public Charter 

Schools ($3.077M)and the Department of General Services 

($3M) to the Deputy Mayor for Planning and Economic 

REPROG20-0288 Deemed Approved Deve lopment 

Total 

Christina Henderson, Committee Direct or 
Committee on Education 
Councilmember At-Large David Grosso, Chairperson 
Council of the Dist rict of Columbia 
1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Suite 116 
Washington, D.C. 20004 
(202) 724-8oeQX 
www.davidgrosso.org 

2 

Deemed 

Introduction Approved 

Date Date Doll 

Dec 22, 

Dec 5, 2014 2014 $ 

Dec 22, 

Dec 5, 2014 2014 $ 

Dec 12, 

2014 Jan 8, 2015 $ 

Dec 16, Jan 10, 

2014 2015 $ 

$ 3 



To: 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
OFFICE OF THE STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF EDUCATION 

Councilmember David Grosso 
Chairman, Committee on Education 

From: Hanseul Kang 
Act ing State Superintendent of Education 

Date: Wednesday, May 6, 2015 

RE : FY16 Public Charter School Enro llment Projections 

The Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE), Office of the Deputy Mayor for Education 
(DME), Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO), and the Public Charter School Board (PCSB) worked 
collaboratively to submit a public charter school enrollment projection for the FY16 budgeting process 
of 39,448 students. This enrollment projection was based on historic enrollment trends; historic grade­
specific cohort attrition rates; local education agencies' success in meeting past projections; anticipated 
campus and grade changes; LEA openings and closings; and common lottery application information for 
the new schools. The four parties agree that this enrollment projection is reasonable because of 1) the 
methodology used, 2) comparison to annual increases over the past severa l yea rs, and 3) estimated 
increases in school-aged children per the DC Office of Planning. Additional information about these 
points is included below. 

After additional review of the enrollment projections, OSSE, DME, OCFO, and PCSB do not believe that 
any further revisions shou ld be made to t he enrollment projection of 39,448 public charter students for 
FY16. 

1) Enrollment projection methodology. The following describes the methodology that OSSE, DME, 
OCFO, and PCSB used to develop the enrollment projections. LEAs submitted their enrollment 
projections for FY16 to PCSB in January. PCSB and the OCFO employee detailed to PCSB reviewed the 
LEA enrollment projection submissions and revised them based on the LEAs' enrollment caps and other 
historical information. PCSB submitted these revised projections to DME and OSSE in late January to 
start reviewing in February as a group. 

During the month of February, the group took t he fo llowing information into account in further revising 
the genera l, ELL and SPED projections: 

• Historical audited enrollment trends 

• Historical grade cohort attrit ion rates 
• How closely LEAs met their last year' s projections 
• Common lottery application data for new schools 

• LEA/schoo l-specific grade and campus changes including new DCPS schools, and new LEAs and 
public charter LEA grade/campus expansion as listed in the chart below: 

810 1st Street NE, 9th Floor, Washington, DC 20002 • Phone: (202 ) 727-6436 TTY: 711 • osse.dc.gov 



New LEA or Campus 
Campus Name Expansion Projected seats 

Children's Guild PCS New LEA 175 

Kingsman Academy PCS New LEA* 280 

Monument Academy PCS New LEA 40 

Washington Global PCS New LEA 85 

BASIS DC PCS Adding grade 11 22 

Br idges PCS Adding grade 3 28 

Creative Minds International PCS Adding grade 5 17 

DC Prep PCS - Benning Middle Adding grade 6 63 

DC Prep PCS - Anacostia Elementary New campus, PK3-PK4 146 

DC Scholars PCS Adding grade 6 20 

District of Columbia International School Adding grade 8 100 

Excel Academy PCS - LEAD Adding grade 7 so 
Ingenuity Prep PCS Adding grade 2 64 

Inspired Teaching Demonstration PCS Adding grade 7 18 

KIPP DC- Lead Academy PCS Adding grade 4 100 

KIPP DC - Northeast Academy PCS Adding grade 7 75 

KIPP DC - Spring Academy PCS Adding grade 2 104 

KIPP DC- Valor Academy PCS** New campus, 5-6 54 

Lee Montessori PCS Adding grade 2 9 

Mundo Verde Bi lingual PCS Adding grade 4 60 

Paul PCS - International High School Adding grade 12 65 

Sela PCS Adding grade 3 10 

Shining Stars Montessor i Academy PCS Adding grade 4 6 

Somerset Preparatory Academy PCS Adding grade 10 44 

Two Rivers PCS - Young New campus, PK3-1 178 

Tota l estimated seats 1,813 
Note: 
• Kingsman Academy assumes the Options enrollment projection. 
•• KIPP DC Valor includes the previous Quest s•h grade and adds a new Gth grade 

• Fina lly, the follow ing closed LEAs w ere a lso taken into account in t he final projections: 

o CAPCS reallocat ed to Friendship, DC Bilingual, and DCPS (Burdick) 

o Hospitality. Closure ta ken into account for DCPS 

o Perry St HS. High school students backed out of overall projection 

2) FY16 enro llment projection in relat ion t o historic grow th . The public charter enrollment projection 

for FY16 of 39,448 students is a 4 .7% increase compared to the audit ed enrollment in the current 2014-

15 school year (37,684). This rate is in lin e with t he actual growt h in enrollment in recent yea rs, as 

sh own in the chart below. Ove r the past t wo years, t he average annual growth in enro llment for public 

charter schoo ls was 4.3%, and over the past four years, the average annual g rowth w as 6.5%. 
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2010-2011 2.3% -1.0% 7.5% 
2011-2012 4.5% 0.8% 9.9% 

2012-2013 3.4% 1.8% 5.5% 
2013-2014 2.9% 2.5% 3.1% 

2013-2014 (including Hospitality) 3.5% 
2014-2015 Projection 3.9% 3.4% 4.7% 

3) Office of Planning Enrollment projections. The DC Office of Planning developed single-age populat ion 
projections, showing that the number of 3 to 17 year o lds in DC will increase from 88,895 children in 
2014 t o 93,138 ch ildren in 2015, a 4.8% increase in children. This increase is consistent within t he overa ll 
estimated enrollment increase shown above for both sectors (3 .9%). 

For the reasons listed above, OSSE, DME, OCFO, and PCSB have agreed that t he enrollment projections 
should not be adjusted and should stand at 39,448 public charter st udents in FY16. 

810 1st Street NE, 9th Floor, Washington, DC 20002 • Phone: (202) 727-6436 TTY: 711 • osse.dc.gov 



To: 

From: 

Date: 

RE: 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
OFFICE OF THE STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF EDUCATION 

Councilmember David Grosso 
Chairman, Committee on Education 

Hanseul Ka ng 
Acting State Superintendent of Education 

Wednesday, May 6, 2015 

FY16 Public Charter School Enrollment Projections Document Clarificat ion 

The Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE), Office of t he Deputy Mayor for Education 
(DME), Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO), and the Public Charter Schoo l Board (PCSB) worked 
collaboratively to submit a public charter school enrollment projection for the FY16 budget ing process 
of 39,448 students. 

After this budget projection was submitted, PCSB submitted a budget response to th e Committee on 
Education that included FY16 enrollment projections that appeared to total 38,933 students. Based on 
further conversations with PCSB, we have found this number t o be inaccurate for the fo llowing two 
reasons: 

• First, a PCSB staff member subsequently identified that there was a formu la error within 
the spreadsheet they submitted to the committee. When t he formula is corrected, the 
actual total w ithin the document is 39,378 students. 

• Second, the PCSB spreadsheet reflected an assumption that about one-ha lf of Tree of 
Life students would enroll in charter schools next year, whereas the budget projections 
had assumed that two-thirds would remain in charter schools. This is why the PCSB 
spreadsheet showed 70 fewer students than the final en rollment projection of 39,448 
even after the formula was corrected. After further conversation between OSSE, DME, 
OCFO, and PCSB, we do not believe there is sufficient evidence to change the 
distribution projection for Tree of Life students at th is t ime. 

We hope this explanation helps clarify any confusion, and explains why OSSE, DME, OCFO, and PCSB 
continue to believe 39,448 students is the most accurate projection of public charte r school enrollment 
for FY16. 

810 1st Street NE, 9th Floor, Washington, DC 20002 • Phone: (202} 727-6436 TTY: 711 • osse.dc.gov 



To: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION 

DAVID GROSSO, CHAIRPERSON 

Hanseul Kang, Acting State Superintendent of Education 

David Grosso, Chairperson Committee on Education 

May7, 2015 

FY16 Public Charter School Enrollment Projections 

Thank you for your response to the inquiries regarding the Public Charter School projected 

enrollment for school year 2015-2016. After careful consideration and analysis, I am still 

unclear about the methodology for how OSSE reached 4.7% as the enrollment projection 

number. Below is my reasoning for why this number is not clear to me and I hope you can 

please help me better understand your analysis. 

1. Projected Enrollment versus Audited Enrollment 

School Year Projected Enrollment Audited Enrollment Difference 

2013/2014 37,410 36,565 -845 

2014/2015 39,076 
37,684 

-1392 

2015/2016 39,448 - -

OSSE projects a 4.7% increase in enrollment based on "historic growth" and the D.C. Office of 

Planning projected increase of 3 to 17 year olds from 88,895 children in 2014 to 93,138 children 

in 2015, a 4.8% increase.1 I am concerned about this 4.7% increase and the basis for this 

projection because as cited by OSSE, the Office of Planning's estimated projection is a reason 

for the estimated increase of 4.7% although there are no facts that show that all but .1% of the 

children ages 3 to 17 will attend DC PCS. 2 

1 Memorandum from the Office of the State Superintendent, Acting State Superintendent Hanseul Kang to 
Committee on Education Chairman, Councilmember David Grosso RE: FY16 Public Charter School Enrollment 
Projections on Wednesday, May 6, 2015. 
2 Memorandum from the Office of the State Superintendent, Acting State Superintendent Hanseul Kang to 
Committee on Education Chairman, Councilmember David Grosso RE: FYl 6 Public Charter School Enrollment 
Projections Document Clarification on Wednesday, May 6, 2015 
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In the Committee's calculations based on the above a 4.7% increase from the School year 
2014-2015 audited enrollment of 37,684 DCPCS students is 1171 students, which would give a 
total number of 39'455 instead of the stated 39,448. Just with that percentage calculation 
there is a discrepancy of +7 students. 

OSSE stated that the DCPCS saw growth in enrollment of 4.3% last year and average annual 
growth of 6.5% over the past four years. How did OSSE get the calculation that 4.7% is the 
percentage to be used? 

2. Differentials in OSSE's Audited Enrollment from year to year 

If the Committee calculated OSSE's historic percentage change from the projected enrollment 
versus the audited enrollment, by just averaging the last three years it could be calculated that 
there will be a decrease in enrollment by at least .4%, which equals 158 students. This is the 
lowest possible projection and if the trend of percentage changes in audited enrollment 
continues then it could be as much as a -2% variance leaving a difference of 789 students. The 
Committee is concerned with OSSE's consistently high calculations for enrollment of PCS 
students. 

3. Local Education Agency Closings and Openings 

OSSE cites that it anticipates an increase of 1813 students based on the additional seats and 
LEAs being added for SY 2015-2016. What the memorandum from OSSE notes, but does not 
breakdown is the exact seat decreases based on the de-authorization of three charters coupled 
with anticipated lower enrollment numbers. 

Below is the Committee's breakdown of the enrollment of campuses closing after school year 
2014-2015. Of the estimated 1,8133 new seats being added Kingsman is included as a "new" 

3 Memorandum RE: FY16 Public Charter School Enrollment Projections on Wednesday, May 6, 2015 
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LEA but it is either absorbing all or some of the currently enrolled Options PCS students. The 
other absorbing schools: Friendship and DC Bilingual were not listed as adding campuses or 

. grades even though in total they are anticipating 736 students from the closure of CAPCS. 
Therefore the 280 attributed to Kingsman should be subtracted from the new enrollment of 
1813 this leaves a projection of 1533. 4 

a. It is not clear to the Committee how the total number of 1813 part of the 
calculation forthe increase of 4.7% increased enrollment projection for SY 2015-
2016 of the grades being added, it can be anticipated that students who are 
already enrolled in those LEAs (for example KIPP) will remain in that school and 
continue in that grade or students from other charter schools therefore these 
are not new students who are increasing the charter enrollment projections 
instead they are existing enrolled students. 

b. Of the about 2291 enrolled PCS students that will need to be placed in school 
settings and the LEAs that are absorbing totals 1,016 leaving an estimated 1275 
students currently enrolled who will need to be in the projected 1813 "new" 
seats or will go to DCPS. Leaving only 797 "new" seats for newly enrolled 
students. 

c. This decrease coupled with the anticipated lower enrollment in PCS for SY 15-16 
leaves the Committee to not project an increase of 4.7% students. Until the 
lottery process has been completed we are unable to know exactly how many 
charter seats there are still available, although after the results for round one of 
the lottery were completed, the PCSB published that "2,759 open seats 
available at 29 DC public charter school campuses, after the first round of the 
My School DC lottery."5 

Burdick (DCPS) 
go 

Tree of Life 311 
Total -2291 

4 These numbers are based on the audited enrollment for School Year 2013-2014 and the number for children being 
absorbed is based on Deputy Mayor Jennifer Niles's letter to the CAPCS Parents and Guardians on February 19, 
2015. 
5 http://www.dcpcsb.org/bloglopen-seats-available-tier-1-schools 
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To: 

From: 

Date: 

RE : 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
OFFICE OF THE STATE SUPERINTENDENT OF EDUCATION 

Councilmember David Grosso 
Chairman, Committee on Education 

Hanseul Kang 
Acting State Superintendent of Education 

Monday, May 11, 2015 

Updated FY16 Public Charter School Enrollment Projections 

Based on additional data and information from the second round of common lottery applications and 
after additional conversations between the Office of the State Superintendent of Education (OSSE), 
Office of the Deputy Mayor for Education (DME), Office of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO), and the 
Public Charter School Board (PCSB), we would like to propose an updated FY16 public charter 
enrollment projection. Specifically, we propose an updated projection of 38,962 students, which is 486 
students fewer than the original budget projection of 39,448. This would represent enrollment growth 
of 3.4 percent from the 2014-15 audited enrollment figure, rat~e r than the 4.7 percent originally 
projected. 

Round 2 of the common lottery applications closed on Friday, May 8. Although the applications are still 
being reviewed and matches are not yet finalized, the application data provided additional information 
about where students are likely to enroll for the 2015-16 school year. In particular, we saw that in some 
cases where particular charter LEAs had been expected to gain most of the students when another LEA 
was closing, that in actuality students were tending to disperse across a wider range of choices and so 
were taking additional seats built into other kinds of growth projections (expanded grades, campuses, or 
other locations). Where students enroll when a charter LEA closes (whether at other charter LEAs or in 
DCPS schools) has been among the most challenging aspects of the enrollment projections to predict, 
but we believe this updated round 2 information has helped us to make a more accurate prediction. This 
additional information caused us to revise projections down for several LEAs, for a total reduction in the 
charter sector of 486 students. 

With regard to your other questions about our original projection methodology in your May 7 memo 
response: as we noted in our conversation today, the data points we provided about the Office of 
Planning's population growth projections and the enrollment growth were intended only as additional 
pieces of context to provide a sort of gut check about the projections reached through a careful, school­
by-school examination of multiple factors. These additional points were not used to reach the original 
budgeted projection of 4. 7 percent. 

We appreciate your careful examination of the enrollment projections and the methodology used, and 
hope this update is helpful to you and the Committee. 

810 1st Street NE, 9th Floor, Washington, DC 20002 • Phone: (202) 727-6436 TTY: 711 • osse.dc.gov 



DATE: 

OFFERED BY: 

TO: 

VERSION: 

AN AMENDMENT 

#! 

IN THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

May 14, 2015 

Councilmember Charles Allen 

Fiscal Year 2016 to Fiscal Year 2021 Capital Improvements Plan 

Committee on Education 
Committee Report 

To amend the Capital Improvements Plan under the District of Columbia Public Schools as 
shown in the following table. 

Rationale: This proposal would reallocate funding to FY16 and FYl 7 for the modernization of 
Eliot-Hine Middle School, as previously allocated in the FY13 CIP, the FY14 CIP, and the FY15 
CIP. The Mayor's FY16 CIP delayed this long-promised modernization to FY19 and FY20. 

The proposal also includes planning funds for Jefferson Middle School, which would allow the 
school to initiate the modernization process that was moved to FY19 and FY20. Additionally, 
these planning funds would allow Jefferson to be well placed for an accelerated modernization in 
FYl 7 or FY18, should additional capital dollars be made available or should the underlying data 
of the Committee's analytical tool be updated to reflect current conditions. 

To accommodate these changes, the modernization of Maury ES would shift from FY16 to 
FY17; Hyde-Addison would shift to FY19 and FY20; and Ellington funds would be reduced by 
less than 5% of its overall allotment. Modest additions were made to the overall budget at 
Jefferson, and the General Maintenance Repairs project to bring that funding in line with 
previous years. 
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MR337.C~ Ma .n:ESr.MollenmaUon/l~elti'va~on'CW.ard ·6t:.~~~~.~i \~ .:: . ':"!\~if llmhl'f..;'Wj,... .,,,1; ~ ~~ '.·~%iwf:~"·:·~;~~ . 
Source FY16 FY17 JiY18 FY19 14"'\'20 FYll Total 

Prop0sed GO Bonds 0 0 0 0 5.844.000 0 5.844.000 
Committee GO Bonds 5.844.000 0 0 0 0 0 5.844.000 
Variance GO Bonds 5.844.000 0 0 0 -5.844.000 0 0 

Amenclment GO Bonds 0 5.844.000 0 0 0 0 5.844.000 
Amend Var GO Bonds -5.844.000 5.844.000 0 0 0 0 0 

I l 

Source FY16 · FY17 FYIS FY19 FY20 F\:'21 
Pm ed GO Bonds 0 0 0 0 0 

Conunittee GO Bonds 8473976 0 0 0 0 
Variance GO Bonds 8473976 -9000000 0 0 0 0 -526 024 

Amemlment GO Bonds 0 0 0 8473976 13 811000 0 22284 976 
Amend Var GO Bonds -8473 976 -13 811000 0 8473976 13 811000 0 0 

I . i I 

ms9c~ .. ~-'..anMoC1eiiiizitroi1{1·aenovaiicTn,.<~Clii)jf~~'::: -~ihi~~~r _,.,:~~~it"·-,:~~w~=, .i~~li:_;~'~v~;·,.'i<-;;~ 

Souree FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 :F'nO FY.21 TOTAL 
Prooosed GO Bonds 56.132000 13.164.000 0 0 0 0 69.296.000 

Committee GO Bonds 52.197.271 13.164.000 0 0 0 0 65.361.271 
Variance GO Bonds -3.934.729 0 0 0 0 0 -3.934.729 

Amendment GO Bonds 49.197.271 8.130.165 0 0 0 0 57.327.436 
Amend Var GO Bonds -3.000.000 -5.033.835 0 0 0 0 -8.033.835 

~ l 
: I . 

YW.11C.:..PJiot~~oClemiZttibli~tJRenovatio'iiilJ 'Vard;li')~·'~:f1ltr~· .. ~~1fu:·'~· ~. ~~: . .:.:iiili 
Source FYl.6 FY17 FY18 FY19 • FY20 FY21 TOTAL 

Promsed GO Bonds 0 0 .Q 12.500.000 21.622.000 0 34.122.000 
Committee GO Bonds 0 0 0 16.500.000 21.622.000 0 38.122..000 
Variance GO Bonds 0 0 0 4.000.000 0 0 4.000.000 

Amemlment GO Bonds 15,317,976 16.000.835 0 0 5.811.000 0 37.129.811 
Amend Var GO Bonds 15.317.976 16.000.835 0 -16.500.000 -15.811.000 0 -992189 

~--~rs.~ •on· -·ilo 
Source FY16 FY17 FY18 F\"21 TOTAL 

Pro sed GO Bonds 0 0 0 0 23 980000 
CoDDDittee GO Bonds 0 3 000000 0 0 35 993 000 
Variance GO Bonds 0 3 000 000 0 0 12 013 000 

Amemlment GO Bonds 2000000 0 ·0 0 43 019024 
Amend Var GO Bonds 2000000 -3 000 000 0 0 7026024 

Source FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY.20 F\"21 
Pro ed GO Bonds 5050000 s 773 000 5 016 000 3 910600 3 056130 0 

Committee GO Bonds 4600000 4 773000 4466000 3 910 600 3 056130 0 
Variance GO Bonds -450000 -1000000 -550000 0 0 0 

Amemlment GO Bonds 4600000 4 773 000 4466000 4 910600 4 056130 0 
Amend Var GO Bonds 0 0 0 1000000 1000 000 0 

~A~~~~~~~-~~-WPii!!tilidl~'i!] 

2 



Jennifer Budoff 
Budget Director 

COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT1 F COLUMBIA 
Office of .t ~· ector 

FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

TO: The Honorable Phil Mendelson 

FROM: 

Chairman, Council of the.District\ o f~lumbta17 

Jennifer Budoff, Budget Director ~ 

DATE: May 14,2015 

SHORT TITLE: Draft Report and Recommendation of the Committee on Education 
on the Fiscal Year 2016 Budget fo.r. gencies Under Its Purview 

TYPE: Amendment #1 

REQUESTED BY: Councllmember Charles Allen 

Conclusion 
This amendment will not have an adverse impact on the Cc;> ittee's proposed budget and 
financial plan because there is no additional cost to this ~e dinent. 

Background 
This amendment to the Committee's Fiscal Year 16 budget commendations reallocates 
proposed capital project funding as follows: 

1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. Suite 508, Washingt DC 20004 (202) 724-8139 
www.dccouncil.us 



FY16 
Pro ed 0 

Committee OOBonds s 844000 
Variance GO Boixfs 5 844000 

Amendment 00 Bonds 0 
Amend Var 00 Bonds -s 844000 

So~e FV16 FYJ7 
Pro sed 00 Bonds 0 8ll 000 

Committee GO Bonds 8 473 976 8ll 000 
Variance GO Bonds 8473 976 • 000 000 

Amendment OOBonds 0 0 
Amend Var GO Bonds -8473976 • 3 811000 

() 

Soun:e 
GO Bonds 
GO Bonds 

Variance OOBonds 
Amendment oo·Bonds 
AmeDdVar OOBonds 

SoUNe 
Pro sed GO Bonds 0 

Committee 00 Bonds 0 
Variance 00 Bonds 0 0 

Amendment 00 Bonds 15,317,976 0 
Amend Var 00 Bonds lS 317 976 0 

Source FVl6 F\'17 
Pro sed 00 Bonds 0 0 

Committee OOBonds 0 000000 
Valiance OOBonds 0 000000 

Amendment GO Bonds 2000000 0 
Amend Var OOBonds 2000000 - 000000 

Source FY16 FY18 
Pro sed GO Bonds s 050000 s 016 000 

Committee 00 Bonds 4600000 4466000 
Variance 00 Bonds -450000 -550000 

Amemlment GO Bonds 4600000 4466000 
Amend Var 00 Bonds 0 0 

Analysis of Impact on Spending I 
This amendment will not adversely dnpact spending. 

! 

Analysis of Impact on Revenue 
This amendment will not adversely · pact revenue. 

• CY'I 
~ :'t.· 

FV19 FV21 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 

IL"~~~'..'' ~~:~:':~~·~~l~, 

FY19 FYZO FY.21 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 

.8473976 13 811 000 0 
8473 976 13 811000 0 

FVl9 FY20 
3 910600 3 056130 
3 910600 3 056130 

0 0 
4910600 4056130 
1000000 l 000000 

1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. Suite 508, Washington DC 20004 (202) 724-8139 
www.dccouncil.us 

Total 
5 844000 
s 844000 

0 
s 844000 

0 

,"-~t~:~ .. : 
TOTAL 

22 811 000 
22284 976 
-526 024 

22284976 
0 

TOTAL 
22 BOS 730 
20805 730 
-2000 000 
20 805 730 
2000000 



c: 
Councilmernber Charles Allen 

AN AMENDMENT 

#~ 

IN THE COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 

DATE: May 14, 2015 

OFFERED BY: Councilmember Charles Allen 

TO: Fiscal Year 2016 to Fiscal Year 2021 Capital Improvements Plan 

VERSION: Committee on Education 
Committee Report 

To amend the Capital Improvements Plan under the District of Columbia Public Schools as 
follows: 

Yn'SJC-JEllii{rtoa1\lotienmafiO"Renovati'oiliL~'i e)~T.;~~;tr;~:~ .• J;illt:-.~~!IR;~ 1 ~i;c_ .'lJ' ~~;~~--~ ,.;~~~r :]:'~.; -~;;~~ 

Soorce FYJ.6 FY17 ms FV19 F\'20 FY21 TOTAL 
Pronosed GO Bonds 56.132 000 13.164.000 0 0 0 0 69..296_000 

Committee GO Bonds 52.197.271 13.164-000 0 0 0 0 65.361.271 
Variance GO Bonds -3.93i:t729 0 0 0 0 0 -3 934 729 

Amendment GO Bonds 49.197.271 13.164.000 0 0 0 0 62.361.271 
Amend Var GO Bouds -3.000.000 0 0 0 0 0 -3-000.000 

Yna1orc£uotmie.ms1woaenmaciott1aeamti0•"'<1 ~SlJ) ·~q ~- :,?~:;,..,..· ~~r.~· '-~");l : ~- ·:mr. w~,~~-·: 1--~,~ /-~~ . 

Source n'16 FY17 F\"18 n'19 FY20 FY21 TOTAL 
Pro nosed GO Bonds 0 0 0 12.50-0 000 2L622-000 0 34.122 000 

Committee GO Bonds 0 0 0 16.500000 21.622.000 0 38.lll 000 
Variance GO Bonds 0 0 0 4.000-000 0 0 4.000.000 

AmAndment l"'~'Rftftdc 1.S00.000 1 cnnnru\ 0 ,,., c:nnnnn '111:.'>., nnn 0 41 122000 
Amend Var GO Bonds 1.S00.000 1_500.000 0 0 0 0 3.000.000 

Source FYl8 FYI!> FY.20 FY21 TOTAL 
Pro sed GO Bonds 0 11990000 11990000 0 23 980000 

Committee GO Bonds 0 15 993 000 17 000 000 0 35 993 000 
Variance GO Bonds 0 4 003000 s 010 000 0 12 013 000 

Amendment GO Bonds 0 IS 993 000 17 000 000 0 35993000 
AmeudVar GO Bonds 0 0 0 0 0 

1 



Rationale: This proposal would allocate $1.5 million in planning for FY16 and FY17 each for 
both Jefferson and Eliot-Hine middle schools. Students and parents of these schools, their feeder 
schools, and the community at large have made decisions based on previous capital improvement 
promises that were removed in the Mayor's FY16 CIP. Funding for Eliot-Hine's modernization 
was previously allocated for FY16 and FY17 in the FY13 CIP, the FY14 CIP, and the FY15 CIP. 
The Mayor's FY16 CIP delayed this long-promised modernization to FY19 and FY20. In each 
of the three previous CIPs, funding for Jefferson's modernization has been promised for the 
following fiscal year and then delayed. The Mayor's FY16 CIP delayed Jefferson's 
modernization an additional three years (bringing the total delays to 6 years, dating to the FY12 
CIP when the modernization was scheduled to begin FY13), while aJso cutting $10.3 million 
from its project total. 

This proposal seeks to restore the residents' faith in the capital planning process and the District 
government by providing funds to initiate the modernization process that was moved to FY 19 
and FY 20. Additionally, these planning funds would allow the schools to be well placed for an 
accelerated modernization in FYl 7 or FY18, should additional capital dollars be made available 
or should the underlying data of the Committee's·analytical tool be updated to reflect current 
conditions. 

2 



Jennifer Budoff 
Budget Director 

COUNCIL OF THE DISTRICT. F COLUMBIA 
Office of the Budget ~i ector 

~i 
FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

The Honorable Phil Mendelson , 
Chairman, Council of the Distric< o 

I 
Jennifer Budoff, Budget Director 

May 14,2015 
I 
I 

j 

SHORT TITLE: Draft Report and Recommendation of the Committee on Education 
on the Fiscal Year 2016 Budget fqr geneies Under .Its Pu~ew 

TYPE: Amendment #2 

REQUESTED BY: Councflmember Charles Allen 

Conclusion 

This amendment will not have an adverse impact on the Co 'ttee's proposed budget and 
financial plan because there is no additional cost to this mne dment. 

Background 

This amendment to the Committee's Fiscal Year 16 budget ~ mmendations reallocates 
proposed capital project funding as follows: 

1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, N.W. Suite 508, Washingto DC 20004 (202) 724·8139 
www.dccouncil.us · 
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Source FY16 l rn; F\18 FY19 F\"20 n ·21 
Pro nosed GOBoods 56 !Jl.000 rn 16.; ooo 0 0 0 0 

Comminee GO Bonds 51.1 9"1.l i l is 16.;.000 0 0 0 0 
Variance GOBood> -3.93-1 i l9 0 0 0 0 0 

Ame11dme11t GO Bonds 49 197.271 lU64 000 0 0 0 0 
Amead Var GOBoods -3 000 000 0 0 0 0 0 

V\'181C - Eli'ot Bia~ JBS 1\iodenizatioa.} Rft0"72ti0n' (\Va rd 6) 

Source FY16 I n1; Fns n·19 n ·20 rn1 
ProPOsed GOBoud> 0 0 0 l.U00.000 ll 622 000 0 

Comminee GO Band> 0 0 0 16 500 000 21 6:?.? 000 0 

\'ariance GO Bonds 0 0 0 .; 000 000 0 0 
~man.lm.,at C".O Rnn.k 1.500.000 CM(\{\(\ 0 11;, Cllfl nnn ?I 6?2 000 0 

Amend Var GO Bonds 1.500.000 .500000 0 0 0 0 

\'Yf65C-Jefle~·MS r.-ri'i emizalioa i ,Rea )VJlfioJi f\'1 ~·~ 6) - ~ ·-' .... 
Source FY16 F\'17 n·1s FY19 rno n·n 

Prooos~ GO Bonds 0 0 0 11.990.000 11990000 0 
Committee GO Bondi 0 j 000 000 0 15 993.000 17 000 000 0 
\'aria ace GO Bonds 0 3.000.000 0 .; 003 000 5 010 000 0 

Ameadmeat GO Bonds 1 S00.000 500 000 0 IS 993.000 17.000000 0 
Amend Var GO Bonds 1.500.000 - .. 5.00000 0 0 0 0 

Analysis of Impact on Spending 
This amendment will not adversely i pact spending. 

I 

Analysis of Impact on Revenue t 
This amendment will not adversely i , pact revenue. 

I 

1350 Pennsylvania Avenue, ' .W. Suite 508, Washington DC 20004 (202) 724-8139 
www.dccouncil.us 

TOTAL 
69 296.000 
65.361.:n 
.:; 934 729 

62.361.271 
-3 000 000 

• ., 
~ .. 

> 

TOTAL 
3.u:nooo 
3S 111.000 
.; 000.000 
41122 000 
3 000 000 

;~ 

TOTAL 
l~ .9SO.OOO 

35 993 000 
11 013 000 
35 993 000 
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DCPS Facility Analysis Committee on Education 

Base categories Bonus Categories Weighted Scores 

Equity (50%) Demand (25%) Community (25%) 

Date and Bonus 
Category Overall Type of Last FYOS-15 Facility Enrollment Building By-Right Child Pop. Base Score Adjusted Score Final Score 
Ranking Ranking School Type Ward Const ruction Investments Condition Growth Utilization Need Growth Pre-K Portables At-Risk (M ax: 5) Base (Max: 0.5) (Max: 5.5) 

Weights-> 17.5% 15% 17.5% 12.5% 12.5% 11.5% 11.5% 2% 25% 25% 100% 100% Base + Bonus 

1 1 Orr Elementary School 8 5 5 5 4 5 3 2 5 0 1 4.31 - ~· 0.25 4.56 
2 2 Raymond Education Campus 4 5 4 5 5 4 4 4 5 0 0 4.47 -.-1' - 0 4.47 
3 3 West Education Campus Education Campus 4 5 4 5 3 4 5 4 2 0 0 4.31 0 4.31 
4 5 Kimball Elementary School 7 5 5 5 3 3 5 1 3 0 1 3.94 j( " ,, . 0.25 4.19 

5 6 Houston Elementary School 7 5 5 5 4 2 3 3 2 0 1 3.93 11.11 Ji 1 0.25 4.18 

6 7 Garfield Elementary School 8 5 5 5 4 2 5 1 2 0 1 3.87 - 11 ,tj 0.25 4.12 
7 9 CW Harris Elementary School 7 5 5 5 5 1 5 1 2 0 1 3.82 ~ 0.25 4.07 
8 10 Bancroft Elementary School 1 5 4 5 3 3 2 5 5 0 0 4.05 ~ -~1~-~· 0 4.05 
9 11 Marie Reed Elementary School 1 5 4 5 3 3 1 5 5 0 0 3.95 ~ 11 ~I=· 0 3.95 

10 12 Francis Stevens Education Campus 2 5 4 3 5 4 1 5 4 0 0 3.93 . i ~ 0 3.93 

11 14 Garrison Elementary School 2 5 5 4 2 2 3 5 4 0 0 3.86 ~ 0 3.86 
12 15 Powell Elementary School 4 1 2 4 5 5 4 4 4 1 0 3.43 :: 0.25 3.68 
13 16 Aiton Elementary School 7 5 5 4 2 1 3 3 3 0 1 3.43 · ;;: . .. 0.25 3.68 
14 17 Smothers Elementary School 7 5 4 5 3 2 4 2 3 0 0 3.67 ~ 0 3.67 

15 18 Watkins Elementary School 6 5 5 5 1 3 1 4 0 0 0 3.67 :~:;:,.~ 0 3.67 
16 19 Murch Elementary School 3 5 4 4 3 2 2 3 2 1 0 3.41 t;: 

-~-
0.25 3.66 

17 20 Malcolm X Elementary School 8 5 4 4 1 5 2 1 2 0 1 3.40 I ". 0.25 3.65 
18 22 Truesdell Education Campus 4 2 3 3 4 5 5 4 4 0 0 3.58 I 

.,, 
0 3.58 

19 23 Patterson Elementary School 8 1 5 3 4 5 4 2 3 0 1 3.32 .I,. 0.25 3.57 

20 24 Eaton Elementary School 3 5 5 2 2 5 1 4 1 0 0 3.57 die .u~~, 0 3.57 

21 26 Barnard Elementary School 4 1 5 1 4 4 5 4 5 1 0 3.22 I! jj I! .. : 0.25 3.47 
22 27 Oyster Adams Education Campus 3 5 3 3 2 5 1 4 1 0 0 3.44 II~ 0 3.44 
23 29 Maury Elementary School 6 2 3 2 4 4 3 5 4 1 0 3.18 ~I,;'==' 0.2S 3.43 
24 30 J 0 Wilson Elementary School 6 2 3 3 4 5 2 5 5 0 0 3.43 --.!~ n~; 0 3.43 

25 31 Tubman Elementary School 1 3 2 3 2 5 4 5 3 0 0 3.41 " •• lf....!i 0 3.41 
26 32 Seaton Elementary School 6 2 4 3 3 4 3 5 4 0 0 3.41 =r==' 0 3.41 
27 33 King Elementary School 8 5 3 2 3 3 4 2 3 0 1 3.15 I : 0.25 3.40 
28 34 LaSa lle Backus Elementary School 4 2 3 4 4 3 3 5 2 0 0 3.34 0 3.34 

29 35 Na lie Elementary School 7 2 3 3 4 4 5 1 5 0 1 3.06 .. 0.25 3.31 

30 36 Hendley Elementary School 8 1 2 3 5 5 5 2 2 0 1 3.05 ! 0.25 3.30 
31 37 Stanton Elementary School 8 1 2 4 5 5 4 1 4 0 1 3.04 ~t~R:;~ 0.25 3.29 
32 38 Simon Elementary School 8 2 2 4 4 3 5 2 1 0 1 2.98 •• I 0.25 3.23 
33 39 Lafayette Elementary School 4 1 4 5 2 4 3 1 3 1 0 2.94 liW?:?~,~= 0.25 3.19 

34 41 Brent Elementary School 6 3 4 2 3 5 2 3 3 0 0 3.18 I 0 3. 18 

35 42 Burrville Elementary School 7 2 4 4 2 3 4 3 4 0 0 3.17 I....._ 0 3.17 
36 43 Ketcham Elementary School 8 2 2 3 4 4 4 2 3 0 1 2.901-" !~ • 0.25 3. 15 
37 44 Ludlow Taylor Elementary School 6 1 2 4 5 4 1 5 5 0 0 3.13 i-o!i .. IL ,; 0 3.13 

1of3 5/14/2015, 10:57 AM 
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Base catesories Bonus catesories Welshted Scores 

Equity (SO%) Demand (25%) Community (25%) 

Date and Bonus 

Category Overall Type of last FY08-15 Facility Enrollment Building By-Right Child Pop. Base Score Adjusted Score Final Score 

Ranking Ranking School Type Ward Construction Investments Condition Growth Utilization Need Growth Pre-K Portables At-Risk (Max: 5) Base (M ax: 0.5) (Max: 5.5) 

Weights·> 17.5% 15% 17.5% 12.5% 12.5% 11.5% 11.5% 2% 25% 25% 100% 100% Base+ Bonus 

38 45 Thomas Elementary School 7 1 3 4 5 3 5 2 4 0 0 3.12 0 3.12 

39 48 Ross Elementary School 2 2 4 2 3 4 2 5 1 0 0 3.07 . 0 3.07 

40 49 Brightwood Educat ion Campus 4 1 4 1 4 3 4 4 4 1 0 2.80 • 1 . 0.2S 3.0S 
41 so Savoy Elementary School 8 1 1 3 4 4 s 3 2 0 1 2.78 II IJ, " 0.2S 3.03 

42 Sl Tyler Elementary School 6 2 4 2 s 4 1 3 s 0 0 2.99 I 0 2.99 __, 
43 S2 Drew Elementary School 7 2 4 4 3 1 2 3 1 0 1 2.71 '!"' " 0.2S 2.96 

44 S3 Cleveland Elementary School 1 1 5 1 2 5 2 s 3 0 0 2.96 == i'='l;:o 0 2.96 

4S 54 Plummer Elementary School 7 1 2 3 5 4 4 1 3 0 1 2.69 .o"~ 0.2S 2.94 

46 56 Thomson Elementary School 2 1 5 3 1 3 3 4 2 0 0 2.86 k:= 0 2.86 

47 57 Langley Elementary School s 1 s 4 1 1 4 4 2 0 0 2.84 ~ 0 2.84 

48 S8 Peabody Elementary School 6 1 3 3 2 s 1 4 s 0 0 2.82 '9i 0 2.82 

49 60 Leckie Elementary School 8 2 3 1 s s 2 2 5 0 0 2.79 '~ 0 2.79 . 
50 61 Amidon Bowen Elementary School 6 2 3 3 5 3 2 2 2 0 0 2.78 °'I°"' 0 2.78 

51 62 Noyes Elementary School s 1 s 2 1 2 s 4 1 0 0 2.72 ' 0 2.72 

S2 63 Beers Elementary School 7 1 2 3 3 s 3 2 5 0 0 2.71 0 2.71 

S3 64 Takoma Education Campus 4 1 1 2 5 s 3 3 3 0 0 2.68 ' 0 2.68 

54 66 Bruce Monroe Elementary School 1 2 2 2 2 2 4 s s 0 0 2.65 0 2.6S 

SS 68 Stoddert Elementary School 3 1 2 1 4 3 2 5 1 1 0 2.37 ,.___;._,1 0.2S 2.62 

56 69 Browne Ed ucation Campus s s 3 3 1 1 2 2 3 0 0 2.62 ~~- 0 2.62 

S7 71 Moten Elementary School 8 1 1 1 4 3 s 3 4 0 1 2.32 ..,. :.;:.. :1 0.25 2.57 

S8 72 Hearst Elementary School 3 1 2 4 3 3 1 4 1 0 0 2.S7 =~~ ~~-".. 0 2.S7 

S9 73 Langdon Elementary School s 1 2 s 1 1 4 4 2 0 0 2.56 j£ ~~~ 0 2.S6 

60 74 Wheatley Educat ion Campus 5 1 1 2 2 4 s 2 3 0 1 2.30 == ~l- 0.2S 2.55 

61 7S Payne Elementary School 6 1 2 4 4 2 2 3 3 0 0 2.S3 ::=cc-::-~;::~~ 0 2.S3 

62 76 Key Elementary Elementary School 3 1 s 1 2 4 2 1 1 1 0 2.2S :1==1r= 0.2S 2.50 

63 78 H D Cooke Elementary School 1 1 2 1 2 4 3 s 4 0 0 2.48 ' "'"'~9!" ii 0 2.48 

64 80 Miner Elementary School 6 1 s 1 1 2 3 s 0 0 0 2.4S "~"' 0 2.4S 

6S 83 Janney Elementary School 3 1 1 2 s 5 2 1 3 0 0 2.32 ;--=----4.~r~ 0 2.32 

66 84 Turner Elementary School 8 1 2 1 5 2 4 1 4 0 1 2.06 0.25 2.31 

67 85 Hyde Addison Elementary School 2 1 2 3 2 4 1 3 1 0 0 2.31 
,.~ 

0 2.31 ;...~-:~E;;.oi 

68 87 Burroughs Elementary School 5 1 3 3 2 1 2 4 2 0 0 2.26 0 2.26 

69 89 Whittier Education Campus 4 1 3 2 2 1 4 3 2 0 0 2.16 ~I ..... 0 2.16 

70 90 Randle Highland Elementary School 7 1 5 1 1 2 3 2 4 0 0 2.14 - ...!L..._ 0 2.14 

71 92 Brookland @ Bunker Hill Education Campus 5 2 3 3 1 1 4 1 1 0 0 2.13 L~ 0 2.13 

72 98 Walker Jones Education Campus 6 1 1 1 3 1 2 3 4 0 1 1.62 ! 0.25 1.87 

73 101 Shepherd Elementary School 4 1 2 3 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 1.7S .::-::~~~: 0 1.75 

74 103 Mann Elementary School 3 1 1 3 2 2 1 1 1 0 0 1.60 :-~i~.- 0 1.60 
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Base Categories Bonus Categories Weighted Scores 

Equity (SO%) Demand (25%) Community (25%) 

Date and Bonus 

Category Overall Type of Last FY08-15 Facility Enrollment Building By-Right Child Pop. Base Score Adjusted Score Final Score 
Ranking Ranking School Type Ward Construction Investments Condit ion Growth Utilization Need Growth Pre-K Portables At-Risk (Max: 5) Base (Max: 0 .5) (Max: 5.5) 

Weights-> 17.5% 15% 17.5% 12.5% 12.5% 11.5% 11.5% 2% 25% 25% 100% 100% Base+ Bonus 

1 21 Jefferson Middle School 6 5 4 5 3 1 1 5 0 0 3.55 3.62 0 3.62 
2 40 Kelly Miller Middle School 7 1 5 3 5 2 5 1 -., 1 0 2.88 2.94 0.25 3.19 
3 46 Eliot Hine M iddle School 6 5 3 4 1 1 1 5 • 0 0 3.03 3.09 0 3.09 
4 S9 Johnson Middle School 8 1 2 s 4 1 2 3 1~; 0 1 2.49 2.S4 0.2S 2.79 

5 67 Stuart Hobson Middle School 6 1 1 4 2 4 1 s ~ 0 0 2.S8 2.63 0 2.63 
6 77 Kramer Middle School 8 1 1 4 4 1 5 1 ~ 0 1 2.21 2.2S 0.2S 2.50 
7 79 Hart Middle Middle School 8 2 2 4 1 1 3 2 !! 0 1 2.16 2.20 0.25 2.45 
8 86 Deal Middle Middle School 3 1 1 2 5 3 1 2 @@; 1 0 1.99 2.03 0.25 2.28 
9 91 McKinley Middle Middle School 5 1 3 1 5 2 1 3 -::o 0 0 2.09 2.13 0 2.13 

10 93 Hardy Middle School 2 1 1 3 1 2 1 5 - 0 0 2.00 2.04 0 2.04 
11 99 Sousa Middle School 7 1 3 3 1 1 3 1 ~ ii 0 0 1.83 1.87 0 1.87 

1 25 Coolidge High School 4 5 3 s 1 1 2 4 - ,. 
0 1 3.23 3.30 0.25 3.5S 

2 47 Roosevelt High High School 4 1 1 5 1 5 4 2 gs~~ 0 1 2.77 2.82 0.2S 3.07 
3 6S Eastern High School 6 1 1 1 5 4 3 5 ~ 0 0 2.60 2.66 0 2.66 
4 70 Columbia Heights Educat ion Campus 1 1 3 1 3 5 1 4 0 0 2.52 2.57 0 2.57 
5 82 Wilson High High School 3 1 1 1 3 s 1 5 0 0 2.35 2.39 0 2.39 
6 88 Cardozo Education Campus 1 1 1 1 5 2 3 4 -~ 0 0 2.16 2.21 0 2.21 
7 94 Ballou High High School 8 1 1 1 1 3 4 2 ~~~ 0 1 1.74 1.78 0.25 2.03 

8 97 Dunbar High School s 1 1 1 3 1 5 3 ........... 0 0 1.88 1.92 0 1.92 

9 100 Anacostia High School 8 1 1 1 1 2 5 1 ~ 0 1 1.53 1.56 0.2S 1.81 
10 102 Woodson High School 7 1 1 1 1 1 s 1 1"' i~~ 0 1 1.41 1.44 0.25 1.69 

1 8 Banneker Application High 1 5 4 5 -=;~~~-,! 2 11i=iF:F'I ir'iF1r ~M~ 0 0 2.65 4.08 0 4.08 
2 13 Capitol Hill Montessori Applicat ion PreK-7 6 5 4 3 IF"iFif <=- 3 1r==:E:::!i - -i'==li= s 1 0 2.45 3.66 0.25 3.91 

3 28 Goding Applicat ion PreK-3 6 4 5 4 ===- 1 ·= ~· 3 0 0 2.30 3.43 0 3.43 
·=·~ .. 

4 81 Ellington Application High 2 1 2 2 - :~~; 5 ~iS'~ ;t'1i'o:-:O~s; :~=.~~ 0 0 1.58 2.42 0 2.42 

5 9S School Without Walls Application High 2 1 1 2 1~ !L 4 I ~· "" II l~ 0 0 1.28 1.96 0 1.96 
6 96 McKinley Tech Application High 5 1 4 1 " 2 ..--..-

" 0 0 1.2S 1.92 0 1.92 
7 104 Phelps Applicat ion High 5 1 1 3 1r 1 " 0 0 1.00 1.S4 0 l.S4 .• -
1 4 Washington Met Alternat ive 1 5 5 5 

~= 
2 ....--.-.- •"-'l •E 0 0 2.80 4.31 0 4.31 

2 S5 Luke Moore Alternat ive s 1 4 2 5 .~ 2 ~"' = 0 0 1.88 2.88 0 2.88 
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Index Key 

Date and Type of Last Construction FY08-15 Investments Facilitiy Condition Enrollment Growth Building Utilization By-Right Need 

Phase 0 (never touched) 5 $665,243 - $3,673,226 5 Average Score 26%- 238% 5 97% - 125% 5 191%-314% 5 

Phase 1: 9+ years ago 4 $3,673,227 - $7,873,617 4 2.42-3.59 5 15%- 25% 4 91%- 96% 4 152%-190% 4 

Phase 1: 6-8 years ago 3 $7,873,618 - $14,232,824 3 1.80-2.41 4 5%-14% 3 82% - 90% 3 113%-151% 3 

Phase 1: 3-5 years ago 2 $14,232,825 - $28,715,737 2 1.50-1.79 3 (-4%)- 4% 2 69%- 81% 2 74%-112% 2 

Phase 1: 0-2 years ago 1 $28,715,738 - $140,233,650 1 1.25-1.50 2 (-28%) - (-3%) 1 35% - 68% 1 30%- 73% 1 

Phase 2 1 1.24 1 

Full Modernization 1 

Child Population Growth 2014-2020 

Elementary Schools Middle Schools Education Campuses High Schools Pre K 

Change in 4-10 y/o pop. Change in 11-13 y/o pop. Change in 4-11 y/o pop. Change in 14-17 y/o pop. Enrollment 

78%-169% 5 61%- 72% 5 211% 5 31%-48% 5 97 - 141 5 

54%-77% 4 45%- 60% 4 94% 4 15% -30% 4 81- 96 4 

33%-53% 3 28%-44% 3 66% 3 7%-14% 3 68- 80 3 

17%- 32% 2 12%- 27% 2 32% 2 (-5%)- 7% 2 52 - 67 2 

(-38%)-16% 1 5%- 11% 1 (-16%) - (-5%) 1 0- 52 1 

Portables: If a facility uses portables it receives a 0.25 point bonus. 

If a school has 75% or greater of the student population at-risk, it recieves a 0.25 point bonus. 
Facility Condition Manual Entries (not included on DGS Facilities Sheet) : Ballou High, Ca rdozo, Capitol Hill Montessori, Dunbar High, Miner, 

Randle Highland, and Woodson. Oyster Adams had two building facilities, one scored 5 and the other scored 1, which was averaged to 3. 
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