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LESSONS LEARNED IN THE DISTRICT OF
COLUMBIA PUBLIC SCHOOLS

MONDAY, MARCH 9, 1998

U.S. SENATE,
OVERSIGHT OF GOVERNMENT MANAGEMENT, RESTRUCTURING
AND THE DiIsTRICT oF COLUMBIA SUBCOMMITTEE,
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC.

The Subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 1:14 p.m., in room
SD-342, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Sam Brownback,
Chairman of the Subcommittee, presiding.

Present: Senator Brownback.

Senator BRowNBAcK. We will call the hearing to order.

OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR BROWNBACK

Senator BROWNBACK. | am sorry for being a little bit late. | just
flew in out of the snow in Kansas. We had between 6 and 12 inches
across Northeastern Kansas, and that was not so bad, but we had
about 30-mile-an-hour winds, and there is not a whole lot to stop
it there. There was a fair amount of snow-drifting, and so the
planes were delayed.

| appreciate you coming to the hearing today. | appreciate our
witnesses being here and all the other people interested in D.C.
Public Schools. | think we have a lot to talk about, and for all of
our panelists, | have some questions for each of you and | hope we
can get some good illumination for everybody.

There are a number of educational reforms that could play a crit-
ical role in achieving results and success, in the D.C. Public School
system. One important reform would be the D.C. scholarship bill.
This bill would provide scholarships to low-income children in the
District to attend private schools. It passed the Senate, and it is
currently pending in the House.

In addition, I, along with Senator Lieberman, sponsored legisla-
tion under the fiscal year 1998 D.C. appropriations bill requiring
the D.C. Public Schools to give preference to charter schools in sell-
ing excess Public School property. 1| am happy that D.C. Public
Schools has been working with the charter school community to im-
plement these changes. The District can now look forward to hav-
ing more charter schools in the upcoming school year.

At today’s hearing, though, we will focus on lessons learned in
the D.C. Public Schools during this past year. We have held several
hearings in this Committee room on the D.C. Public Schools. It has
been an issue that has been very clear in importance to me and
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very dear to me as well, along with Senator Lieberman, the Rank-
ing Democrat on the Subcommittee.

I think you have to look at the D.C. Public Schools as being one
of the critical components for the District of Columbia. We are
going to look at some of the lessons learned over the past year of
the D.C. school system’s Public Schools.

I have to say, | am troubled certainly by some of the academic
results that we have seen. | think one of the first lessons we have
to say is that the academic quality of the schools is in dire need
of improvement. We have a couple of charts, and | know these fig-
ures are nothing new to the people in the District of Columbia Pub-
lic Schools that have looked at the Stanford—9 test results. | am
pleased that the District is doing the Stanford—9 test, so we will
have an objective set of tests and factors to look at, but, according
to the test results, which were taken at the end of the last school
year, 100 percent of the 10th graders in two high schools scored
below basics in math. Not one 10th-grade student scored at the
basic level in math in two of the high schools that we have in the
District of Columbia, and that is simply not good enough.

What we have up here, the two charts, are 10th graders in math,
and this is not good enough either. Sixty-one percent of the Na-
tion’s 10th graders are below the basic levels, 61 percent in the Na-
tion. In the Nation’s Capital, 89 percent of the 10th graders are
below the basic levels of math. This is simply not a tolerable situa-
tion. We have got to get this turned around. We have to do it in
short order. We are failing our students, and our students are not
getting the necessary education that they need to succeed in a very
competitive world.

As for reading, which we have on the other chart, about 26 per-
cent of the Nation’s 10th graders are classified as below basic, and
53 percent of the 10th graders in the District's Public Schools are
performing below basic. Again, this is just not acceptable.

I realize that our leadership team has not been in place for that
long of a period of time, but we have to get these scores improving
on a rapid basis. It has got to get better.

When a child reaches the 10th grade without these basic skills,
time is running out for that child to gain those skills back before
they graduate. The District's Public Schools must not only begin
earlier to teach these basic skills, they must maintain these stand-
ards so that the skills are not lost by the 10th grade.

I am concerned on a second set of lessons, and that is on the con-
sistency of school safety and disciplinary policy in the District's
Public Schools. We have had a number of security violations that
have occurred, a number of them involving weapons that have been
confiscated. These have been reported since September of 1997.
The information that | have is that more than 1,600 security viola-
tions have occurred and at least 157 weapons, such as guns,
knives, machetes, etc., have been confiscated since September 1997.

The discipline policy for these serious offenses remains, in my
opinion, inconsistent and unclear among the District's Public
Schools. This sends the wrong signal to those jeopardizing the safe-
ty of the D.C. Public Schools.
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Having a successful academic plan and a solid roof on these
school buildings means nothing if the students and teachers fear
for their lives.

Then we want to look, also, at the school’s roof repairs which has
been covered quite extensively in the press, and we will have some
people here to testify about that.

I am pleased that we have General Becton here to testify and to
answer some questions for this Subcommittee. He had been tasked
with a very difficult job, and he has had just a little over a year
in leadership in that position. It is an extraordinarily difficult task,
and | have a great deal of admiration for the General's abilities
and character.

He did state in September of 1997 the following, “I believe that
our success or failure will be judged on whether or not we have
achieved fundamental improvements in three core areas. One is in
academics, two is in school facilities, and three in personnel and fi-
nancial management systems.” | think we need to review the
progress that has taken place since September of 1997 on those
three scores and what is proposed for the near future so that we
can get all of those areas improving.

This is an important hearing. It is a difficult subject for every-
body that is in leadership and everybody that is working to try to
improve the D.C. Public Schools. They simply are not performing
up to standards, and | want to be convinced after this hearing that
we have a plan and we are actually improving to where these test
scores change, to where security of the students in the systems
change and improves, and the facilities improve in the near term.
Where are we on getting those three core issues moving forward?
We simply have to get them better. If we are not getting this done,
then we need to take steps to improve that.

The first panel that we have will be Gloria L. Jarmon. She is the
Director of Health, Education and Human Services, Accounting and
Financial Management, Accounting and Information Management
Division of the General Accounting Office.

We have David L. Cotton, the Managing Partner of Cotton and
Company. They have done some extensive reviews of some of the
financial management and some of the issues that have previously
been raised publicly concerning the D.C. Public Schools.

I look forward to your testimony, and | will have some questions
regarding the findings that you have brought forward.

Ms. Jarmon, would you care to go first?

Ms. JARMON. Yes.

Senator BRowNBack. Thank you for joining us, and the floor is
yours. We can take your full statement in the record and you can
summarize, or you can present your full statement.

TESTIMONY OF GLORIA L. JARMON,? DIRECTOR, HEALTH,
EDUCATION AND HUMAN SERVICES, ACCOUNTING AND FI-
NANCIAL MANAGEMENT, ACCOUNTING AND INFORMATION
MANAGEMENT DIVISION, GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Ms. JARMON. Mr. Chairman, | would like to summarize my state-
ment and present the entire statement for the record.

1The prepared statement of Ms. Jarmon appears in the Appendix on page 35.
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I am pleased to be here today to discuss the results of our review
of the District of Columbia Public Schools’ efforts to repair school
roofs during the summer of 1997.

Consistent with your request, we focused on three issues: First
of all, determining when funds were made available to pay for
school roofs; second, the cost of the school roofs, including the cost
per square foot; and, third, looking at additional roofs to be re-
paired in 1998 and beyond.

Our primary message today related to the availability of funds
is that sufficient funding was available to begin work when schools
were closed for the summer on June 20, 1997. Bond proceeds was
$11.5 million. It became available in October of 1996, and were
being used to fund the GSA-managed roof repair projects.

Additional funds later became available for the DCPS-managed
projects, with $18 million becoming available in March of 1997, and
an additional $20 million in June of 1997. Therefore, when schools
closed on June 20, 1997, at least $38 million was available for
DCPS-managed roof repairs.

As you know, much of this work did not start until the third
week of July. DCPS was not prepared to begin this work earlier be-
cause it had not completed sufficient initial work such as determin-
ing the scope of work which forms the basis for seeking bids. In ad-
dition, there had been an almost complete turnover in technical
support staff within DCPS, and there were problems in securing
bids.

DCPS officials also told us that they had planned to do this work
through the end of October, but because of the court order that
work not be done while classes were in session, they had to do the
work in a compressed time frame.

I will now talk briefly about the costs of repairs. Our work shows
that DCPS spent about $37 million for these repairs during fiscal
year 1997. A significant, but not determinable, amount of these
costs were attributable to factors other than what would be strictly
interpreted as roof replacement or repair work. Among these were
structural integrity, fire damage, general deterioration from ne-
glected maintenance, and warranty stipulations.

Considering the cost of all of this work, we found that the aver-
age per-square-foot cost of the roof repairs during fiscal year 1997
was $20, with the GSA-managed roof repairs being about $13 per
square foot, and the DCPS-managed roof repairs being about $22
per square foot.

Some of the reasons for the differences seem to be that GSA uses
existing contracts to do their work. So they did not have to go out
for bids when the market was already saturated with roof work.
Second, GSA's projects were done over a longer time frame, thus
requiring less overtime, and third, GSA’s contracts covered only
flat work roof. Whereas, DCPS contracts covered multiple roof
areas.

Last, | will address the future roof work plan. For fiscal year
1998, DCPS plans to spend about $35 million for 40 school roof
projects. DCPS has about $41.8 million available for these projects,
most of that coming from Sallie Mae funds. To date, five schools
have been completed, and the scopes of work on the remaining 35
are expected to be completed in May 1998. Twenty-six of these 35
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scope of works were completed by the end of February. The other
nine, we have been told, will be completed sometime in May.

We would like to stress here that it is very important that these
scopes of work are completed, solicitations distributed, and the con-
tracts awarded as soon as possible to ensure that prior year prob-
lems with the compressed time frame do not reoccur.

We also know that an additional $63 million is included in a pro-
posed DCPS plan covering the years—fiscal year 1999 through the
year 2004. This is not a detailed plan. We were told that the pro-
ceeds from the sale of the closed schools are expected to help cover
these out-years of 1999 through 2004.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. | will be happy to
answer any questions from you.

Senator BRowNBAcK. We will have some questions for you later.

Mr. Cotton, we are pleased to have your statement for the Sub-
committee.

TESTIMONY OF DAVID L. COTTON,* MANAGING PARTNER, COT-
TON AND COMPANY; ACCOMPANIED BY ED FRITTS, SENIOR
MANAGER, COTTON AND COMPANY, AND MARVIN ALLMOND,
MANAGING PARTNER, ALLMOND AND COMPANY

Mr. CoTToN. Thank you, sir.

Chairman Brownback, | am pleased to be here today to discuss
the results of our audit of the DCPS procurement process.

With me today are Ed Fritts, a senior manager with Cotton and
Company; and Marvin Allmond, managing partner of Allmond and
Company. Mr. Allmond and his staff assisted Mr. Fritts and me in
our audit.

I know that you and your staff have already reviewed our report.
I would just like to emphasize two points related to the audit.

First is the issue of whether DCPS followed proper procurement
procedures. The second is regarding the refusal by DCPS personnel
to affirm in writing certain representations about the roof repair
projects.

Since the audit was completed, DCPS official have asserted that
they complied with the D.C. Board of Education procurement rules
which allow for emergency contracting.

There are two problems with that assertion. First, the DCPS peo-
ple who were actually performing the procurements told us during
our audit that they did not comply with any procurement policies
or procedures.

The DCPS Chief of Contract Administration told us in writing
that, “There are no procurement procedures which DCPS had to
follow in awarding capital contracts. The authority resolution re-
quires only that the CEO enter into contracts which he deems ap-
propriate and in the best interest of the school system.”

The DCPS Chief of Capital Projects told us in writing that, “All
of the work done by DCPS in fiscal year 1997 was done under
emergency conditions as declared by the Control Board. We were
thereby exempted from procurement policies and procedures.”

The second problem with the assertion that these procedures
were followed is that even if DCPS officials thought they were fol-

1The prepared statement of Mr. Cotton appears in the Appendix on page 104.
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lowing these procedures, what occurred failed to conform to those
procedures. For example, our audit found that documentation re-
quirements were ignored. Segregation of duties requirements were
bypassed or circumvented. Project managers rather than procure-
ment officials decided what contractors to invite to submit bids, re-
ceived and opened bids, and made contract award decisions. Con-
tracts and contract modifications were executed without first cer-
tifying that funds were available. Contract work was allowed to
commence without evidence that required bonds were obtained.
Contract compliance requirements were not monitored. Millions of
dollars of change orders were approved without justification or
written findings and determinations.

Nothing in these procedures, emergency or otherwise, permit
such practices. These were the conditions that we cited in our re-
port as being conducive to fraud.

I want to address the issue of management representations. In
a hearing on January 23, Delegate Eleanor Holmes Norton asked
General Becton and his staff why they refused to sign the manage-
ment representation letters we asked them to sign as a routine
part of our audit. They did not answer that question. Instead, they
stated that it was unfair and inappropriate for us to have asked
them to sign these letters.

It was neither unfair nor inappropriate, although requesting
written management representations is not a mandatory procedure
in performance audits, it has been a suggested or recommended
procedure for nearly 20 years.

The current version of GAO's Government Auditing Standards
suggests that this procedure be considered. The 1988 version and
the 1991 version recommended that management representations
be obtained.

The focus should not be on whether or not our request for man-
agement representations was appropriate. The focus should be on
why DCPS officials refused to provide these representations.

We asked six management officials to affirm certain key asser-
tions made to us explicitly or implicitly during the audit. Four offi-
cials did not respond. Two officials gave us some, but not all of the
representations, 16 days after we issued our report. Our request
was simple and straightforward. We asked them to affirm to the
best of their knowledge and belief that, for example, they knew of
no material recorded transactions; that they had made available to
us all relevant information; that they had informed us of all evi-
dence of error or fraud of which they were awarded; that they knew
of no violations of law that had occurred in connection with the
contracts; that they had provided us with all relevant information
regarding the conviction of two DCPS procurement officials for ac-
cepting bribes and illegal gratuities, and that these two officials
had nothing to do with the procurement process, and so forth.
These were legitimate questions within the scope of our audit. You
deserve answers to these questions.

Mr. Chairman, that completes my prepared statement. | will be
happy to respond to any questions that you have.

Senator BRowNBAcK. Thank you very much, Mr. Cotton, for your
statement.
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Mr. Cotton, let me just kind of cut to the chase of this. You stat-
ed that there was an atmosphere that fraud could occur in, and you
said some questions were not answered. Do you have any evidence
of fraud actually having occurred in this roof repair project that
went forward?

Mr. CoTtTtoN. We have what | consider circumstantial evidence
that fraud could have occurred, and | think further investigations
may reveal that bribes, gratuities, or kickbacks could have taken
place, perhaps did take place. | think further work is needed to de-
termine that.

Senator BRowNBAcK. You will be proposing to this Subcommittee
an outline of further investigation to determine whether or not
fraud occurred or whether kickbacks or bribes occurred?

Mr. CoTtToN. We provided an outline of what we think needs to
be looked into to the Control Board. My understanding is that the
Control Board has asked the D.C. Inspector General to follow up
and pursue those issues.

Senator BRowNBACK. Do you feel comfortable discussing with
this Subcommittee today the circumstances that you believe show
circumstantial evidence of fraud having occurred?

Mr. CoTToN. The general points that | outlined in my statement,
I think, is as far as | would like to go. We provided the Control
Board with some more specifics. If they are under investigation, |
would be reluctant to describe them in further detail.

Senator BROWNBACK. You note that the cost was roughly double,
for the repair work on the school roofs, what was stated in front
of the Subcommittee. | believe it was about a year ago, maybe not
quite a year ago. | thought they said it would be about $11, and
it was, instead, around $20 per square foot?

Was that the figure, Ms. Jarmon?

Ms. JARMON. Yes. It was about $20 per square foot, and early on
in our work, we did ask for the support for the $11 per square foot.
We were told that the schedules had been revised and the sched-
ules were not available. So, based on our work, like | said in my
opening statement, including all of the additional costs, it was
about $20 per square foot.

Senator BROWNBACK. Let's take into consideration all the factors
that were in place. There was a court order. The school year was
pressing. We ended up having to delay the school year because of
the lack of ability to repair the roofs.

There was a lot of emergency-type situations present. Did you
consider all of that in determining whether or not those figures
going from $11 to the $20-plus were appropriate?

Ms. JARMON. We took those factors into account, and that is why
we mentioned these factors within the report.

We really did not look into whether they were appropriate. We
were more addressing the question of what the overall costs were.

Senator BRowNBAck. Mr. Cotton, how about you on that? We
have a situation that, obviously, there was a lot of pressure at that
particular point to get these roofs repaired and to get it done now.
Should that have driven the cost up double of what it was told to
us?

Mr. CotToN. Well, Senator, 1 think there is no question that
General Williams did an incredible job accomplishing what he ac-
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complished, and he started from no staff, and the issue of whether
or not he could have gotten statements of work prepared sooner,
whether he could have gotten procurements in place in April and
May, and had the work ready to be started in June, | guess, is a
question | think Gloria’s report tried to answer.

We talked with the engineering firm that prepared most of the
estimates. They told us that their estimates were already high be-
cause they had taken into account the fact that the work was com-
pressed; that D.C. was not a favorite place for contractors to work
and so forth.

Our results showed that if you take those factors into account,
the actual costs as of the time we completed our work was about
11 percent above those already-high estimates.

I am not sure whether anyone will ever know whether this work
could have been done at $12 or $15 a square foot. My focus was
on the process, and | understand that DCPS had a legitimate posi-
tion that they needed to streamline the process. My concern was
that | think they streamlined it too much.

Senator BRowNBAcCK. Did you draw this to their attention early
on, or was this ever drawn to the attention of the DCPS about this,
excess of a streamlined process that would lend itself to potential
for fraud or abuse?

Mr. CoTToN. Well, we began our audit work in the last week of
October 1997 when most of the procurements were finished, but we
kept DCPS officials informed of our findings as they were devel-
oped.

Senator BROwNBACK. Ms. Jarmon, in looking at your analysis on
the roof repair procurement, the cost of repair and the availability
of funds for repair, what are the main flaws that should be ad-
dressed immediately in proceeding forward with any other repairs
to D.C. Public Schools?

Ms. JarMoN. Well, we would suggest that it is going to be very
important that there is a detailed plan going forward that would
highlight what needs to be done, what schools need to be done, the
priorities, and that there be controls in place to make sure it is fol-
lowed, and when changes are made to it, those changes be docu-
mented, and also to ensure that the warranties are honored that
warranties have been received based on the work that was done,
and to ensure that the neglected maintenance, deferred mainte-
nance that we referred to in our report does not reoccur, and that
these contracts be awarded as soon as possible. And if they cannot
be awarded very soon, that consideration be given to utilizing GSA
more. That was an option also in 1997. Those are the primary
issues that we would suggest.

Senator BRowNBACK. Good.

You noted in one place in your study that you did not have suffi-
cient data to make certain determinations. What kind of book-
keeping does the D.C. Public School system have, and do you have
any suggestions for them to come up with the type of data that you
would need to make appropriate reviews?

Ms. JARMON. Our report talks about at least a couple of examples
where documentation was not available to support what we were
trying to do. One related to fund availability, where there were
some differences as far as—our report talks about when funds were
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available to the Control Board. We were told that D.C. Public
Schools were not aware of those funds until, in some cases, several
months later, and we received no documentation to show us when
D.C. Public Schools received the funds.

We are aware now, based on information we received from the
District CFO'’s office, that they are in the process of changing those
procedures, so that there will be some written memos or internal
memos to notify the agencies when funds are received. We would
support that type of documentation.

In addition, in our report when we were talking about the cost
of the school roofs that were internally repaired for the District,
there were seven school roofs internally repaired. We noted that we
could not get cost data on those seven school roofs, and we would
recommend that there be a good cost system to support that data.

I know that David Cotton’s report talks about many other defi-
ciencies with the record-keeping. So he may be able to better ad-
dress that.

Senator BROwWNBACK. Mr. Cotton, would you care to follow up on
that question with some specifics of what additional data is nec-
essary to properly track these projects?

Mr. CoTtToN. Well, our major concern about record-keeping had
to do with the status of the contract files, and we understood that
some of the projects were just being completed. Some of them had
not been completed yet. The files were understandably incomplete.

Our concern was that many of the documents that should have
been in the files, whether the projects were complete or not, were
not in the files.

The file organization was not consistent. Files were disorganized.
Every file was a little bit different. | understand DCPS has taken
steps to correct that.

The paperwork issue is of less concern to me than the other con-
trol issues, such as segregating procurement duties from project
management duties, requiring supervisory approvals and sign-offs
of key procurement decisions and so forth, and | think that is the
area that | am most concerned about seeing corrected.

Senator BRowNBACK. Have you outlined those in detail in your
report, where you think we need to have different processes in
place, different approvals in place to make sure that a situation
like this does not come up in the future?

Mr. CoTToN. Well, I think you do. It had been my understanding
that the procurement responsibility was moved from DCPS to some
other D.C. Government organization, but | found out recently that
that may not be the case.

I think my recommendation would be that until a set of estab-
lished and solidly controlled procurement procedures are put in
place and formally adopted by either the Control Board or DCPS
that we need to go back to what the law said, and the law said that
Federal procurement rules need to be followed. If these procure-
ments are done in accordance with the Federal Acquisition Regula-
tion, | think you have the controls you need.

If you decide to allow DCPS or some other organization to adopt
its own policies, then I think you need to focus on the issue of seg-
regation of duties, documentation of reviews and approvals, and
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another key requirement should be maximum competition for these
procurements.

Senator BrRownBAck. Which there was not in this particular
case, competition?

Mr. CoTToN. No, sir, there was not.

Senator BRowNBAcCK. Was there any competition for the procure-
ment in these cases?

Mr. CoTToN. The Chief of Contract Administration told us that
he could not recall how the initial procurements were advertised.
He said he thought that they were advertised in the Washington
Times because the account with the Washington Post was delin-
quent.

The follow-on, procurements late in the process, the final 20 pro-
curements, the degree of competition was limited to a project man-
ager deciding which three or four contractors to invite to bid on the
project, and those three or four contractors sometimes would bid,
sometimes would not, and they would select from amongst the bids
that they got.

Senator BROwWNBACK. How many projects did you say, 7 or 17?

Mr. CoTTON. Twenty.

Senator BRowNBAcK. The last 20 projects? The project manager
would invite three or four that he thought were the appropriate
ones to bid on this project?

Mr. CoTTON. Yes, sir.

Senator BRowNBACK. Then some of those would submit bids and
some would not?

Mr. CoTToN. They were given sometimes less than 24 hours to
prepare a bid. Some of the potential bidders said they simply could
not prepare a bid in that period of time.

Senator BROwNBACK. Then the project manager had the author-
ity to grant the project at that point in time?

Mr. CoTToN. Bids were submitted to the project managers for
these final 20. The project manager would then send the paperwork
over to the procurement official for signing of the contract, but the
selection was essentially made by the project manager.

Senator BROWNBACK. So you had one person with limited com-
petition, possibly no competition, awarding these last 20 projects?

Mr. CoTToN. That is correct.

Senator BRowNBAcCK. Is that the basis of your concern of cir-
cumstantial evidence of fraud, or is it something else that is there?

Mr. CoTToN. Well, there are five attributes to every fraud, a per-
petrator, a victim, intent, motive, and opportunity. The only one of
those five attributes that an organization can control is the last
one, opportunity. So, by not segregating duties, that created the op-
portunity for irregularities, fraud to have occurred, we had some
additional concerns about some specific procurements that we have
communicated to the Control Board that are a little bit more spe-
cific than that, but that is a major concern.

Senator BRowNBACK. In those last 20 cases, do you know wheth-
er some of those bids that were let with only one contractor bidding
on the project?

Mr. CoTtToN. There might have been one or two with only one
bid.

Senator BRowNBACK. Were there several with only two bids?
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Mr. FriTTs. | think generally that—

Senator BRowNBAcCK. | am sorry. Would the gentleman please
identify himself, so we could have it for the record here?

Mr. FrITTS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My name is Ed Fritts
with Cotton and Company.

I recall that for those last 20 projects, a standard number of bids
received would be two or three. There were one or two—I do not
remember the specifics—but there were one or two in which there
was only one bidder or at least the contract file did not document
if there were more than one bidder, but, typically, two or three bids
would have been received, and those bids were addressed directly
to the project manager, not to the procurement officer.

Senator BRowNBACK. And sometimes these bids were pulled to-
gether within 24 hours?

Mr. FrRiITTS. Yes, sir. Well, from 1 to 3 days, something like that,
but, yes, a very short turnaround time, much shorter than you
would normally expect in a sound procurement process.

Senator BROwNBACK. Were you able to track any of the advertis-
ing for these bids?

Mr. FriTTs. The only advertising, as we were told, was the
project manager or at least somebody from the Capital Projects of-
fice, but the contract file suggested the project manager called the
prospective bidders to come out to a school, to walk through the
school, and then to subsequently make their independent bids.

Senator BRowNBACK. Mr. Cotton, | want to go back through and
get your statement clearly because these are strong statements
that you are making.

Mr. COTTON. Yes, sir.

Senator BROWNBACK. You are saying that the potential for fraud
clearly existed.

Mr. COTTON. Yes.

Senator BROwNBACK. That there is circumstantial evidence of
fraud having occurred in these school repairs?

Mr. CoTTON. Yes, sir. That is correct.

Senator BRowNBACK. And that from that, you think it would be
wise for further investigation? Obviously, if there is that, I mean,
this Subcommittee and many others are going to be asking for fur-
ther investigation of this to occur.

Mr. CoTTON. Yes, Sir.

Senator BROWNBACK. Is there anything further you would feel
confident in presenting in front of this Subcommittee of the cir-
cumstantial evidence concerning the fraud?

Mr. CoTToN. | would be uncomfortable getting into more specif-
ics.

Senator BRowNBAcK. All right. We will be delving into that at
a later time.

Ms. Jarmon, did you have anything further that you would like
to add to the Subcommittee and to your report?

Ms. JarmMoON. No, | do not, Mr. Chairman.

Senator BRownBAck. All right. Well, thank you, and, Mr. Cotton,
| appreciate both of your testimonies. We will be following up on
this because they are serious findings and statements. Thank you
very much for your help.
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Our next panel will be Dr. Joyce Ladner, Member of the District
of Columbia Financial Responsibility and Management Assistance
Authority, and General Julius Becton, Superintendent of the Dis-
trict of Columbia Public Schools.

I want to thank the two panelists for joining us today, and I
think both of you were present for the last testimonies. They are
serious allegations that are being put forward.

It is a serious topic. I do not want to lay it out either as any sort
of—out here trying to hunt to say “gotcha” on something. | do not
like these test scores at all. | do not think anybody in this room
likes or agrees with these test scores. | do not like accusations and
people saying that there was fraud that occurred, that the cir-
cumstances for fraud occurred, and | am sure neither of you do ei-
ther, but I will look forward to hearing some clear testimony as to
what has happened, what systems have been put in place to correct
this, and what we can look forward to by correcting these problems
in the future. 1 will have some tough questions for you.

I appreciate the difficulty of the job that you are in, but these
are just some terrible accusations and bad test results that we
have. We have to get at the root of this.

Dr. Ladner, you can present your full testimony or summarize,
whichever you care to do.

TESTIMONY OF JOYCE LADNER,! MEMBER, DISTRICT OF CO-
LUMBIA FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY AND MANAGEMENT
ASSISTANCE AUTHORITY

Ms. LADNER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. | appreciate the oppor-
tunity to testify on the progress made and lessons learned in our
efforts to reform the District's Public Schools.

When the Authority issued its report in November 1996 entitled
“Children in Crisis,” the report on the failure of the D.C. Public
Schools, we concluded that the deplorable record of the District's
schools and every important educational and management area
had left the system in crisis, and, virtually, every area, every grade
level, the system failed to provide the children—the schools with
the quality of education and a safe environment in which to learn.

In response to that report, we took immediate action on Novem-
ber 15, 1996, to fundamentally improve the schools through a reso-
lution and order. We replaced the Superintendent and reduced the
powers of the elected Board of Education. In their place, we ap-
pointed, as you know, retired Army Lieutenant General Julius W.
Becton, and we established an emergency transitional board of
trustees.

The progress made to date has laid the foundation for further re-
form and demonstrable success in the outcomes of children’s edu-
cation. | think that at best, what | can say is that a large number
of things have occurred to put in place the foundation, the infra-
structure, some of the personnel that can carry this task forth so
that those test scores that you have placed here before us do begin
to change.

I am a realist, and in being a realist, |1 recognize that the prob-
lems in the school system did not come about overnight. The phys-

1The prepared statement of Ms. Ladner appears in the Appendix on page 109.
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ical structures have been deteriorating for a period of roughly 50
years. The average age of our schools is in excess of 50 years.

The physical problems and the educational ones cannot be fixed
overnight. Yet, the important thing—and | emphasize that here—
is that they are being fixed. For the first time, there now exists
comprehensive plans both on education and facilities that we did
not have before.

Despite the hard work that has gone into this by all parties in-
volved, including the parents, teachers, administrators, and volun-
teers, much remains to be done. In researching the approach taken
by other educational reform efforts, one of the most essential ingre-
dients was the establishment of the reform-minded team that com-
mitted to change.

In places such as Chicago that | visited prior to the Authority
making the change in the governance structure, they successfully
recruited a top management team and eliminated drastically the
middle-level management tier. We have strongly encouraged Gen-
eral Becton to employ the same approach. We are very pleased,
therefore, that Dr. Arlene Ackerman, who has been appointed Dep-
uty Superintendent and Chief of Academic Office as a result of the
national recruitment campaign, has joined the schools, and in the
coming months, we know that General Becton will continue to as-
semble a team that can bring the Public Schools up to the level of
achievement that we want them.

With respect to academics, the Chief Academic Officer is institut-
ing a plan that will leverage accountability for educational change
throughout the school system. All of the actions in the future,
present and going forth, all of the procedures and processes are
being examined for their impact upon educational attainment.

Therefore, the schools have limited the appointment of principals
to 1 year—that is the first major change that was made—and re-
moved the selection of principals from the previously politicized
process. Fifty percent of the principal's evaluation now will be
based on students’ academic performance. So we are tying perform-
ance of students to the effectiveness of principals.

The schools are also moving to make teacher evaluations per-
formance-driven, and that will be instituted next fall. Principals
and teachers are receiving training and the expectations support-
ing performance-based management.

We are also making changes in academic standards. On her ar-
rival, Ms. Ackerman implemented the nationally recognized Stan-
ford—9 test, and they are being administered on a biannual basis.

Mr. Chairman, | would hazard to guess that because all of our
efforts are being placed in an intensive way to campaign to raise
these scores; that when that test is administered again in the
spring, we may well see some—the next time it is administered, we
may well begin to see some increase in those scores. | say that be-
cause the principals have organized inasmuch as 50 percent of
their evaluation is now tied to the way in which children’s test
scores are turning out. They are under the gun.

The teachers know that come September, their evaluations will
also be very, very heavily tied to the performance of students. They
also know that we are getting rid of social promotion, come this
summer, and by putting in place a safety net for those students
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who, as you have demonstrated here on these charts, are not func-
tioning at the adequate level at which they should be.

We expect somewhere between 15,000 and 20,000 students to go
to summer school. It will be a tough pill to swallow in the begin-
ning, but we also know that none of us could justify continuing to
have students passed on from one grade to the next if they have
not mastered the basic skills that they should have mastered.

We also have an educational strategic plan that will guide the
development of all the administrative priorities that are set. For a
long time, the District's schools have not tied the programs to the
finances available, and for the first time, we will have a road map
that will be tied to the ability to fund these programs.

In terms of administrative and financial management improve-
ments, we the Authority are assisting the schools in addressing
longstanding problems in central personnel and asset management
and technology and procurement functions.

I want to clarify something that was said by the last panel, | be-
lieve by Mr. Cotton. The procurement and information technology
systems are being centralized, and procurement will be placed
under—in the process of being placed under the Chief Procurement
Officer for the City, Richard Fite, and we will be working with the
schools in the months to come to try to make sure that the central-
ized system will address their specific needs, but there is no ques-
tion that the Authority has made the decision to place procurement
under the aegis of the chief procurement officer.

Information technology is the same. We will work with the
schools on asset management and on personnel because many of
the other agencies in the City have had those two functions as well
centralized.

We have made some progress. The size of the central administra-
tion has been reduced from 15 percent of the work force in fiscal
year 1997 to 11 percent in 1998, and we are also—have developed
in conjunction with the schools—the Authority has implemented,
developed a monitoring plan that measures management and pro-
grammatic changes. Monitoring program measures, the progress in
the schools in terms of results are outcomes that the chief execu-
tive officer achieves, and it will help to support the future changes
needed to improve these results in the future.

Much has been said about the infrastructure improvements. |
would like to say here that while we understand that we were re-
quired to make a lot of changes in the physical facilities of the
schools in a very short period of time, that we were also under the
gun of the judge who ordered many of the changes that resulted
in change orders, | should clarify here.

We also know that ultimately all of us bear accountability for
what did or did not occur. The Authority met with Mr. Cotton in
a closed session, and we have forwarded to the IG our concerns,
and they are investigating. We did that immediately after talking
with him.

I do not want to say more than that except to say that | am a
little surprised at how specific Mr. Cotton was today relative to our
conversation we had with him a month or two ago.

The Public Schools are now marketing surplus facilities, includ-
ing the 11 schools we closed last fall. All the monies that are re-
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ceived will be placed in—plowed back into the revitalization of the
physical plants of the schools.

One of the remaining challenges facing the schools, Mr. Chair-
man, is special education. It is a crisis in most major cities around
the country, and for the District, it is no different.

We have nearly 7,700 students in special ed, and the numbers
are growing precipitously. This growth is having tremendous impli-
cations for the future cost of education in the City. Fiscal year 1997
we spent $93.8 million from all sources on special ed. In fiscal year
1998, we estimate we will spend $102 million.

Under the Mills decree, the court order, the D.C. Schools are re-
quired to assess and place special ed students within 50 days of re-
ferral. 1 might say to you, Mr. Chairman, that | know that you
know a great deal about education in conversation and the hearing
we had earlier this year. This 50-day referral period is the shortest
time period for assessment and placement of any school district in
the Nation, according to our research. Most school districts have
about 120 days to do the assessment.

Consequently, so many times, what happens is that because we
cannot do this turnaround of assessing a child's proper placement
in the 50 days, what happens is that on procedural grounds, we
lose the cases to families that are represented by counsel, and the
school system ends up having to pay the tuition, the exorbitant cost
for the child’'s education, and you know that this occurs irrespective
of parents’ income and so on. We need relief in this area from the
City Council.

Finally, 1 would just speak to school funding. Unfortunately, as
you well know, the District of Columbia is not represented by a
State. Therefore, we have to assume City functions, State functions
as well, and every major city around the country receives a signifi-
cant part of its budget for its school system from the parent State,
for building, construction, etc., as well as curriculum development
and so on.

We do not have that. So | would simply say to you, Mr. Chair-
man, that in the months ahead, it would be very, very important
for us to be able to continue the discussions along the lines of how
do we realign a school system that does not have the traditional
basis of support that other cities have and still bring it up to stand-
ards and to the level at which we know the children have to come.

Thank you.

Senator BROwNBACK. Good. | look forward to having some ques-
tions and discussion with you, if I can.

Ms. LADNER. Sure.

Senator BRowNBACK. General Becton, thank you for joining us on
the Subcommittee. You have had a tough task placed on you, and
a short time frame in which to do it, but the kids deserve a lot.
I know you are trying to deliver that. | look forward to your testi-
mony.
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TESTIMONY OF GENERAL JULIUS W. BECTON, JR.,! SUPER-
INTENDENT, DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA PUBLIC SCHOOLS; AC-
COMPANIED BY ARLENE ACKERMAN, CHIEF ACADEMIC OF-
FICER

General BecTtoN. Thank you, Senator Brownback. You have my
prepared statement. | will just make a few key remarks from that
statement.

We thank you for providing us the opportunity to update you on
the progress of our efforts to reform the District of Columbia Public
Schools.

The title of this hearing, “Lessons Learned,” is appropriate be-
cause this has certainly been a learning process for all of us. I am
happy to share some of those lessons with you today.

I have with me, by the way, in addition to Ms. Ackerman, my
chief finance officer, Ed Stephenson. | also have with me our pro-
curement director, Karen Chambers, and general counsel and other
staffers, and I am sure | will have to rely upon them for some re-
sponses to some of the questions, if I may.

Senator BROWNBACK. Yes, Sir.

General BecToN. You have heard the challenges we faced when
we arrived in November of 1996, and | repeat only this portion. Ac-
cording to the Control Board, by virtually every measure of per-
formance, the Public School system failed to provide a quality edu-
cation for all children and a safe environment in which to learn.
The system was broken in fundamental ways, and the public had
lost confidence in the schools. These long standing problems were
created over decades, and they cannot be erased overnight.

Perhaps | should mention here that this was probably the first
lesson learned for me. People are impatient. The public, the City
Council, and even the Congress seemed to expect almost immediate
progress, sometimes forgetting just how long it took us to get to the
point that we are in.

I, too, have been frustrated by the rate of progress, but I know
how far we have come. We have made progress in the relatively
short period this administration has been in place. We have fo-
cused on making improvement in three core areas, and you men-
tioned those, academic achievement, personal and financial man-
agement, and facilities.

I am pleased to report that we have made real progress in all
three areas. We have learned quite a few lessons along the way.

In academics, we have taken dramatic steps to begin improving
student achievement. We have brought on board a highly qualified
chief academic officer who came to the District with a clear plan
and a proven track record. Arlene Ackerman, our chief academic of-
ficer, is here with me today, and | would like to introduce her and
have her join me up here.

Senator BRowNBACK. Ms. Ackerman, please join us.

General BecTtonN. She has reminded me that she has a 2:30 ap-
pointment with the Secretary of Education. | think that is correct.

Senator BRownBAck. Well, that can wait. Tell him you were in
front of the Senate.

1The prepared statement of General Becton appears in the Appendix on page 120.
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General BecTtoN. OK. Ms. Ackerman has developed content
standards that clearly define what students should know and be
able to do. She is implementing promotion gates to end the practice
of moving students on, even if they are not performing at grade
level.

We are planning a massive summer school program that Dr.
Ladner has already mentioned for students who tested below basic
and hope to be promoted this fall. We expect up to 20,000 students,
or 1 out of 4 of our students, to participate.

These are, indeed, dramatic steps, and, yet, while parents have
been largely supportive of our efforts, some observers had criticized
us for not moving more quickly on the academic front. Once again,
I learned a lesson. We should have brought Ms. Ackerman on
board in November 1996 as opposed to September of last year,
after a nationwide search.

My friend, Paul Vallas, who heads up the reform effort in Chi-
cago on which our efforts were modeled, brought 40 professionals
with him when he took over. | had one. Paul Vallas had the sup-
port of the mayor, the City agencies, and the City Council. | had
none of these. Mr. Vallas had the luxury of taking over Chicago
Public Schools in July. He had 2 months to prepare for his first
academic year. | was appointed after the school year began. Here
in the District, we had to do something akin to rebuilding an air-
plane in mid-flight. We cannot always set the rules of the game;
nevertheless, we are moving forward.

In the area of personnel and financial management, we have
made progress as well. We balanced our budget in fiscal year 1997
for the first time in 5 years. We downsized the organization and
shifted personnel out of the central office into the schools. It has
been a slow and difficult process. We have had to work with his-
toric data that is unreliable. We are dependent upon dysfunctional
data management systems, and we are tied to a City payroll sys-
tem which is slow and arduous.

I will now turn to facilities. As you know, this administration in-
herited a massive facilities problem, estimated to be about $2 bil-
lion by GSA. Routine maintenance of our schools have been ne-
glected for years.

When we arrived, there was no long-term capital plan in place,
and school maintenance had been contracted out to a private ven-
dor under an arrangement that we judged to be costly and ineffi-
cient. As you know, fire code violations were abundant.

We drafted a long-range capital plan in time to meet the congres-
sional deadline. We voted to close 11 schools. We began disposing
of surplus property that had previously been allowed to stand
empty for decades.

We repaired or replaced over 60 roofs. We did not patch, as peo-
ple had done in previous years. In fact, we fixed roofs this summer
that had been patched countless times before. We did not just put
on a new roof. We also did the deferred maintenance that was nec-
essary to ensure that those new roofs would last. As the GAO
noted, we had to do this work to get long-term warranties we want-
ed. Those warranties protected the public's investment.

As the GAO said, these were not ordinary roof jobs. In many
cases, we did major upper building repair, to repair damage caused
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by years of deferred maintenance. In addition, we worked on nu-
merous different types of roofs, some of which are much more ex-
pensive than the basic flat roof you usually find in the suburban
areas.

We did this work on a compressed time schedule driven by the
court order, which meant higher labor costs. Were the GSA-man-
aged projects completed at a lower cost? Yes, but the GSA projects
were far less complicated, and they were done in a much more rea-
sonable time frame. In my view, GAO fully understands the cir-
cumstances under which we worked, and it does not believe that
we overspent on the projects, given those circumstances.

Could the process be improved? Yes. Did we learn from our mis-
takes? Yes. Have we made changes as a result? Yes. For example,
we now have set up a new document control process to ensure that
contract files are well maintained and can easily be audited.

I do hope, however, that we do not lose sight of the progress that
we have made last summer. Under extremely difficult circum-
stances, the public got a quality product for its investment. Chil-
dren in almost one-half of our schools are warmer and drier than
they were before we did the work.

This is a real movement forward, and | am proud of the dedi-
cated staff and competent contractors who made it happen. In this
respect, |1 have several letters from the contractors 1 will pass on
to the Subcommittee for your review at some later date.?

Senator BRoOwNBACK. | am pleased to have those.

General BecTton. | will take care of that.

In closing, | would again like to invite you to visit any of our
schools as soon as possible.

Also, Ms. Ackerman would like to meet with you and discuss
with you her detailed plans for academic improvement. | hope that
such a meeting can be arranged as soon as possible, sir.

Thank you for the opportunity to testify. | am prepared to re-
spond to your questions.

Senator BRownBAcCK. Thank you, General.

Again, there is a troubling set of facts that have come forward,
and | just want to go right at those.

On the school repair issue, you have both been here and heard
the testimony. Mr. Cotton stated—and | asked him twice about
this—that the circumstantial evidence of fraud had occurred in the
D.C. School repair.

I do not know, Dr. Ladner, if this would be best to direct to you
or to General Becton, but what steps are you taking specifically to
make sure that does not happen in the future? And then | want
to address the line of questioning also, then, to look back at what
steps we take to make sure that we catch any perpetrators of fraud
on the D.C. Schools.

Ms. LADNER. | will answer part of it, and General Becton can an-
swer the rest.

Assuming there was fraud, assuming the IG finds that to be the
case, because the Authority has no proof at this time that there is
fraud, then the first thing, order of business, is that we have placed
or are in the process of placing procurement functions under the

1The letters submitted by General Becton appear in the Appendix on page 124.
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chief procurement officer for the City. | think centralized functions
here will provide a lot more scrutiny.

Senator BRowNBACK. When will that be completed by?

Ms. LADNER. | will have to get that information back to you, but
it is in process now.

Senator BRoOwNBACK. So that, we will not have the situation
where you can just have a procurement officer put it out on short-
notice bids and then——

Ms. LADNER. Not at all, sir, because part of what happened with
some of the change orders last summer was, if you recall, we were
also in court dealing with Fire Code violations, and if the Fire De-
partment went to inspect a site where a roof had been put on a
building, even though all of these buildings had been inspected
prior to the roof being put on, the judge ordered—gave a blanket
order that all schools be reinspected, even though they had pre-
viously been cleared of Fire Code violations.

So that, a violation could be as small as—fix it within 5 minutes
or it could be something major, but all of these were things that
fed into the change order.

I do not think we are dealing here—I have seen no evidence that
we are dealing with—what do they call it in the industry?—Ilow-
balling a figure of a roof at a considerably low level and then com-
ing back with a change order in order to get the bid.

Senator BRoOwNBACK. There did not appear to be any low balls
here to me.

Ms. LADNER. No.

Senator BROWNBACK. | am not positive of this, but——

Ms. LADNER. The point | am trying to make here is that there
is—I have scrutinized these documents very carefully several
times, and | did not see any evidence here or any of my other dis-
cussion with people in the school system that we were getting a lot
of change orders. | think GAO found—was within the scope of
about what? $3 million or so——

General BECTON. Yes.

Ms. LADNER [continuing]. Total change orders in what they ex-
amined, about $3 million. So that is not millions and millions. You
would never want any change orders, but for a job of this size, |
would not consider that amount to be out of the ordinary.

Senator BROwWNBACK. Are you going to be pursuing this aggres-
sively?

Ms. LADNER. Absolutely. We have had many—I mean, our staff
have had many meetings with Mr. Cotton. | know Mr. Cotton from
having heard his report. Our board has—we have had good work-
ing relations with him, and as | said, we met with him in executive
session. | think that the allegations that are being made here today
are a lot stronger than those we heard. So it has taken me a little
by surprise.

Senator BRowNBAcK. | think we have to pursue this aggres-
sively, and we have to put the systems in place in the future you
do not allow, as he describe, the opportunity to occur so freely and
easily.

As you heard me pose to him, we were in an emergency type of
situation. School was 3 weeks late in getting opened up. We were
in a very difficult box, but at the same time, you can still maintain
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systems that do not allow the opportunities as frequently or as eas-
ily for fraud to occur.

Ms. LADNER. | agree with you totally. Our view was that despite
the emergency situation that it was still necessary to be able to
document the files, and that it was not an either/or situation. | can
reassure you that this kind of situation will not occur again.

We also made inquiries and were told that the files were being
documented.

Senator BRowNBACK. General Becton.

General BEcToN. Thank you, sir.

First, | have heard the extent of Mr. Cotton's remarks about the
fraud for the first time. The report that | read, and the briefing |
heard, said that the potential for fraud existed. | did not hear any-
thing stronger than that until | sat here in this building today.

Change orders were less than 5 percent. I am told in industry,
that is a natural thing. | am not an engineer, but that is what |
have been told by our people.

We have relocated and reorganized our procurement unit, even
before it goes over to the City. We did that sometime ago. We have
a new director. We have five individuals with contracting experi-
ence.

The program offices have been briefed on procurement office pro-
cedures and we have stressed to them that only a contract officer
can award a contract or authorize a change order. | believe we are
taking the steps to preclude what | heard today may have been the
case.

Senator BRowNBAcCK. And we will be following up with you on
those systems approach and the changes of systems.

General Becton, this fall, school will start on time?

General BEcToN. School will start on September 1. | have every
expectation of that. There has been some discussion that DCPS
should go with the rest of the area, and wait until after Labor Day
to begin the new school year. In my view, if | were to authorize be-
ginning school after Labor Day, | may just as well leave town.

Ms. LADNER. | think so.

Senator BROWNBACK. September 1?

General BEcToN. September 1. And by the way, that date was
picked by the elected School Board when it announced the 5-year
plan about 3 years ago.

Senator BRowNBACK. Are there any factors out there that loom
that may put that date off for——

General BEcToN. The only reason, sir, that we were 3 weeks late
before, was because we had a judge who said we cannot open
schools at the same time we were replacing roofs. That is the only
reason we were late.

Senator BROwWNBACK. But you do not have that sort of cir-
cumstance—

General BEcToN. We do not have a judge this time.

Senator BRowNBACK. Right. You do not know who files lawsuits
when; that they might allege something, somewhere, but you do
not know of any circumstances that exist to date that would draw
that opening date past—

General BEcToN. | do not know of any circumstances that exist.

Senator BROWNBACK [continuing]. September 1?
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General BEcTON. September 1 is the date that was selected, and
we will be opening our schools on September 1.

Senator BROWNBACK. You are going to have a heavy load this
summer, too. Apparently, you are going to have 15,000 to 20,000,
did you say, students?

General BEcToN. That is correct.

Senator BrRownBAck. And these are students that have not
passed—that you are not passing for social reasons, and so they
have to take summer school or——

General BecToN. | am not saying for social reasons.

Ms. LADNER. Those are for academic reasons.

General BecToN. If you do not mind, I will let Arlene answer,
please.

Ms. ACKERMAN. Actually, it is a combination. We will not know
until we administer the test in the spring—but we know we have
a substantial number of students who are scoring below basic in ei-
ther reading and math or in both reading and math. What we are
trying to provide in the summer school is an opportunity for all of
those students to sharpen those skills.

Senator BRoOwNBACK. OK. An opportunity or a requirement?

Ms. ACKERMAN. A requirement for some, an opportunity for oth-
ers who will be passed on. What we are trying to do is use summer
school as an intervention strategy for students who have shown us
that they need remediation in either one or the other of these two
core subject areas.

For many of our students, about 12,000 students, they will be
going as a requirement because they have scored below basic in
both reading and mathematics.

Senator BRowNBACK. At what level? Is this throughout public
education or which students?

Ms. AcKERMAN. It is grades 1 through 11, and 12th graders can
go for Carnegie units.

Senator BRoOwNBACK. So you anticipate you will have approxi-
mately 12,000 students that will be required to attend summer ses-
sions?

Ms. AcCkerMAN. And that is based on last spring’'s test scores
which, by the way, are really baseline scores. It is the first time
we had administered that test system-wide.

Given the strategies that we have already put in place to im-
prove student performance, | do not anticipate that we will have
that many, but we have planned for up to 20,000 children, based
on last spring’s results.

Senator BROwWNBACK. Let me turn your attention to these test re-
sults, of which I am certain all of you were concerned at the low
performance level that existed, and, particularly, the two high
schools that did not have a single student in the 10th-grade scoring
at math competency. | thought it was appalling.

Now, are these what you anticipated to date, and where can we
see these numbers going to in the spring and next year?

Ms. AckerMAN. | would anticipate that you will see the numbers
of students who are scoring below basic to decrease, the number of
students who are scoring at basic to increase, and the number of
students scoring at proficient and advanced levels also to increase.
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We have really focused our attention this year in all of our
schools on academic achievement. All of our schools have school im-
provement plans. We have identified our students who are scoring
below basic in reading and math. We have put in place after school,
before school and in-school, tutoring programs. We have focused
our corporate and community partners on reading. So there are
major strategies that we have put in place that | think will im-
prove these test scores this spring. I am confident that will happen.

Senator BrRownNBAck. What are your objectives for these test
changes this year, this spring? What are you saying? What is your
objective for getting these results improved?

Ms. AckerMAN. Well, the objective is that every school will show
improvement in these scores.

Senator BROWNBACK. How much improvement?

Ms. AckerMAN. What we have said is that all schools must show
improvement for our students. In our schools where chronic under-
achievement has been a problem, there is a problem, they have a
10-percent target that they must meet.

There are 23 schools of those schools that are in—we call them
targeted assistance schools. These are schools that have shown us
some real serious deficiencies in terms of student achievement, and
we did put in place a target for them.

Senator BRowNBAcCK. For instance, the two high schools that had
zero students scoring at basic level in math at the 10th grade, what
is the objective, the stated objective for that high school perform-
ance measures?

Ms. AckerRMAN. We have met with all of our schools. Based on
those meetings and the test scores, we have identified now a new
set of schools that we know need extra assistance. We have identi-
fied them as new targeted assistance schools. We are working with
those schools, and to develop plans for improvement for each of
them. We are putting in, again, strategies to help these students
improve. We are putting more staff in these schools, and we are
providing targeted professional development for these teachers.

Senator BRowNBAcCK. | understand the general, but | want you
to take me through specifically what is the objective for those——

Ms. ACKERMAN. The objective is that they will—

Senator BROWNBACK [continuing]. Two high schools, and what is
the specific plan of how we get there.

Ms. AckerRMAN. | believe that you have to look at this on mul-
tiple levels. You have to provide professional development. You
have to have an instructional program that is tailored to meet the
needs of those students who are scoring below basic, and then you
have to set some targets for performance. At this time, our targets
for the targeted assistance schools are 10 percent.

This new set of schools was just identified this year.

Senator BROWNBACK. Let me be specific with that. Then those
two high schools that had zero math competence, math at basic
competency levels, your objective this spring is for them to have 10
percent of their students at basic math grade level?

Ms. AckerRMAN. No. Our objective for our targeted assistance
schools is that they will improve their overall test scores by 10 per-
cent.
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Senator BROWNBACK. So everybody’'s test scores will go up 10
percent.

Ms. AckeERMAN. We are looking at the overall scores, in those
schools; the overall school scores should improve by 10 percent.

Senator BRowNBACK. What happens if they do not?

Ms. AckERMAN. For those schools that were newly identified—
and those two high schools were not in the original cohort of
schools—they have 2 years to improve. All schools get 2 years to
improve. The 23 schools that were identified last year will be re-
viewed at the end of this spring as targeted assistance schools.
They must show improvement at the end of this school year or they
will be reconstituted.

Those schools that have been newly identified have 2 years or
two test score periods to improve, counting this year and next
June. The two high schools you mentioned are in the second group.
They are receiving major interventions now.

Senator BROwWNBACK. So that, if those test results do not go up
this year——

Ms. AckerMAN. We will look at reconstitution for those schools,
the first 23. We will be looking at those schools.

Senator BRowNBACK. When you say reconstitution——

Ms. ACKERMAN. It means starting over again, looking at those
schools, identifying new staff, new principals, and starting over
with research-based design models that have proven track records
for student achievement.

Senator BROWNBACK. So that some of the principals may be re-
moved if these test results do not go up?

Ms. AckerMAN. In those schools, yes. The entire staff will have
to reapply for their jobs. The whole schools will be emptied out.

Senator BRowNBACK. | am a little concerned, if I understand this
correctly. You are saying 2 years to improve 10 percent. Is that cor-
rect?

Ms. ACKERMAN. Each year.

Senator BROwNBACK. Each year, 10 percent.

Ms. ACKERMAN. Right.

Senator BROWNBACK. So we are up 20 percent——

Ms. ACKERMAN. Right.

Senator BROWNBACK [continuing]. Over 2 years.

Ms. ACKERMAN. That is a minimum.

Senator BRowNBACK. That seems a minimum to me. In looking
at these results, if you have got these up 20 percent, we are still
not at national averages, and we are doing that over a period of
2 years——

Ms. ACKERMAN. Right.

Senator BROWNBACK [continuing]. And that does not seem to me
to be fair to the D.C. Schools.

Ms. ACKERMAN. Given the fact that we——

Senator BRownNBAcK. Why not set a higher target and a stronger
objective for them?

Ms. AckerMAN. | do think you have to set a reasonable target,
and | think, given the fact that school did not open on-time, given
the fact that basic infrastructures were not in place, that if you
look at what other districts are doing, what we are doing is reason-
able. In fact, if you look at Chicago, they have not set targets at
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all. They have only said that schools have to improve. We have set
targets that schools have to improve by a certain amount, espe-
cially the schools where we have expressed some real concern.

I think that we have to put in place some infrastructures that
were not there in the past. We did not have system-wide standards.
We did not have alignment between the standard and the curricu-
lum. Last spring was the first time we had given this test (the
Standford-9 Achievement Test). Before that, we had used the same
test for the period of 9 years, so we were not even getting good
data.

We did not provide professional development for teachers, and re-
quire them to go. With all of those things we are now putting in
place, | think that we can then begin to set the targets higher, but
this year, it was at 10 percent, given all of those factors for those
schools that we have identified as needing immediate support.

Senator BROwWNBACK. If a student does not score at basic com-
petency level, then will they be required to go to summer——

Ms. AckerMAN. If they score below basic, in reading and mathe-
matics, they have to go to summer school.

Senator BROwWNBACK. And this is 1st through 11th grades?

Ms. ACKERMAN. For 1st through 11th.

Senator BRowNBAcCK. Well, 1 would urge you to up the goal.
Maybe it is because | have kids that this seems so precious and so
important and so critical that it happens in a timely manner.

I realize we can all talk about, well, a year, 2 years, these things
will happen, but, my goodness, I mean, each of those children, each
year they peg through the system, if they do not get it now, they
are not going to get it.

Ms. AckerRMAN. Well, Mr. Chairman, | want you to know that |
have spent 29 years as a teacher and in education. It is my life.
And | certainly do understand setting clear expectations and high
expectations.

I do, though, need to tell you, in the 29 years that | have been
in this business, 1 have never seen a system so broken. You have
to put in place those infrastructures that | talked about—both the
personnel and the financial management systems to support
schools and what we are putting in place on the academic side. |
believe there are reasonable expectations to start, and | believe
that we can ratchet the standards higher in the future.

Senator BRowNBAcK. | do not think you are fast enough. I really
do not. This is not good enough for us as a nation. Look at the
number, 61 percent of our 10th graders are not scoring at math
competency in the Nation.

Ms. AckerMAN. | did not say | was satisfied with that. 1 do,
though, believe we have a clear plan for improvement.

Senator BRowNBAcCK. Well, | understand that, but you had basi-
cally said that then—General Becton, you have been on board since
September of when?

General BeEcToN. Sixteen months. | came in November 1996.

Senator BRowNBACK. November 1996. That was 2 years from
now——

General BecTtonN. No, that is not what—I do not think she said
that, sir.
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Senator BRowNBAck. OK. Then | want to get it straight what we
are saying.

General BEcToN. The targeted assistance schools for the 2 years
that——

Ms. AcKeERMAN. Right. Those schools——

Senator BROWNBACK. Wait. Let me make my question clearer.

Ms. ACKERMAN. OK.

Senator BROwWNBACK. At what point in time will we be at na-
tional—at basically, roughly national levels on math and reading in
the D.C. Public Schools?

Ms. AcKeErRMAN. My goal is to have that within the next 3 years,
but I think it depends upon the grade level.

At our 1st grade, we start at the national average. So we are al-
ready there. We would have to look at it grade by grade, and at
some grade levels, we are certainly closer to that than others.

Given this very clear focus on student achievement, | think you
will see us get there in some grades a lot quicker because we are
closer to the national average. As | said, at the 1st grade, we are
there. | think you will see us improve at every level.

Senator BROWNBACK. So, 3 years from now, we will be at the na-
tional average?

Ms. ACKERMAN. My goal is to get us there within that 3-year pe-
riod, by the year 2000.

Senator BrRowNBAcK. General Becton, you will have been on
board then 4 years and some months and we will get to the na-
tional average at that point.

General BEcToN. Not really because we go away June of 2000.
We have until the year 2000, June, before we turn it back over to
the elected officials.

Senator BROWNBACK. So we do not even have a plan while you
are in office for us to get to national averages.

General BecToN. Sir, |1 do not have the numbers in front of me,
but we can get the numbers for you.

We are a member of the 50 urban area schools. You will not find
any, to the best of my knowledge, of those 50 urban schools that
are at the national average. We are trying to be a model. We are
all working towards that goal, but when you have kids in the 10th
and 11th grades who have had a social promotion, who can grad-
uate as they did last year and read at the 6th-grade level with a
diploma in their hand, it is going to take more than 2 years to get
that child up to speed.

Senator BROWNBACK. But we do not even have a plan in place
to get us to national average, and | realize what you are talking
about.

General BEcToN. We do have a plan.

Senator BRowNBAcK. Well, no, you are saying you go out of exist-
ence by 2000, and we are not going to get there for 3 years yet from
this point.

Ms. AckerMAN. No, we have a very clear academic plan that in-
cluded standards, professional development, and clear guidelines
for promotion. It is very clear.

Senator BROWNBACK. Let me put it one other way, then.

Ms. ACKERMAN. OK
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Senator BRowNBAcCK. Will we be at national average by the time
General Becton'’s job has concluded?

Ms. ACKERMAN. That is our goal.

Senator BRownBACK. Thank you. | will accept that.

We have got to do this, and | know | am haranguing on you,
General Becton. It is just that this is tough——

General Becton. But | would like to have the necessary time
to—

Senator BROwWNBACK [continuing]. And we need to set that objec-
tive. If we do not set that objective, we will never hit it.

General BEcToN. Can we have time to explain the plan that Ar-
lene has? | do not think this is the place to do it, but we would
be more than happy to set down and go over, step by step, how we
propose to do it.

Ms. ACKERMAN. And, Mr. Chairman, | would like to say that
being at national average would not be my ultimate goal. It would
be above the national average——

Senator BRowNBACK. Absolutely.

Ms. AckeERMAN [continuing]. Because | would like to see us ex-
emplary.

Senator BRowNBACK. Absolutely.

Ms. AckerMAN. And exemplary is above the national average.

Senator BRowNBACK. And that is what has concerned me about
this dialogue here, | did not think we really were even looking at
trying to and setting that as a goal. | realize you set that as a goal
and if you do not make it people say you fail, but if you do not even
set it as a goal, we are not going to get anywhere close to it. You
have got to set that.

Ms. ACKERMAN. The new vision is to be exemplary. You cannot
be exemplary if you are just average.

Senator BRowNBACK. And we have got to have the plan to do
that. Dr. Ladner.

Ms. LADNER. | was simply going to say that we should separate
the two issues here. One is that when the emergency—state of
emergency was declared in the schools, the financial authority set
a sunset provision, so that these schools would in 2%z years return
back over to the elected school board and so on, but the second fac-
tor here is that the education of the children and the goals that are
set by the educators will continue, and we are not placing some
timetable on—or at least these two factors are not consistent.

I am not saying that we are going to stop making the progress
when General Becton leaves. We are saying that what we brought
the emergency team in to do was to do the turnaround, fix what
Ms. Ackerman just called the most irretrievably broken—I used “ir-
retrievable” as my term—broken system that she has worked in for
29 years, and do all those things for it that will lay the groundwork
so that the progress can be made rapid and continuous. We fully
expect that to continue no matter who is at the help of the schools.

I would think that this community would demand, after General
Becton’s team is no longer there, accountability from a top-ranked
educator who will continue to make sure that we become an exem-
plary school.

Senator BrRowNBAcK. Well, thank you. I will look forward to
meeting with you, Ms. Ackerman, to talk about this. Since we met
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the first time around, | have continued to be very concerned about
the lack of performance taking place, and | do not think we are
moving rapidly enough, and | hope that you feel similarly that we
have to move more rapidly not only in the academic results, and
we have not talked to General Becton today, but also about the
safety issues within the schools.

Actually, do you have a comment about how that has occurred
here lately?

General BEcTON. Yes, | have.

Senator BROWNBACK. Because the numbers that | cited are very
troubling as well.

General BecToN. The data we have shows that reports of violent
crimes in the categories of simple assault, sexual assault, and
fighting have increased over the past 2 years, while reports of as-
saults with a deadly weapon have occurred at about the same
rate.l

However, there are two factors that impact these numbers. First,
as an administration, we have said to school staff that all incidents
must be reported. In the past, | think we can clearly show that
some principals did not report incidents in their schools because
they believed those reports would “look bad” on their records. This
is no longer the case. Therefore, while more incidents are being re-
ported, it does not necessarily follow that more incidents are occur-
ring.

In addition, as you know, we installed new metal detectors in
many of our schools during this period. Previously, schools did not
have metal detectors or the metal detectors did not work well. This
new security technology is helping us to pick up weapons that pre-
viously may have gotten into the schools unnoticed. Therefore, our
numbers for weapons possession have gone up over the period.
However, | view this as positive indication that our methods of
identifying weapons and confiscating them are working.

Over the past 2 years, by increasing incident reporting rates and
enhancing technology, we have essentially established a legitimate
baseline for security. It is my hope and expectation that we will see
a decrease from that baseline in the coming years.

Senator BROwNBACK. The figures | have show a huge number of
violent incidences taking place, 1,600, I think that we had reported.

General BectonN. | do not recognize that number, except the
1,600 I remember was Fire Code abated, but that is not what you
are talking about.

We have 197 knives, 8 cans of pepper spray, firearms, those
things that we have identified specifically, and we can give you a
chart of all of those kinds of weapons that we have identified.2

Senator BRowNBACK. Good, because the students and the teach-
ers have to feel safe, as you noted previously.

General BecToN. | understand that clearly.

Senator BRowNBAck. Well, thank you. There will be a continued
review in the U.S. Senate on D.C. Public Schools. You have seen
various different proposals come forward from Senator Lieberman

1 Letter from General Becton appears in the Appendix on page 134.
2Chart referred to appears in the Appendix on page 133.
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and myself on charter schools and their expansion, and on vouchers
for low-income parents.

I know that there had been a private voucher program where
1,000 voucher scholarships were offered, and this is according to an
article today in the Washington Post. Over 7,500 applicants, about
a tenth of the total of Public School enrollment, enrolled for those,
and we will see those efforts continue as we try to provide addi-
tional options, and | would like to think competition, too, for you
that will help further spur on growth and improvement in those
test results because that is what we are all after.

General BecToN. We encourage charter schools because they do
bring about competition.

Senator BrRowNBack. | hope you will encourage vouchers, too,
here sometime, General Becton. You and | have been around about
that a few times.

General BectoN. Why don’'t we have a referendum for the City,
let them figure it out?

Senator BRownBAck. Well, it seems like 7,500 parents have sure
voted here on these scholarships, but | appreciate your input.

I hope we can meet. | am glad that you have set a goal to at
least get at national standards by the year 2000 because | think
we have to at least do that, and we should do much, much better.

Thank you very much.

General BEcToN. Thank you, sir.

Senator BROWNBACK. Our final panel presentation will be a par-
ent of D.C. Public School students. Taalib-Din Uqgdah is the pre-
senter, and we would welcome you to the panel.

Mr. Uqdah, thank you very much for joining us today.

TESTIMONY OF TAALIB-DIN UQDAH, PARENT OF D.C. PUBLIC
SCHOOL STUDENTS

Mr. UgbAH. Yes, sir. | thank you for having me here as well. |
would like to at least take a few minutes to introduce myself to
you. | do not come with any commas behind my name. So | am not
a bureaucratic official. However, | am a businessman here in the
District of Columbia. | have been self-employed for at least the last
24 years.

I am 45 years old, and | am a native Washingtonian. | am also
the custodial parent of my niece who is a 1st grader, 6 years old,
and my nephew, who is a 6th grader, 11 years old, at Shepherd ElI-
ementary School here in the District of Columbia.

I think the greatest distinction that | have in sitting before you
is that 1 am a product of the D.C. Public School system. So | am
able to testify as an expert witness, as it were, on what | knew the
system to be.

I considered the system at that particular time to be a success,
and | am basing that on my own personal success as a business-
man here in the District of Columbia. I did not go past the 12th
grade. | graduated from Eastern High School in 1970. However, |
do feel that my education in the District of Columbia prepared me
for life.

My business, | started with $500 and a 4-year lease on someone
else’s building. Today, | employ 14 people. | own my own building
that has a value of over $400,000, even in a bad market, and |
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have consistently grossed nearly a half-a-million dollars a year for
the last 10 of the 18 years that | have been in this business in par-
ticular.

The bottom line is, sir, that 1 am not a burden on society. | do,
however, have to advise this Subcommittee, or at least advise you,
that what was the norm for me is no longer the case.

I do not like what is happening today, nor do | feel the con-
fidence in the present system to educate my two children.

Despite my own parents’ constant insistence that | personally at-
tend college, | chose not to do so. In fact, everything that | learned
within the D.C. Public School system, | actually learned by the
time | had finished junior high school because | went to a progres-
sive junior high school at that time where they were giving us pro-
gressive college preparatory courses. So, by the time | went to high
school, all I had was the same books, but just different teachers.
At that particular time, the system did not have a high school to
move us on to the next level.

We did not have the luxury of a Banniker High School or a Duke
Ellington, which are a couple of the schools in the District of Co-
lumbia that have been set aside for students that have high aca-
demic achievement or to achieve higher levels of excellence in the
arts.

However, we were truly like the generations having preceded us
in that we were the children our parents were raising in order to
save America. Now | find that we have to raise the consciousness
of America in order to save our children.

I believe within the present Public School system, there is a lack
of commitment, compassion, professionalism, and a general feeling
of distrust amongst for and towards administrators. The D.C. Pub-
lic School system has no connection with reality, no connections
with the day-to-day struggles we make as parents, willing to sac-
rifice everything for the education of our children. Even if they do
not appreciate it, it is what we must do or regret later not having
done it.

Those impositions to make decisions in the best interest of the
students and their parents do not. They have made them in the
best interest of the administration, choosing instead to protect the
system and their employment status within it, not to rock the boat
or the proverbial apple cart that they do not want to upset. That
is why PTA meetings are held only once a month, on a week night
at the most inopportune time for parents, with single parents
bringing up a child or children alone, where parents with children
at two or three different schools or grade levels find it impossible
to participate at all, where information is scarce, sporadic, and in
many cases slow in coming, if at all.

I, like many parents, believe it is by design. For the less we
know, the less likely it is that the natives will become restless. So
important telephone numbers that we need to know as parents,
numbers that will help us through the system’s bureaucratic maze,
is a well-kept secret, doled out if at all once a year at a strategic
PTA meeting and not printed for all of us to know and understand
the process, where policies and rules are learned on an incidental
or need-to-know basis, but not common knowledge amongst the ma-
jority of parents.
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This is why our present Public School system is experimental
with a heavy emphasis on socialization and not academics, with a
grading system of proficient and in process and not the typical al-
phanumeric system we are accustomed to.

This is why the focus of attention is now on test and testing pro-
cedures and not a comprehensive knowledge-based approach.
Teachers have been threatened with termination, non-promotion,
or some form of discipline should their charges fail to perform ade-
quately on the upcoming performance test in April. So the focus on
educating children, is not what we can teach them, but how can we
prepare them to pass the test.

This is why today’s administrative educators will support a pre—
K and Kindergarten curriculum of inventive spelling, allowing chil-
dren to purposely misspell words in order not to stifle their creative
writing skills, or while within the D.C. Public School system, em-
phasis is not placed on reading until the 1st grade where students
are expected to read, but they are not taught in the pre—-K or Kin-
dergarten curriculums, and phonics is not only discouraged as a
learning tool, but with many experienced teachers, snuck into the
curriculum.

This is why when you bring these concerns to teachers and ad-
ministrators, they defend or make excuses for the present system,
rather than embrace your recommendations or suggestions. They
leave you feeling that your way is the old way, and it really did
not work for you. You only think it did.

These new methods are now considered to be not the best way,
but the way, and if you do not like it, perhaps you should put your
child in a private school, as my wife was instructed to do by one
of Amber’s pre-K teachers, but the truth of the matter is, it has
not only become the best way because someone has invested hun-
dreds of thousands of dollars in making it that way, and now that
they are reaping the rewards of that investment, all the reports,
all the studies, and all the surveys done by public and private com-
panies who have a vested interest in selling their teaching methods
to a beleaguered public system like ours have shown that this is
now the best way to educate our children and we buy into it blind-
ly.
Administrators know it is experimental. Parents think their chil-
dren are being educated, not experimented upon, but we are stuck
with it. The administration first becomes defensive, then commit-
ted to it, not because it is the best, but because they own it.

Now the onus is put on us as parents to act as teachers, and the
schools only reinforce what we provide, when my understanding
and those of others has always been that the system would educate
our children and we as parents would only reinforce what they
have acquired during the course of the day. Everything has now
been turned around.

Our children have become business decisions, a brokered com-
modity to be traded on the open market for poverty and ignorance,
hopelessness and despair, drug addiction and nonperformance, veg-
etative states of ignorance and walking social misfits, for the latest
in designer fashion, hip-hop culture, and various doses of entertain-
ment drugs, be it cocaine and marijuana or hard stuff like sports
television, video, video games, etc.
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So what do we do? | have made certain recommendations, for ex-
ample, that we require uniforms for pre—K through 12th grade, but
with a different approach. Let the kids design the uniforms. Let
them travel to the Carolinas and pick out the fabric, set the pro-
duction schedules, the shows to display their wares, the accounting
system to bill parents who cannot afford the cost of uniforms. The
students can set a Goodwill-type store that take clothing in for
younger children or graduates who have outgrown the clothes, set
up embroidery machines for children who may want uniforms with
a personal touch. They will learn by doing.

And | have made other recommendations as well. In the interest
of time, | will not repeat them.

However, if we can only find someone in this system with half
a brain, recommendations like these would work, and the same
could be said of any of the other trade services or retail industries
in America. It would encourage kids to go to college who want more
out of life, and for those who do not, what is the worst that will
happen? They will have an experience of a lifetime and a skill they
can take anywhere in the world and earn a living. It is a win-win
situation for everyone. It does not reduce or diminish academics. In
fact, | would submit to you that it only enhances it. It makes aca-
demics practical. It can teach math, history, science, economics,
and English all at once. It makes education exciting for young
minds.

We can then walk away from this process and know that we
have done the best for our children to prepare for the coming cen-
tury; that, if nothing else, we have created individuals who may or
may not be high academic achievers, but the one thing they are not
is a burden on society, and isn't that what it is all about?

I thank you, and if you have any questions, I would be glad to
answer.

Senator BRownNBAck. Thank you, Mr. Ugdah, for your testimony.

You have two children in the D.C. Public Schools?

Mr. UQDAH. Yes, | do.

Senator BRownBACK. What grades are they in?

Mr. UgQDAH. First and 6th.

Senator BRowNBACK. And your 6th grader has been in the D.C.
Schools the whole way?

Mr. UgbaH. He has actually been in since the 3rd grade. He
came down from Providence, Rhode Island, after 1st and 2nd grade.

Senator BRowNBACK. So he has been in the school system for 3
years, then?

Mr. UgpaH. Well, this is his fourth year.

Senator BROWNBACK. Going on the fourth year?

Mr. UQDAH. Yes, Sir.

Senator BROwWNBACK. Does he feel safe in the school?

Mr. UgbpaH. Safe, | would tell you yes.

Senator BROWNBACK. Does your daughter feel safe in the 1st
grade?

Mr. UQpaH. Safety at this particular school is not a major issue.

I have questioned some of the disciplinary actions in which the
principal has taken whenever there have been physical altercations
which have taken place in the school.
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I quite honestly do not know what the policy is on any force or
any discipline problems, and you only really find out what they are
at the point that the discipline is either meted out or the point the
altercation actually occurs, but Shepherd is not a school that is
equipped, nor do | feel it needs to be equipped, with metal detec-
tors or anything of that nature.

It does have a security guard that is posted at the school from
at least 8:30 in the morning until close of school in the evening.

Senator BRowNBACK. What if you were offered the option of a
private school voucher? Do you think that is a good proposal or
not?

Mr. UgbaH. Without question. And if | could, | would like to at
least elaborate on it for a moment.

Senator BROWNBACK. Please.

Mr. UQpAH. Prior to school vouchers being somewhat popular in
today’s political vernacular, | only recognized it as poor quality of
education and being a tax-paying citizen who pays more than my
fair share of taxes by virtue of the fact that | am a businessman
in addition to being a homeowner and a D.C. resident. | felt as
though the education system was not providing the type of edu-
cation for my children that | felt would be commensurate with the
amount of taxes that | was paying. So | have always looked for a
way to be able to improve that by having an option, as you are say-
ing, to be able to put them in a private school.

Here lately, |1 have learned that what | have attempted to do is
known as a school voucher. I just quite honestly did not have that
type of definition for what | was looking to do within the D.C. Gov-
ernment, period, and | have testified before the City Council on
this very thing, but | was not calling it a school voucher. | was only
looking for a better way to have my tax dollars spent on education.

Senator BROwNBACK. Let me ask you, as a parent, you talked
about the inability or the difficulty of being able to get the nec-
essary telephone numbers to contact people and the PTA meetings
not being regularly called. What are your avenues to express your
ideas within the D.C. Public Schools?

Mr. UgbaH. Forums like this, me calling up one of the parents
of another classmate or they calling me. We are just kind of bounc-
ing things off of each other.

I did not come here with any illusions that my testimony was
going to make a difference. Quite honestly, with you, | believe that
I am only here to hear myself talk. I do not think that anything
that I am saying before you or any of the administrators or the
principals or the teachers who | have talked to for years about
these problems are really going to make a difference.

Senator BRowNBACK. What do they say to you?

Mr. UgbaH. For the most part, based on personal conversations
that | have had with them, | feel comfortable in telling you that
there are going to be many parents, including myself, that plan on
putting one, if not both of their children, in private school next
year, whether there are vouchers or not.

Senator BRownBAcK. But tell me what do the administrators and
the teachers say to you when you express the sort of concerns——

Mr. UgbaH. Well, basically, what they do is they tell me that
that was the old way; that there are new systems now in place.
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I mean, this whole idea of inventive spelling, I have never heard
to that. That is the most ridiculous thing I have ever heard of.

Or, when my children come home with a report card and the
grade is “proficient” or “in process,” | mean, what does that mean?
I do not even know what that means. So | go in with questions,
but I come away feeling as if I do not have any answers. So | con-
tinue to beat away at this process, and | do that by calling up pri-
vate schools and asking them to send me applications for their
schools, to allow me to come by and visit, because | am at the end.
I do not know what else to do.

There have been at least two moves in the District of Columbia
to pass vouchers. My only objections to the vouchers as this Con-
gress has tried to pass them is that they have only been limited
to poor people. | have got a big problem with that—not you person-
ally, but what is being suggested is that | go out and become home-
less, and then all of these things will be available to me, and that
is not the way the system should work.

Yes, it is going to be a sacrifice for me and other parents to be
able to afford to send our children to private school, but it is a sac-
rifice that we are willing to make. | have talked to other parents,
and they feel the same way.

I have been warned, as it were, not to bash the District of Co-
lumbia, but you cannot bash anything that is already broken.
Bashing something is if | go out to your brand-new car and | hit
it with a baseball bat, but if you have already got a dent in it,
there is nothing I can do to make it any worse.

So, when | hear people make certain comments, when | read in
the paper that retired general has now quit—he has got close to
$200,000 of my money, and he quit whining because he could not
get my support. He quit because he could not get public support,
but he walked away with his salary, a $30,000 signing bonus, and
a $38,000 performance bonus? That is ridiculous. That is what has
got me down here. That is what has got me intense about this.

I am not angry. | am just intense because it is not making any
sense to me, because I have to go back home and | have to look
my two children in the eye and try to explain to them why it is
that 1 am down here testifying before a Senate committee about
their education.

What bothers me is I am a product of this very system, and |
did not turn out so bad. There is no number in front of my chest.
I am not a member of any penal institution. 1 do not have a police
record, but | graduated from these same schools. | had a skills
class that taught me how to take notes. | do not see that in the
system anymore.

I mean, how do you have a system that requires a 1st grader to
know how to read, but they are not taught how to read in pre-K
or Kindergarten?

They have got a system in pre—K and Kindergarten now that re-
quires the teacher, requires them under the academic system, to
set aside 2 hours for socialization. Well, I am not sending my chil-
dren to school for a United Nations experience. They can get that
at home. That is why | have neighbors. That is why they have
classmates, where they can go for a socialization process. 1 do not
want my child off in a corner somewhere taking—in a Kkitchen pre-
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tending like she is cooking. She has got a kitchen at home. | am
not sending her to school for that. I am sending her to school to
learn, and that it is my responsibility as a parent to reinforce
whatever it is she has learned when she comes home, but when she
comes home, she brings home assignments by example, where she
is learning how to tell time. She is learning right now the hour
time and the half-hour time. | see the process that the teacher is
beginning to take her through, and then she comes home and she
is learning 5, 10, 15, 20, 25, 30. It is like a rhyme for children. 1
certainly remember it.

But then the next time she comes home, she is learning coins.
So | go to the teacher and | ask her what is happening here. She
was learning time 1 day and coins the next day. What I am finding
out is these teachers—her teacher like many other teachers have
a curriculum that they have to get through in order to deal with
this test by April. So, if they have a list of 40 things that they have
to do, they want to be able to say to their principal, “I did those
40 things,” whether or not the student learned anything. That is
not important. That is not the issue. The issue is, “Did you get
through these 40 things?” “Yes, I did,” and that is the problem that
I am having.

I would rather for my child to learn 25 of those things ade-
quately, proficiently, and know it backwards and forward, ready to
move on to the next grade level, than to know that 40 items have
been covered simply so that she can do better on this test. That is
the problem.

Senator BRowNBAcK. | wish the school officials had stayed here
to hear you testify.

Mr. UgbpaH. Now it is a feel-good process. | understand that. |
know why the room cleared out.

Senator BRownBAck. Well, it may be for you, but | wish that
they had been here to hear it, and | hope there are some people
here from the schools that can hear that testimony that you are
putting forward because | think a lot of it makes a lot of sense that
you are putting forward. Thank you for coming in.

Mr. UgbaH. Thank you for having me, sir.

Senator BROWNBACK. You give us your views from somebody that
is a parent in the system, and | think as you can detect from where
we are at today, we are trying to get the system improving in a
quick order and trying to get it better for your kids before they
graduate through it in a system that in many respects is far more
harmful to them than it is helpful.

Mr. UQDAH. Yes, Sir.

Senator BROWNBACK. We are trying to change that.

Mr. UQDAH. | hope so.

Senator BRowNBACK. Thank you very much for joining us. Thank
you all for joining us.

The hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 3:01 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned.]
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

We are pleased to be here today to discuss the results of our review of the District of
Columbia Public Schools' (DCPS) efforts to repair school roofs during the summer of
1997. You indicated that your Subcommittee had received widely varying information on
the cost of the roof repair work ranging from $11 to $19 per square foot, and that there
were divergent views on when funds were available to do that work, ranging from as
early as April 1997 to July 1997. Consistent with your request, we focused on when funds
were available to pay for the roof work and the cost, including the cost per square foot,
of the work completed in fiscal year 1997. These issues are discussed in greater detail in

our report, which is being issued today to the Subcommittee."

My statement today covers three points:

- when funds were made available to pay for roof repairs;

- the cost of the roof repairs, including the cost per square foot; and

- additional roofs to be repaired in fiscal year 1998 and beyond.

1
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Roof repairs were done at 61 D.C. schools during fiscal year 1997. The General Services
Administration (GSA) managed the work at 10 schools and DCPS at 51 schools. The
majority of District public schools were built over 50 years ago, generally have not been
well maintained, and, consequently, substantial deferred maintenance existed. In
addition, concerns about safety and problems with leaky school roofs have been widely
reported. We and others have documented the less-than-adequate condition of the

District's public schools in several reports.®

Sufficient funding was available to begin roof work when schools were closed for the
summer on June 20, 1997. Bond proceeds of $11.5 million that became available in
October 1996 were being used to fund the GSA-managed work. Additional funds later
became available for the DCPS-managed work: $18 million in March 1997 and an
additional $20 million in June 1997. Thus, when D.C. schools closed for the summer, at

least $38 million was available for DCPS-managed roof repairs.

Z&nmmmnmmmmmmm(momﬂsr%m Feb. 1, 1995);
ilities: ing Co nd n- ps (GAO/HEHS-96-103,

June 14, 1996), (GAO/HEHS-%
148, June 24, 1996); Distri i i eme s

’ a erge ) [l
mmmmmmum;m (GAO/HEHS-97-116R May 5 1997) and GSA's
study, Determination a joritiz ) b
Projects (February 18, 1997).

2




38

Although these funds were available when schools closed, the DCPS-managed roof work
was delayed to the third week of July. DCPS was not prepared to start making repairs
immediately because it had not completed sufficient initial work, such as determining the
scope of work on individual projects that forms the basis for seeking bids. One reason
for DCPS not being prepared to start work was the almost complete turnover in technical
capital project staff during the school year. Also, work was delayed because of
difficulties in securing bids. DCPS told us that at the time the long-range plan was
submitted in February 1997, it expected to complete roof work by the end of October
1997 but accelerated it in response to a court order that roof work not be done while
classes were in session. Consequently, the work was accomplished under a highly

compressed schedule.

COST OF REPAIRS

Our review showed that DCPS spent about $37 million for roof replacement/repair in
fiscal year 1997. This cost included an extensive amount of work to ensure that facilities
were structurally sound and watertight. A significant, but not determinable, amount of
these costs was attributable to factors other than what would be strictly interpreted as
roof replacement/repair work. Among these were structural integrity, fire damage, the
general deterioration from deferred maintenance, and warranty stipulations. Extensive

work was performed to repair and replace masonry, cornices, flashing, and coping and to
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clean drains. As a result, the costs were higher than what would have been incurred for

roofing work only.

DCPS had initially budgeted $22 million for roof work, which according to DCPS officials,
did not address the complexity of the roof areas and other issues. Subsequently, based
on the detailed evaluations done at the individual schools as a basis for contracting for
work during fiscal year 1997, the aggregate cost estimates—which we understood
considered the relevant factors-was $31.7 million. The contracts for work at 54 of the 61
schools totaled about $32.7 million. Work on the remaining seven schools was done
primarily by DCPS in-house maintenance staff. As of February 4, 1998, DCPS had
provided us with change orders totaling about $2 million for the 54 schools, which brings
the total repair costs reported to date to about $34.7 million. In addition, DCPS incurred
about $2 million for consulting, contract administration, and construction management

fees.

Considering the costs for all the work involved, the average per square foot cost was
about $20. For GSA-managed contracts, the average cost per square foot was about $13
whereas, for DCPS-managed contracts, the average cost per square foot was about $22.
DCPS officials attributed the higher square-foot costs of their contracts to extensive roof-
related work that was requi;ed to achieve sound facilities. Also, GSA issued task orders
against its existing contracts and did not have to seek bids when the market was

saturated with roof work, its projects were done over longer time frames and required
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less overtime pay, and its contracts covered only flat roof work whereas DCPS contracts

covered muitiple roof areas and materials, which are costlier.

The individual schools worked on by DCPS contractors had square foot costs ranging
from $4.19 for Ketcham Elementary to $77.27 for Cook Elementary. The square foot cost
for GSA-contracted work ranged from $10.10 for Shadd Elementary to $27.43 for Spingam
Gym. According to GSA, it encountered unusual conditions at Spingarn Gym because of
fire damage, the installation of a new roof deck and supporting structures, and a

significant amount of asbestos removed.

DCPS officials indicated that the wide range in per square-foot costs among schools
resulted primarily from roof-related work. For example, less than 20 percent of Cook
Elementary's total cost was related to roof replacement. Most of the cost was related to
the repair of an ornamental cornice just below the roof level. The cornice had
deteriorated, and portions of it were at risk of falling off: therefore, Cook was considered
a major safety concern. In addition, the comice had to be repaired from a crane.
Further, DCPS officials stated that much work was done to repair the skylight and to

repair coping with new stainless steel covering.

For MacFarland Junior High ($64.45), DCPS officials and engineering consultants stated
that large amounts of masonry repair (repointing and replacement of broken brick),

installation of metal panels on high parapet walls, and skylight repair were performed. In
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addition, the flashing was repaired, the stone coping was replaced, and drains were

cleaned.

Insufficient data. exist to ascertain with any certainty the added cost associated with the
degree of deferred maintenance encountered in this extensive project. Years of neglect
and inadequate repair and maintenance practices all served to increase costs over what
could be expected in well managed, adequately financed entities. Material suppliers
would not provide or honor extended warranties unless prescribed roof-related and other
preventive maintenance was completed concurrently with the roofing repairs or
replacement. According to GSA, DCPS, and the architectural and engineering firm
overseeing the work, these factors precluded a more economical solution to the school

roofing project.

For fiscal year 1998, the DCPS Capital Improvement Program budget indicates that about
$35 million will be spent on 40 school-roof projects. DCPS has about $41.8 million to get
an early start on these projects. DCPS has engaged an engineering consultant to (1)
identify the scope of work and (2) develop cost estimates. DCPS informed us that as of
November 3, 1997, they completed roof repair work on five schools for which the scope
of work and cost estimates had been completed in fiscal year 1997. DCPS officials

anticipate that roof repair work at the remaining 35 schools will begin in the spring and
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will be completed during the 1998 summer recess. DCPS told us that as of February 27,
1998, the engineering consultant had inspected 26 of the remaining 35 school roofs and
developed scope of work and cost estimates. According to DCPS officials, scope of work

and cost estimates for the remaining 9 schools will be prepared some time in May 1998.

Currently, DCPS has 45 closed schools, which it intends to sell or lease. DCPS officials
stated that they intend to use the proceeds from those schools to help finance fiscal year
1998 and later school projects. An additional $63 million for school roof repair or
replacement is included in the DCPS Proposed Capital Improvement Program Plan for

Fiscal Years 1999 to 2004.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement. I will be happy to answer any questions that

you or members of the Subcommittee may have.

(916249)
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Chairman, Subcommittee on Oversight of
Government Management, Restructuring
and the District of Columbia

Committee on Governmental Affairs

United States Senate

Dear Mr. Chairman:

In a September 30, 1997, letter, you requested that we review the District
of Columbia Public Schools’ (Dcps) efforts to repair! school roofs during
the summer of 1997. You indicated that your Subcommittee had received
widely varying information on the cost of the roof repair work ranging
from $11 to $19 per square foot, and that there were divergent views on
when funds were available to do that work, ranging from as early as
April 1997 to July 1997. Consistent with your request, we focused on the
conflicting information p d to the Subcc i on the availability
of funds to pay for the roof work and the cost, including the cost per
square foot, of the work completed in fiscal year 1997. This report also
provides information on Dcps’ plans for roof work during fiscal year 1998
and beyond.

This report contains technical terms concerning roofing structures and
repairs, which are defined in the glossary at the end of this report. In
addition, key events and related dates pertaining to the fiscal year 1997
roof repairs are in appendix I.

Background

The District of Columbia Public Schools’ draft Long-Range Facilities
Master Plan, dated July 17, 1997, states that the majority of District public
schools were built over 50 years ago, generally have not been well

intained, and cc quently, sub ial deferred maints e exists. In
addition, concerns about safety and problems with leaky school roofs have
been widely reported. We have documented the less-than-adequate
condition of the District’s public schools in several reports.? In 1992,

1As discussed in this réport, roof work was done at 61 schools during fiscal year 1997.
2School Facilities: Condmon ol‘ Amenms Schools (GAO/HEHS-85-61, Feb.1, 1995); School l-\cxlmes.

America’s ditions (GAO/HEHS-96-103, June 14, 1996);
es of ondition b Al 148, June 24, 1996); and District of Columl 513
Request for District of Columbia Public Schools

Pagel ‘GAO/AIMD-98-82 District of Columbia Public Schools
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Parents United for the District of Columbia, an education advocacy group,
filed a lawsuit in the Superior Court of the District of Columbia naming
several city officials and alleging their failure® to perform their duties with
respect to the D.C. public schools, including but not limited to, their duties
related to hundreds of fire code violations in aging D.C. school buildings.*

In an effort to respond to these concerns, the Congress included legislative
provisions on this matter in recently enacted legislation: Secs. 2560-2652 of
the District of Columbia School Reform Act of 19955 called for the
Administrator of the General Services Administration (Gsa) to provide
technical assistance to the District public schools in the area of facilities
management and for the Mayor and the District of Columbia Council, in
consultation with the Administrator of Gsa, the Financial Responsibility
and Management Assistance Authority (Authority), the Board of
Education, and the Superintendent of Schools, to design and implement a
comprehenswe long-term program for the repair, improvement,

e, and of District public school facilities and to
designate or establish an agency within the District of Columbia
government to administer the program. The plan also was required to
include short-term and long-term funding sources.

Section 603(e)}(2)(A) of the Departments of Labor, Health and Human
Services, and Education, and Related Agencies Appropriations Act, 1997,%
authorized the Authority to establish an account to receive the proceeds
from privatization of certain government entities to carry out the District
of Columbia School Reform Act of 1995 (which provides for the repairs
and improvement of District schools) and to finance public elementary
and secondary school facility construction and repair within the District of
Columbia. Section 5201 of the Omnibus Consolidated Appropriations Act
of 1997 authorized the Authority to contract with private entities to carry

This includes allegations that the Fire Department failed to inspect schools regularly and that the
Mayor and Council failed to adequately fund the DCPS capital budget to eliminate fire code violations.

‘On November 3, 1897, a settlement was reached between Parents United and the Mayor. Pursuantto -
the memem., wnt.hin 5 yeus, DCPS will perform work, at an estimated cost of $487 million, to
Tepairs required by the draft DCPS Long-Range

Facilities Mlsterle.

®As enacted by the Omnibus C: issions and i Act of 1996, Public Law No.
104—134 sec. 101(b), Title I, 110 Stat. 1321-141 through 1321-143 (Aprll26 1696). D.C. Code Ann. §§
-2853-50 through 31-2863-52 (1997 Supp.).

#As enacted by the Omnibus Consoli dmdAppmpnmmmonm Public Law No. 104-208,
Division A, Title I, sec. 101(e), 110 Stat. 3009-233, 3009-293.

"Public Law No. 104-208, 110 Stat. 3009-501 (Septernber 30, 1996), D.C. Code Anw. § 31-2851 note (1997
Supp.).

Page 2 GAO/AIMD-98-82 District of Columbia Public Schools
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out a program of schoel facility repair of District public schools, in
consultation with Gsa.

On November 15, 1996, the Authority restructured pcps, installing a
nine-member Emergency Transitional Education Board of Trustees and a
Chief Executive Officer (CE0), both as Agents of the Authority. The
Authority also delegated its authorities to oversee all facilities and
praperty to the new Board of Trustees. The Authority removed the then
Superintendent of Schools and gave the ¢EO responsibility for all the
authorities, powers, functions, ptions, and i ities of the former
Superintendent. The cEo established an office of Chief Operating Officer
(coo)/Director of Facilities and hired a coo in January 1997 to manage and
implement the school facilities improvement program.?

To assist in this effort, Gsa updated a study,? by developing a

} ive facilities lization plan, Determination and
Prioritization of the District of Columbi Public Schools Projects,'® which
was delivered to Dcps on February 18, 1997. The plan described problems
such as leaky roofs, inoperable boilers, fire code violations, and
the absence of a long-range facilities master plan and estimated the cost of
upgrading the school infrastructure to be $2 billion. The February 1997
plan and the underlying work were the basis for the long-range facilities
master plan. To develop the long-range facilities master plan, a task force
was formed including representatives from pcps, the Office of the Mayor,
and the 21st Century School Fund.!! A February 28, 1997, draft report of
the long-range plan was submitted to the D.C. Council in February, and
was resubmitted with changes in April, and again in July. The Council did
not vote on the plan,!? and bcps submitted it to the Congress to meet the

lly mandated submission date of April 25, 1997. The draft

'rheUmudSuwsGwno!AppemfonheDmiaofColumbuCMuecmdyndethhe

creation of, and certain powers to, the Board of Trustees were ultra vires
(beyond the powers of the Authority). Sl\ookv District of Columbia Financial Responsibility and
Management Assistance Authority, No. 97-7087 1998 WL 1796, at 10 (Jan. 6, 1998).

°This stady (3DI-AEPA Facilities Assessment Study) was performed from 1991 to 1992 by 3DI-AEPA
Architects and Engineers. .

YGSA issued a task order on 2 previously competitively bid contract with the architectural and
engineering firm of Daniel, Mann, Johnson, and Mendenhall (DMJIM) to assist in the development of
the comprehensive facilities revitalization plan.

UThe 21st Century School Fund is a nonprofit organization, which focuses on the modernization of
public schoot facilities.

Jn 3 statement on January 23, 1998, the Chief Operating Officer of DCPS stated that the Council did

not act to either approve or reject the plan. According to a Council official, the plan did not adequately
address the prioritization of the capital program, including roof repairs.

Page 3 GAO/AIMD-98-82 District of Columbia Public Schools
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long-range facilities master plan considered roof replacement to be the
number one priority.

GsA contracted for and managed roof work at 10 schools—initially 7
schools at the Authority’s request. In June 1997, DCPs requested Gsa’s

i e, and GSA d work on an additional three schools. bcps
oversaw work on another 51 schools for which roof work was completed
in fiscal year 1997.

Results in Brief

Sufficient funding was available to begin roof work when schools were
closed for the summer on June 20, 1997. The District’s records show that
the Authority had about $18 million available in March 1997 for
pcps-managed roof work, with the available amount increasing to about
$38 million by June 1997.

A series of events preceeding the efforts to repair D.C. school roofs
contributed to the delayed start. Although it was decided that pcps would
manage the majority of this work, bCPs was not prepared to start
immediately because it had not completed sufficient planning, such as
determining the scope of work on individual projects which would be the
basis for seeking bids for that work. A contributing factor to this delay was
the almost complete turnover in technical capital project staff during the
school year. These problems were compounded by difficulties in securing
bids, resulting in DCPs-managed work not starting until the third week of
July. pcps told us that at the time the long-range plan was submitted in
February 1997, it had expected to complete roof work by the end of
October 1997 but accelerated it in response to a court order that roof work
not be done while cl were in ion. Cc ly, the work was
accomplished under a highly compressed schedule.

Our review showed that DCPs spent about $37 million for roof
replacement/repair in fiscal year 1997. As discussed in this report, this
included an extensive amount of work not only on the roofs, but also on
the adjacent upper portions of the buildings to achieve structurally sound,
‘watertight facilities. As a result, the costs were higher than what would
have been incurred for roofing work only. Considering all of these costs,
the average cost per square foot of roof surface replaced or repaired was
about $20, with pcps-managed contracts sormewhat higher than those
managed by GsA. Some factors that contributed to the cost difference
between GsA- and Dcps-managed work include:

Paged 98-82 District of Columbia Public Schools
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Gsa was able to issue task orders against its existing architectural and
engineering, and construction contracts, and did not have to seek bids
when the market was saturated with roof work,

Gsa-managed projects were done over longer time frames, calling for less
overtime work, and

GSA managed only flat roof work, not higher cost multiple roof areas and
materials.

Insufficient data exist to ascertain with any certainty the added cost
assocnated with the degree of deferred maintenance encountered in this
project. Years of neglect and inad repair and maintenance

practices all served to increase costs over what could be expected in

well ad ly fi d entities. Further, material suppliers

would not provude or honor extended warranties unless prescnbed

roof-related and other preventive mai was

concurrently with the roofing repairs or replacemenn GSA, pcps, and the
hitectural and engineering firm o 1g the work all agreed that this

combination of factors precluded a more economical solution to the

school roofing project in fiscal year 1997.

DCPs plans for fiscal year 1998 show additional roof work at 40 more
schools at an approximate cost of $35 million. In addition, pcps proposed
Capital Improvement Program Plan for Fiscal Years 1999-2004' indicates
that an additional $63 million is anticipated for roof repl /repait
during this period.

Objectives, Scope,

and Methodology

Our objectives were to determine (1) when funds were made available to
pay for roof repairs, (2) the cost of the roof repairs, including the cost per
square foot, and (3) whether there are additional roofs to be repaired in
fiscal year 1998 and beyond.

To determine when the capital funds were available to pay for roof repairs,
we reviewed documents provided by the U.S. Department of Education,
Authority, District CFO's office, and pcps CFO. In addition, we reviewed
funding request modification documents prepared by pcps and approved
by the District’s Office of Budget and Planning, monthly reports produced
by the District's Fi ial M Sy n, and other financial
documents provided by DCPs.

This plan has not yet been approved by the Congress.
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To determine the cost of the roof repairs, we obtained and revi d
information from the contract files at DCPs for fiscal year 1997 projects,
which included information on each school, such as the dollar amount and
other terms of each contract, types of roofing material used, size of the
area replaced/repaired, modifications (change orders), daily inspection
sheets, invoices submitted for payment and actual amounts paid to
contractors.

In addition, we compared design and construction cost estimates prepared
by a DCPs engineering consultant and Gsa to the contract amount and
change orders for the schools’ roofs replaced/repaired. We held
discussions with pcps officials to obtain reasons for any significant
variances from the cost estimates.

We also interviewed District Government officials, including officials from
the Authority, the Chief Financial Officer for the District, the Deputy Chief
Financial Officer for the District’s Office of Budget and Planning, the Chief
Operating Officer of DCPs and his Capital Project Division staff, the Chief
Financial Officer of bcps, and District Council officials. In addition, we
interviewed officials from the General Services Administration, the U.S.
Department of Education, a DCPS ¢ 1 !4 Parents United, and the 21st
Century School Fund to obtain additional information to satisfy our
objectives.

To determine whether additional roofs required repairs, we reviewed DCPs’
fiscal year 1997 Capital Improvement Program priority lists of schools
needing roof work and various facility assessments prepared by
contractors, and we di d modifications/ch to the plans with
peps officials. We also reviewed the pcps’ proposed Capital Improvement
Program Plan for fiscal years 1999-2004, including roof replacement
prioritization schedules, to determine the extent of roofing repair projects
planned for fiscal year 1998 and future years.

While we reviewed the information contained in the contract files to
determine the cost per square foot of roofs replaced/repaired, we did not.
independently verify the accuracy of the square footage estimates but
instead relied on the measurements prepared by Gsa and bCPs engineering
consultant. We did not review support for pay ts made to cont:

to determine validity nor did we attempt to determine whether the cost of
individual projects was reasonable. We reviewed the work performed by

“Daniel, Mann, Johnson, and Mendenhall (DMJIM) is the architectural and engineering firm that
provided technical advice and fleld DMJM is an term under
contract with GSA, which was made available for DCPS’ use.
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the District’s independent public accounting fim!® on DCPs capital project
funds.

We requested comments on & draft of this report from the Authority, DCPs,
the District’s CFO, 6sa, and the U.S. Department of Education. Written
comments were received from the Authority, DCPs, and GSA and are
reprinted in appendixes III, IV, and V, respectively. Oral ¢ were
obtained from the District’s CFO and the Department of Education. Those
comments have been considered and incorporated in our report as
appropriate. We cond d our work from October 1997 through
February 1998 in accordance with generally accepted government auditing
standards.

Availability of
Funding for Roof
Repairs

Based on our review of the information obtained from the Authority, the
District’s Chief Financial Officer, the Department of Education, and the
District of Columbia Public Schools’ Chief Financial Officer, funds were
available to begin roof repairs on June 20, 1997, when D.C. Public Schools
closed for the summer vacation. Table 1 shows the sources, dates, and
amounts of funds received by the Authority. By June 1997, the Authority
had received on behalf of DCPS a total of $49.7 million in capital funds, as
follows: $11.5 million in October 1996 from fiscal year 1996 general
obligation bond proceeds, approximately $18 million in March 1997 from
the federal government’s sale of the College Construction Loan Insurance
Association (Connie Lee), and $20 million from the June 1997, general
obligation bond proceeds. In addition, in September 1997, the Authority
received about $36.8 million'® from the sale of Student Loan Marketing
Association (Sallie Mae) stock warrants, making the total received in fiscal
year 1997 for capital projects about $86.5 million.

"The District's independent auditor for the fiscal year 1997 financial statement audit of DCPS was
KPMG Peat Marwick LLP.

1®The Sallie Mae funds are being used to satisfy fiscal year 1998 capital program needs.
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Table 1: Funds Received in Fiscal Year
1997 for DCPS Capital Projects

Funds received
Month Source of funds by the
October 1996 1996 Bond Proceeds $11,500,000
Novemnber 1996
December 1996
January 1997
February 1997
March 1997 Connie Lee Proceeds 18,252,080
April 1997
May 1997
June 1997 1997 Bond Proceeds 20,000,000
July 1997
August 1997
September 1997 Sallie Mae 36,789,516
Total $86,541,596

Source: The Authority, District of Columbia CFO, and DCPS CFO.

Prior to DCPs assuming responsibility for managing the fiscal year 1997
capital program work, the Authority had engaged Gsa to oversee roof
repair and other work, such as installing boilers and chillers. On
November 19, 1996, the Authority entered into a memorandum of
agreement with Gsa to provide contract administration and program
management services for those contracts. On November 27, 1996, Gsa
issued a task order to an architectural and engineering consultant (bMM)
for design work related to five schools. In February 1997, construction
work began on those five schools. According to GsA and pcps officials, the
$11.5 million that the Authority had received in October 1996 was
earmarked for Gsa-managed contracts.

According to pcps’ Chief Operating Officer (c00), when he assumed his
position in January 1997, neither funds nor technical capital project staff'’
were available to prepare or manage the preparation of scope of work,
drawings, and cost estimates. While the Authority records showed that
additional funds were available in March 1997, the coo stated that he
began to hire technical capital staff to address capital program needs in
April 1997 after being told that funds were available. We were not provided

"In the fall of 1996, the then istni most of the ical capital project staff.
‘While DCPS had had an ongoing contractual relati ip with Service Master since 1993, according to
DCPS, Service Master was only responsible for custodial and maintenance services.
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any documentation indicating when bcps was notified that additional
funds were available for capital projects on the school facilities.

In its audit report on the District’s financial statements for fiscal year 1997,
the District’s independent auditors identified a material weakness
concerning control over transactions involving the Authority. The report
indicated that the District has not developed adequate procedures to
account for funds held by the Authority and does not effectively reconcile
the amounts which are recorded. The auditor noted that the District and
the Authority have not developed procedures to notify each other of
amounts anticipated or actually received by the Authority on behalf of the
District.

On May 19, 1997, DCPS issued a Request for Qualifications (RFQ)'® for

ital projects it i ded to which ited in prequalification
of nine contractors. In June 1997, pcps authorized consulting architectural
and engineering firm, bMM, which had a competitively bid contract with
GSa, to provide scope of work for roof replacement at 48 schools. This
work was performed from the beginning of June to mid-July and included
surveying each roof, reviewing and photographing existing conditions, and
developing technical specifications to blish quality standards and a
cost estimate.

On July 1, 1997, pcps issued an Invitation for Bid and Contract (IFeC) for a
single (or package) contract for roof replacement at 15 schools and for
work on boilers and chillers at five schools. pcrs officials told us that they
were not initially successful in obtaining bidders because contractors were
hesitant to bid on such a large package, involving such diversity of work.
OnJuly 11, 1997 DCPs issued an addendum to the IFBC, resulting in eight

) two of which included the boiler and chiller
work. The other snx included roof replacements on 48 schools. Contracts
for two of those six packages (15 schools) were awarded. The remaining
four packages (33 schools) were rei d as another addendum covering
23 schools. The remaining 10 schools were deferred at that time. Of these
10 schools, 2 were repaired by pcps in-house maintenance staff. The
addendum for the 23 schools allowed prequalified contractors to bid on
one or more of those schools; work on 19 schools was awarded on that
basis for a total of 34 schools under contract. Roof work for the remaining
12 pcps d completed during fiscal year 1997 included 3
ﬁomt.heongina]ll-‘ncmonthers DePs officials told us they urged

BAn RFQ is used to determine whether potential contractors possess the resources and expertise for
construction work.
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contractors to submit bids. Based on our analysis of contract documents,
the majority (46 schools) of the roof repair work started the third week in
July or later.

The draft Long-Range Facilities Master Plan called for roof replacement
work at 50 schools. According to the coo, when the Plan was presented at
the end of February 1997, he had believed that the work could not be
completed until the end of October 1997 but had hoped that a substantial
number of schools could be completed prior to September 30, 1997. The
€00 advised us that on July 10, 1997, he had informed the Superior Court
that the estimated completion dates based on the best available data,
ranged from mid-August 1997 through September 20, 1997. He said that
these estimates did not consider the July 11, 1997, court ruling that this
type of work could not be performed while schools were occupied.
Ultimately, because of the large number of schools involved, it was
decided to delay the opening of D.C. public schools until September 22,
1997.

Cost of Roof Repairs

DCPS records show that as of February 4, 1998, the total cost of the fiscal
year 1997 roof repair project, including change orders and consulting fees,
was about $37 million. A significant, but not determinable amount of these
costs was attributable to factors other than what would be strictly
interpreted as roof replacement/repair work. Among these were structural
integrity, fire damage, the general deterioration from deferred
maintenance, and warranty stipulations concerning deferred maintenance.
Extensive work was performed to repair and replace masonry, cornices,
flashing, coping, and cupolas, as well as cleaning drains. For ease of
presentation, we have characterized this work as roof and roof-related
work.

Based on our review and analysis of the data, the average cost per square
foot for roof repair work performed on schools managed by both pcps and
Gsa in fiscal year 1997 was about $20 per square foot—with costs at
individual schools ranging from about $4 to $77. The average cost per
square foot for Gsa-managed contracts was about $13, whereas the average
cost per square foot for bCPs-managed contracts was about $22 per square
foot.

As part of its fiscal year 1997 Capital Program budget, bcPs had initially

budgeted $22 million for roof work to be performed in fiscal year 1997.
According to pcps officials, the $22 miltion was a preliminary estimate and
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did not include amounts for work such as repairing flashing, masonry, or
comices. In addition, the $22 million did not include costs to address the
complexity of the roof areas and other issues discussed below, such as the
compressed time schedule. Further, the priority list of schools on which
the $22 million estimate was based was modified several times during
fiscal year 1997. pcps officials were aware that they would have to pay a
premium for labor and materials because of the various factors that
affected costs.

Table 2 summarizes the work performed, cost per square foot, and other
information for the roof work managed by both bcps and GsA. In total, roof
work was completed at 61 schools. bcps capital project staff managed roof
projects at 46 schools, and its in-house maintenance staff performed minor
work at 7 schools (Cardozo Senior High, Cleveland Elementary, Eaton
Elementary, Eliot Junior High, Hart Junior High, Janney Elementary, and
Winston Elementary). Gsa managed roof projects at 10 schools. Included
were two schools (Tyler and Spingarn) where DCPs and GSA managed
separate projects. Table 2 does not include data for minor work performed
at the seven schools because the cost data were not complete.
Accordingly, that work, which pcps officials estimated to have cost about
$189,000, is not included in our computations of total cost or cost per
square foot.

Page 11 GAO/AIMD-98-82 District of Columbia Public Schools



55

B-278471

Table 2: Summary of Roof Work and
Estimated Cost per Square Foot, Flscal
Yoear 1997

Year Roof

School* buitt areas®  Material used

n C‘ XA

1. Adams ES 1930 6 2-ply modified bitumen and
slate.

2. Aiton ES 1960 7 2-ply modified bitumen.

3. Anacostia SHS 1935 22 2-ply modified bitumen and
metal.

4. Bancroft ES 1924 4  2-ply modified bitumen and
clay.

5.Barnard ES | 1926 [:] 2-ply modified bitumen.

6. Beers ES 1942 13 2-ply modified bitumen.

7. Bell Multicultural SHS 1915 16 2-ply modified bitumen.

8. Benning ES 1976 €  2-ply modified bitumen.

9. Birmey ES 1950 1 2-ply modified bitumen.

10. Browne JHS 1931 20 2-ply modified bitumen and
metal.

11. Bruce-Monroe ES 1973 9 2-ply modified bitumen and
metal.

12. Bunker Hill ES 1938 10 2-ply modified bitumen and
slate.

13. Burrville ES 1980 4  2-ply modified bitumen.

14. Cook JF ES 1921 4  2-ply modified bitumen.

15. Deal JHS 1931 18 2-ply modified bitumen,

. slate, and metal.
16. Dunbar SHS 1977 37 2-ply modified bitumen.
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Amount of contract

Period of Estimated & change orders as  Estimated cost per
Roof-related work® work? (1997) Days square feet® of 2/4/98' square foot
Replace damaged gutters, masonry joints, 7/23-8/27 35 2,952 $63,000 $21.34
and downspouts, and repaint roof.
Repair counter flashing. 7/29-9/3 36 24,722 540,000 21.84
Clean drains and piping for free flow of 7/23-9/9 48 34,679 486,750 14.04
water. Clean and reseal mortar joints.
Replace 2 ventilators and 2 vent hoods with
new units. Remove entire skylights, reframe
openings, and make watertight. Replace
flashing.
Touch up metal roof with paint. Reinforce 7124917 45 19,4056 289,047 14.90
roof structure to redirect water flow.
Repair metal roof and trim. 8/1-9/7 37 23,249 474,620 20.41
Complete minor repairs to masonry. 7/29-9/3 36 32,550 689,889 21.19
Repaint skylights, repoint masonry, seal 8/12-9/9 28 30,365 537,500 17.70
counter flashing, and clean roof of debris.
No additional work done. 7/23-9/7 46 34,414 635,000 18.45
Clean drains, repair mortar joints, and 7/23-9/3 42 21,814 474,000 21.73
remove skylights and replace with new
metal covers.
Repair metal flashing, cornices, and 8/1-9/10 40 76,079 1,467,291 19.29
downspouts. Replace drains and various
masonry.
Remove skylights and replace with new 7/23-8/20 28 40,993 699,700 17.07
metal covers, clean drains, repair mortar
joints, repoint masonry, and replace
ventilator curb and tank.
Install new stainless stesl ridge and flashing. 7/29-9/9 4?2 15,522 463,434 29.86
Replace downspouts, Install new tapered
insulation on all roofs.
Install base layer and tapered insulation 7/23-8/31 39 42,844 1,088,000 25.39
over concrete, and clean and recoat metal
roof.
Seal limestone coping and flashing, repair 8/1-9/3 33 8,366 646,432 77.27
ornamental cornice, replace glazing in
skylight, and reptace and paint fascia
boards.
Clean, prime, and repaint metal roof. 8/1-9/9 38 30,425 1,150,000 37.80
Replace glazing at skylight. Replace cupola
and clean drains and repair gutters. X
Clean metal roof, prime and repaint, seal 7/29-9/10 43 93,744 2,380,000 25.39
skylight glazing joints, and replace existing
mezzaning covers with new membranes.

{continued)
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Year Roof

School* built areas®  Material used

17. Fletcher-Johnson ES 1980 10  Ethylene Propylene Diene
Monomer (EPDM, i.e.,
rubber roof).

18. Francis JHS 1927 14 2-ply modified bitumen.

19. Gage-Eckington ES 1977 15 2-ply modified bitumen and
metal.

20. Garfield ES 1868 15 2-ply moditied bitumen,
slate, and metal.

21. Green ES 1965 6 2-ply modified bitumen.

22. Jefferson JHS 1940 13 2-ply modified bitumen,
slate, and metal.

23. Ketcham ES 1909 13 Slate and tin roof.

24. Lafayette ES 1931 24  2-ply modified bitumen,
slate, and metal.

25. Langdon ES 1930 8 2-ply modified bitumen and
slate.

26. Leckie ES 1970 1 2-ply modified bitumen.

27.Lee MD SES 1971 14 2-ply modified bitumen.

28, Ludiow-Taylor ES 1969 7  2-ply modified bitumen.

29, MacFarland JHS 1923 15 2-ply modified bitumen.

30. Maury ES 1890 8  2-ply modified bitumen,
slate, and metal.

31. Nalle ES 1959 5  2-ply modified bitumen.

32. O ES 1974 8  2-ply modified bitumen.

33. Park View ES 1916 10 2-ply modified bitumen,
metal, and slate.
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Amount of contract
Period of Estimated & change orders as  Estimated cost per
Roof-related work® work® (1997) Days squars feet* of 2/4/08' square foot
Repair ventilator hoods, masonry walls, 7/29-8/27 29 41,901 610,135 14.56
and Il . Repair
skylight and counter flashing. Install counter
strips. Reseal parapets. improve drainage.
Repair masonry joints and coping. Replace 8/1-9/10 40 53,030 §77,255 10.89
roof drains and storm drain piping on two
roofs. .
Repair gutters. 8/1-9/8 38 22,818 €87,740 30.14
Instail new tapered insulation on 2 built-up 7/29-917 40 23,267 670,000 28.80
roofs. Remove and replace all slate, over
new felt, on 11 roofs.
Replace counter flashing and repair 7/30-9/3 35 26,269 617,500 23.51
concrate.
Repair cupola and base, clean drains, 7/23-8/26 34 19,099 547,250 28.65
repoint masonry, replace skylights, provide
splash blocks, and repair electrical and
mortar joints. Replace drains and reseal
coping, move satellite dish, and reseal
chimney.
Replace flat seam copper. 7/23-9/3 42 45,155 189,000 4.19
Replace gutters, downspoults, ridge, and 7/23-99 48 15,228 522,400 3431
flashing. Clean drains; repair mortar and
coping joints; and replace skylights.
Repair gutters, flashing, and pitch pockets. 9/9-9/27 18 8,700 287,000 32,99
Seal coping, repoint masonry, clean drains,
reinstall cornice, and repaint two cupolas.
Repair damaged flashing. 9/11-9114 3 8,800 112,600 12.80
Replace domed skylight. 7/23-8/31 39 34,178 909,000 26.60
Instalt new tapered insulation on 7 built-up 7/29-8/30 32 30,331 525,851 17.34
roofs.
Repoint masonry and replace broken brick. 7/23-9110 49 11,647 750,675 64.45
Replace seversly cracked parging.on
parapet walls with new parging or metal
panels. Remove and recover skylights.
Repair flashing. Replace stone coping.
Clean drains.
Repair roof structure and masonry, and 7/23-8/31 39 17.670 413,000 2337
repaint cornices.
No additional work performed. 7/23-8/27 35 33,122 281,708 8.51
Remove old built-up roof and install new roof 7/23-9/8 47 39,724 488,300 12.29
over tapered insulation. Install new drains.
Install 2 new metal roofs over old metal. 7/29-9/8 41 29,110 838,458 28.80
(continued}
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Year Roof
School* built areas®  Material used
34. Phelps SHS 1934 20 2-ply modified bitumen and
slate.
35. Randle-Highlands ES 1912 6  2-ply modified bitumen and
slate.
36. Roosevelt SHS 1932 24 2-ply moditied bitumen,
copper, and slate.
37. Ross ES 1896 1 Slate tiles and metal.
38. Shaed ES 1971 3 2-ply modified bitumen.
39. Spingarn SHS 1941 14 2-ply modified bitumen and
slate.
40. Stuart-Hobson MS 1927 14 2-ply modified bitumen.
41, Truesdell ES 1908 9  Metal
42. Tyler ES 1949 3  2-ply modified bitumen.
43. Washington MM CDC 1912 15 2-ply modified bitumen and
SHS |
44. West ES 1978 1 Asphalt shingle.
45. Wilson SHS 1935 16 2-ply modified bitumen and
slate.
46. Young ES 1931 8 2-ply modified bitumen and
slate.
Total DCPS-managed
contracts {(average days
and average cost per
square foot)
GSA-managed contracts
47. Cooke HD ES 1909 2  Fiberglass asphalt and
2-ply modified bitumen.
48, Houston ES 1961 3 2-ply modified bitumen.
49. Merritt ES 1976 L3 ] 4-ply modified bitumen.
50. Meyer ES 1962 3 2-ply modified bitumen.
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Amount of contract

Period of Estimsted & change orders as Estimated cost per
Root-relsted work* work® (1997) Days square feet* of 2/4/98° square foot
install new tapered insulation on 18 built-up 8/1-9/10 40 64,637 1,464,700 22.66
roofs. Install new drains.
Repair or replace gutters and downspouts, 7/23-9/110 43 25,664 596,700 23.25
clean drains, and repoint masonry. Move
cellular equipment.
Replace damaged slate roof and replace 8/12-9/10 29 82,186 2,596,820 31.60
skylight glazing. Repair parapet, cupola,
and vents.
Replace existing gutters and coping. Install 7/23-8/26 34 8,000 122,224 15.28
copper snow guards on slate roof. :
Install new tapered insulation. Remove and 7/29-919 42 18,139 395,000 21.78
reinstall metal coping.
Seal glazing, replace missing ridge flashing, 8/1-9/10 40 36,928 1,300,000 36.18
repoint chimnay, and install new coping.
Repair expansion joints, and clean and
repaint metal steps. Repair gutters,
skylights, and flashing.
Repair flashing and coping. 7/23-8/20 28 41,031 663,800 16.18
install new metal roofing over old. instail 8/1-9/9 39 29,623 £€97,810 23.56
new tapered insulation on 3 built-up roofs.
No additional work performed. 1/27-2/12 16 17,500 129,075 7.38
Wire brush and repaint metal roof, and 7/23-8/20 28 24,041 411,000 17.10
install stone ballast and metal scupper
guard.
No additional work performed. 5/27-6/20 24 21,000 96,850 461
Install stainless steel coping. Repoint 7997 50 25,189 450,366 17.88
masonry wall. Install metal flashing around
cupola base.
Replace exterior cladding on cupola. 8/1-9/3 33 31,786 632,563 19.90
Repiace aluminum coping and rapair
coping joints. Lower and replace drains.

36 1,416,096 $30,669,443 $21.88

Adjust parapets and replace gravelstop, 2/26-5117 80 27.870 $320.636 $11.83
gutter, and flashing.
Replace gutters, flashing, parapets, and 2/26-6/18 112 36,255 512,480 14.14
downspouts.
Install new tapered insulation. Repair 8/4-9/10 37 57,000 M 641,800 11.26
substrate as nesded. i
Replace gutters, flashing, parapets, and 2/26-8/6 100 26,100 315827 12.10
downspouts, and repaint metal roofing.

(continued)
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Yoor
Schoot*

51. River Terrace ES 1952

Moterial used
2-ply modified bitumen.

§2. Shadd ES 1955 4-ply modified bitumen.

53. Sharpe Health SES 1959 4-ply modified bitumen,

AR

54. Spingarn SHS Gym® 1941 4-ply modified bitumen.

85. Turner ES 1946 1 2-ply modified bitumen.

56. Tyler ES? 1949 3  4-ply modified bitumen.

Total GSA-maneged
contracts (average days
and average cost per
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Amount of contract
Period of Estimated & change orders as  Estimated cost per
Roof-related work® work? (1997) Days square fest® of 2/4/98' square foot
Replace gutters, flashing, parapets, and 2/26-5/23 86 39,809 467,571 11.75
downspouts.
instali new tapered insulation. Repair 714-8/26 43 31,000 312,950 10.10
substrate as needed.
Install new tapered insulation. Install new 7/126-97 43 41,000 442,015 10.78
flashing.
Replace all roofing materials, including 6/17-7/25 38 12,000 329,200 27.43
entire roof deck, which had been destroyed
by fire. Replace all skylights, blocking,
flashing, and downspouts.
Replace gutters, flashing, parapets, and 2/26-5/17 80 26,700 352,626 13.21
downspouts.
fnstall new tapered insulation. Repair 7/10-8/31 52 17,500 343,687 19.64
substrate as nesded. Emergency .
replacement of a section of wall.
[ 14 315,234 $4,047,792 $12.84
42 1,732,130 $34,717,238 $20.04
2,176,054
$36,803,209
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Note: This table includes scope of work and change order i ion. We did not
determine whether the scope of work or change orders werée appropriate.

“COC - CUWDWWC&‘M

SES - Special Education School.
SHS - Senior High School.
SGenorally, nphcememls defined as mmr\cmﬂrom the entire roof of all existing roofing

the roof's bythe installation of all new materials.

Arodmm/bopamnty eg. Mus repaired or lefi as
*“Roof-related work includes repairs and deemed in most cases,
long-deferred maintenance.

mnmmmmmnmmmmmmmomewmcnd(mwm
work

ended is the date, provided by DCPS, on which all work at that school passed a "water test® with
no leaks or only minor leaks. We did not determine the time required for design work for 7 of the
10 GSA-administered projects.

SEstimates of work area., in squere feet, to be replaced or repaired ware prepared mostly from the
Wumwmmumwmmm-cmoummmhm
1996) by an o, in afew by DCPS or GSA staff

wkmwmmm.mnmweum on field observations to determine existing
conditions and the specific location and extent of required work, lndmludadmmm(und
photographs at most schools) of each roof, nurwvedmﬂpﬁom quality specifications of
materiat to be installed, and a cost estimate for sach

Contract amount consists of original contract amount plus the amount of subsequent changes {0
work specifications {change orders). Change order costs include those identified

through February 4, 1998, at which time DCPS was continuing to review and approve additional
change orders as received.

“This table shows 56 roofing projects. There were 54 schools where roof replacements or major
repairs were done byw!rmlmmw Spingam SHS and Tyler ES were each worked on
under separate coniracts st separate times by DCPS and GSA contractors,

Source: information obtained from District of Columbia Public Schoots, DCPS Capial Projects
Division, and General Services Administration.

Table 2 indicates a wide range of costs per square foot by school and by
responsible agency (pcps or G8a). The roofs worked on by DCPs contractors
had square foot costs’ranging from a low of $4.19 (Ketcham Elementary)
to a high of $77.27 (Cook Elementary) per square foot. In contrast, costs
for schools worked on by GsSA’s contractors ranged from a low of $10.10
per square foot (Shadd Elementary) to a high of $27.43 per square foot
(Spingam Gym, where, according to Gsa officials, as a result of a fire, a
new roof deck and supporting structure were installed and a significant
amount of asbestos was removed).
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DCPs officials provided various explanations for the wide range in costs per
square foot among schools such as Cook Elementary ($77.27), MacFarland
Junior High School ($64.45), and Ketcham ($4.19). According to pcps’
officials, less than 20 percent of Cook’s total cost pertains to roof
replacement. The majority of the cost was due to repairing an ornamental
comice around most of the building just below the roof level. The cornice
had deteriorated and portions of it were at risk of falling off; therefore,
Cook was considered a major safety concem. In addition, the comice had
to be repaired from a crane. Further, bcps stated that much work was done
to repair the skylight and to repair coping with new stainless steel
covering.

According to bcps officials, work at MacFarland Junior High was awarded
to the low bidder of a package, covering nine schools. pcps officials and
engineering consultants stated that large amounts of masonry repair
(repointing and replacement of broken brick), installation of metal panels
on high parapet walls, and skylight repair were performed. The engineers’
original scope of work describes badly deteriorated mortar joints, broken
brick, and severely cracked parging on parapet walls—with resulting
leaks. In addition, according to DCPs, repairs were performed on the
flashing; the stone coping was replaced; and the drain was cleaned. On the
other hand, Ketcham was awarded at the low end. According to bcPs
officials, the contractor did not give full consideration to the condition of
the roof or the complexity of the work to be done.

Several Factors Result in
Higher Square Foot Costs
for Repairs

Compressed Time Schedule

Several factors contributed to the costs being considerably higher than
what Gsa officials stated has been their experience for roofing work in the
Washington, D.C., metropolitan area. Gsa's estimates ranged from $8 to $10

' per square foot and reflect work required to repair and renovate typical

flat, large, built-up roof systems that generally have had a good repair
record. He ,a bination of f lted in substantially higher
per square foot cost for the D.C. Public Schools. Among these are the
compressed schedule under which most of the 1997 roof work was
performed; the diversity and complexity of the roofs on the D.C. public
school buildings; the extensive deferred maintenance and other
roof-related work, including additional work required to secure the
long-term warranties from materials suppliers and contractors; and other
factors such as the District's history of paying vendors.

DCPS d work was completed within ly narrow time frames.
This tight schedule was caused by the lack of (1) technical capital project
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staff, (2) adv planning to provide an adequate basis for
seeking bids, and(S)metastappmachmgopenlngofschoolsshtedfor
September 2, 1997. This situation resulted in DCPS scrambling to get
contractors in what they found to be a tight summer market and selecting
an approach that while faster for getting the work done on time, could

have been more costly.

To accelerate the roof work, Dcps relied exclusively on the design-build
approach versus the traditional method. Under the traditional method,
management separately performs or contracts for project design to
provide the drawings, specificati reports, and other materials needed
to obtain bids for t.he actual repair work. Thus, separate procurements are
involved in first designing and then contracting for the tion work.
This approach tends to stretch out the time frame, but provides a great
measure of detail to the prospective bidder, thus lowering the risk. In
contrast, the design-build method involves the winning bidder providing
both the design and performing the renovation work. One of the primary
advantages of using the design-build approach is that the project can be
completed in a shorter time frame because the design phase can be done
concurrently with the construction phase. However, since the contractor
assumes more risk for the job under the design-build approach because of
unforeseen difficulties, the costs can be higher. Given the level of deferred
maintenance and the limited time available both for submitting bids and
performing the work, it would appear that the risk assumed was
substantial.

GSA's earlier involvement allowed it an average of 67 days to complete its
10 projects. In contrast, all of the pcrs-managed work was completed in
well under the 67-day average of GsA's work, with the longest project
taking 50 days and the average being 36 days. The shortest DCPs project
took 3 days. Despite taking less time, our analysis of the data on table 2
shows that the DCPS d work lved more roof areas and, as.
discussed later in greater detail, more complex work.

GSA was able to secure contracts earlier in the year as it stated when the
market was not saturated with roof work, which typically results in lower
cost. Similarly, neighboring school systems in the Washington, D.C.,
tropolitan area pointed out that they did not typically attempt to
complete roofing projects in the short time frames accomplished by pces
during 1997. According to a Montgomery County Publie Schools roofing
specialist, roof replacement work would typically be done over the full
summer session, from about June 20 to August 31. In addition, according
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Complexity and Diversity of the
Roofs

to the Fairfax County Public Schools engi are usually
awardedinﬂleearlypartoftheyearforworktobegmmeleandﬂ\ey
normally operate on a 2-year planning horizon. The Fairfax County Public
Schools Director of Design and Construction also told us that depending
on the size of the building and material used, a roofing replacement can
take from 6 weeks to 6 months. The Fairfax County Public Schools
engineer further stated that the cost is generally 20 to 30 percent higher
when a project is put out for bid in the suramer.

DCPS was unsuccessful in obtaining bids on a larger package advertised on
July 1, 1997, for 15 schools and sub, ly L d work
into 8 smaller packages, which went out in m:d-Ju]y DCPS ofﬁcmls advised
us that they actively solicited bids to get the work performed and that 2
out of 16 vendors involved were from outside the Washington, D.C.,

tropolitan area, including one brought in purposely to handle the clay
tile roof at B: ft El tary.

DCPS also used a sole source procurement in fiscal year 1997 for one
project, which it performed on an emergency basis. Work was completed
mlSdays,mvolvmgexﬁensweovemme Dcps officials advised us that the
L E) y School project was initiated after the DCPs Quality
Assurance Task Force identified a potential structural problem shortly
beforeschoolwastoopenWorkstamedonSepﬁembetQ and was

Iy completed on S ber 27, 1997, at a cost of $32.99 per
square foot.

‘While a common denominator of much of this work was the premium time
(labor costs) involved, pcps officials told us that they did not believe they
had any clear alternatives. According to the oo, it could not cut back on
the number of schools or the scope of work at those schools because of
the court’s mandate regarding fire code violations.

Gsa and the Dcps engineering and architectural ¢ H agreed that DCPS
roof renovation work was not typical since the roofs were diverse and

complex and had significantly deteriorated. According to pces officials and
the bCPs engineering consultant, the diversity and complexity of the roofs
on the schools resulted in higher costs. These officials stated that the roofs
‘were not generally the typical flat roofs used on more recently built

schools but instead are made up of multiple roof areas and materials. To
illustrate, Fairfax and Montgomery County school engineers pointed out
that 90 percent of their roofs are geneérally flat, and use modified bitumen.
In contrast, 18 of the 56 DCPs and Gsa-managed projects worked on during

Page 23 98-33 District of C Public Schools




67

B-278471

Deferred Maintenance and
Warranties

fiscal year 1997 involved two types of material, such as modified bitumen
and slate, and 7 involved three types of roofing material. Inherent in these
contrasts are that the newer suburban structures have larger, flat, easier
and safer-to-work on surfaces versus Dcps often smaller and sloped
surfaces using metal and slate.

The number of roof areas is also a factor. The number of roof areas that
were replaced/repaired at each school ranged from 1 (at Leckie
Elementary) to as many as 37 roof areas (at Dunbar Senior High School).
Forty had 6 or more areas repaired; 25 had at least 10; and 6 had 20 or
more. (Appendix Il illustrates a typical District of Columbia public school
roof, where multiple roof areas were replaced/repaired. It also highlights
some of the technical fe including cupolas and skylights.)

According to the DcPs engineering consultant, different types of roofing
specialists were required to address the diversity of the roofs. The material
that was most frequently used to replace these roofs was two-ply modified
bitumen.! Table 2 reveals that in addition to two-ply modified bitumen, a
variety of materials were used to repair the roofs, such as slate tiles, clay
tiles, metal, asphalt shingle, and fiberglass asphalt. Some materials are
more expensive than others. Metal and slate roofs are commonly
considered more expensive than a modified bitumen roof. In addition, bcps
officials stated that a subcontractor was brought in from another state to
repair clay tiles since no local firm was available at the time work had to
be completed.

In recent years, it has been widely documented® that the majority of bcps
roofs were badly deteriorated because maintenance had been deferred for
many years. bcps officials stated that the $22 million, which was budgeted
for roof repairs at the beginning of fiscal year 1997 did not assume funding
for deferred maintenance and the 20-year manufacturers’ warranties. The
manufacturers’ warranties were conditional on certain deferred
maintenance and other roof-related work being done.

Table 2 reveals that for the majority of the schools, a substantial amount of
roof-related or deferred maintenance work was performed. For instance,

194 roof membrane (the waterproofing layer between the roof substrate and the top surface) with two
layers (plies)olﬂbetgllswmmnwﬁdmmmofwwtormlmmm
{biturmen), which to improve
mmmmmnmpmmmnmmnmbymmﬂm
jent for the District’s climate and as relatively
mpkm"mmmumwwmﬂmmfwrvhu

PSee footnotes 2 and 10 in this report.
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roof-related work included replacmgslwhghtsmdguuels,
rewnnscopms and flashing, repointing 'y, and cl g
addmon, many roofs required tapered insulation, resealing or repomtmg of
parapets, and str t of the roof to redirect the water
flow. According to DCPS oﬂiclals, many of the roofs and supporting
structures had to be compl laced b they were badly
deteriorated and beyond pau:hing. 'l'hey stated that patching would have
been only a short-term solution to a long-standing problem. For example,
Spingarn Senior High School repairs?® averaged $36.18 per square foot
because of the major structural work required. bcps officials informed us
that the entire slate roof was badly deteriorated and that daylight could be
seen from inside the attic. Slate on 14 roof areas was replaced. To support
the new slate, new wood blocking was required and 700 feet of new coping
was installed. In addition, we were told that numerous roof expansion
joints were repaired and that the triangular pediment over the colonnade
at the front entrance was also repaired.

The bid solicitation process used in the replacement of DCPS roofs required
contractors to provide 2-year guarantees on workmanship and 20-year
manufacturers’ warranties on materials. DCPs officials stated that the
deferred maintenance work was necessary to obtain the
guarantees/warranties that they had required.? According to pces officials,
manufacturers perform site inspections to ensure that the roofs are
installed according to their design specifications and that factors, such as
flashing and caulking, which can contribute to premature roof failure, are
up to industry standards. Dcps officials told us that as of January 26, 1998,
it had received 20-year manufacturers’ warranties for 44 roof projects and
2-year contractor guarantees for 35 roof projects.

DePs officials also stated that while some of the school roofs that were
replaced this summer may have had existing warranties, they believe that
since the roofs were not well maintained and protected, bcps would not
have prevailed in a warranty claim.? For example, the officials cited
numerous cases in which inspections of leaky roofs disclosed that large
amounts of debris, or even mattresses, had been allowed to accumulate.

#DCPS managed this project at Spingam Senior High School.
%mr«mmwmmm DCPShmdndwpertonnmuhp:wenﬁvz

us th now required to
wmmmemm»mmwm
Bin addition, DCPS officials stated of poor they could not identify schools
that were under existing 9 they informed us that they had started
the process to le a datab: f on the roof- and repairs and that they
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Other Factors

To the extent that such items retain water, they keep the roof surface
saturated, thus accelerating deterioration of the roof membrane and
substrate.

The District had a well-publicized poor payment history in recent years.
For example, in fiscal years 1994, 1995, and 1996, the District delayed
payments owed to vendors and Medicaid providers b it had cash
flow problems. C quently; cting firms have exp: d rel
to do business with the District, and this, according to pces officials,
became quite evident in the surnmer of 1997 when it issued its invitation
for bids. Contractors were particularly refuctant to submit bids for large
contracts (packages), fearing that pcps would not be able to honor its
obligations. Therefore, according to pCPs officials, contractors had to be
urged to submit proposals, which pcps officials believe could have resulted
in DCPS paying a higher than normal cost to repair the roofs.

Cost Estimates Versus
Contract Amounts and
Change Orders

Given the nature of the work and the circumstances involved, the costs
have not differed significantly from what was exp d before ting
for this work. The aggregate estimated cost for the roof work managed by
both Gsa and DCPs in fiscal year 1997 was approximately $31.7 million,
about 3.5 percent leas than the $32.7 million contract amounts. As of
February 4, 1998, Dcrs had provided us with change orders totaling about
$2 million, which brings the preliminary total to about $34.7 million, or
about 10 percent over the consultants’ cost estimates. In addition, bcps
incurred about $2.1 million for consulting, contract administration, and
construction management fees.?

Prior to contracting out the roof work, bcps had engaged an architectural
and engineering flrm, with whom Gsa had a contract under which it could
issue task orders, to develop cost estimates of the roof replacement/repair
work. Almost all estimates were prepared by one of two architectural and
engineering consultants,” and in a few instances DCPs or GSA staff worked
with contractors to prepare estimates. Estimates were based on field
observations to determine existing conditions and the specific location
and extent of required work, and included diagrams (and, for most
schools, photographs) of each roof, narvative descriptions, quality

Of this amount, sbout $1.6 million went to DMIM, about $300,000 to GSA, and sbout $300,000 to
Sverdrvp Puacilities, Inc.

#The two archisectursl and engineering firms are DMIM and Sverdry dru of
d for the fisut five of the
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specifications of material to be installed, and a cost estimate for each
school.

As of February 4, 1998, pcps had received proposals for change orders
pertaining to 27 schools for a total of about $2 million. In most cases, the
proposals resulted from requiring additional work beyond the original
scope of work, such as structural repairs of decks and work to clean or
replace drains, flashing, and coping. About 60 percent, or $1.2 million, of
the change orders are associated with additional costs at two schools,
Browne Junior High and Roosevelt Senior High. About 35 percent of this
$1.2 million was a result of premium labor rates required to accelerate the
work, and the remainder was primarily for additional masonry work,
installation of a new metal roof, and drain and gutter repairs.

Planned Roof Repairs

As of February 4, 1998, the pcps Capital Improvement Program budget
indicates that about $35 million is expected to be spent on 40 school roof
projects in fiscal year 1998. According to the DCPs c00, DCPs has about
$41.8 million? available to enable it to get an early start with the
procurement process.

According to Dcps officials, on October 31, 1997, they engaged an
engineering consultant to (1) identify the scope of work and (2) develop
cost estimates. The scope of work and cost estimates for 12 schools were
completed in fiscal year 1997. pcps officials told us that as of February 27,
1998, the engineering consultant had inspected an additional 19 school
roofs and developed scope of work and cost estimates that reflect direct
labor and materials costs and other costs, such as overhead, general
conditions, bond and i and conti ies. According to DCPS
officials, scope of work and cost estimates for the remaining nine schools
will be prepared in May 1998.

peps officials informed us that as of November 3, 1997, they had completed
roof repair work on five schools for which the scope of work and cost

i had been completed in fiscal year 1997.%” pcps officials anticipate
that roof repair work at the remaining 35 schools will begin in the spring
and will be completed during the summer 1998 recess. Because the lawsuit
from which the court ruling on performing roof work while the schools are
occupied has been settled, DCPs expects to be able to work during the

This amount is the proceeds from the sale of Sallie Mae stock warrants ($36.8 million) and the
proceeds ($5 million) from the continued use of the name Sallie Mae as a trademark.

FThese five schools are Garnet-Patterson, Paul, Taft, Leckie, and Ballou.
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school year using similar precautions as are employed in neighboring
Mﬁm&mnﬁvmﬁmmmdwmdmmmo{
repairs, bcps has a plan that invol students so that the
necenaryworkcanbecompleteddumgmeschoolmr This earlier start
than for fiscal year 1997 should allow more time to have roof work
conducted under normal conditions, possibly resulting in lower costs to
the District Government.:

The District of Columbia Public Schools.proposed Capital Improvements.
Plnnforﬂsmlymlmwmdlmﬂutmaddlﬂomlmmlmnm
roof repl t is anticipated during this period. According to a
Facilities Planning, Programming and Quality Assurance- Division official,
the $63 million projection is an estimate for budget and planning purposes
and the amount is not associated with particular schools.

DCPS expects to use proceeds from the sale of schools to help finance fiscal
year 1998 and later school projects. Section 5206(a) of the Omnibus

Consolidated A riations Act, 1997, unhodmtheAuﬂmﬁwm
dispose of rtsin school, perty and dep meproceedsinthenoud
of Education Real Property Maii and Impr t Fund.®

Currently, DcPs has 45 closed schools, which it intends to either sell, lease,
lease with the option to buy, or develop as public/private partnerships.
pces sold 1 school in the fall of 19972 and expects to generate $20 million
from the sale of an additional 15 schools in fiscal year 1998, In addition,
the Authority has agreed to commit a minimum of 27.5 percent of the
Distﬂct’sgelmalﬁmdlong-temﬁmmncwﬂwmy(mualbond

) d completion of the repairs required by the Long Range
Faciliﬁeamle.

Comments and Our
Evaluation

We received coraments from the Authority, the District's Chief Financial

Officer, DCPS, GSA, and the U.S. Department of Education on a draft of this
report. Written comments from the Authority, bcps, and GSA are reprinted
in appendixes III; IV, and V, respectively.

Those commenting generally agreed with the facts presented in this
report. The Authority noted that most of the significant events and time
frames outlined in the report are i with its ds. DCPS stated
that our major findings on the cost and conduct of the 1997 upper building

BPublic Law No. 104-208, 110 Stat. 3000:508, D.C. Code Ann. § 47-392.28.
“Dent Elementary was 30id for $410,000.
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stabilization program are accurate. The District’s CFO, 6sa and the U.S.
Department of Education agreed with the report as related to their
respective activities.

Both the Authority and pcps offered their perspectives on the availability
of funds issue discussed in the report. bcps stated that funds were not
available to DCPs for capital projects until April 1997. In that regard, the
Authority stated that it advises the Office of the Chief Financial Officer of
the District regarding the availability of funds which, in tumn, is responsible
for communicating with District agencies, including nces.

The Authority and Dcps also suggested additional discussion of the impact
of the D.C. Superior Court ruling related to the roof repair projects. The
Authority noted that the additional requirements imposed by the court
ruling increased the difficulty of project management and added to the
cost of the repair program. Similarly, in several sections of its comments
to our draft report, DCPs referred to the July 11, 1987, court order as
imposing restrictions, comp ing the work schedule, and ulti

delaying the opening of all District public schools until September 22,
1997.

Regarding the availability of funds to DcPs during fiscal year 1997, as
discussed in the report, we were not provided documentation that would
establish when DCPs was notified that the Authority had funds available for
capital projects. This communication issue, which apparently is not
isolated to the ncps capital projects funding, was highlighted in the most
recent report of the independent public accounting firm hired by the
District. As noted in our report, the independent auditors identified a
material weakness concerning control over transactions involving the
Authority. The report indicated that the District has not developed
adequate procedures to account for funds held by the Authority and does
not effectively reconcile the amounts which are recorded. The auditor
noted that the District and the Authority have not developed procedures to
notify each other of the amounts anticipated or actually received by the
Authority on behalf of the District.

Concerning the impact of the court involvement, as discussed in our
report, there were a number of factors that were either within or outside
the managerial control of the Authority and current or former DCPS
management. We do not offer any view on whether any one of these
factors was the dominant reason for either the cost or timing issues
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concerning the roof repairs or whether current dcPs management could
have reasonably mitigated those effects.

As agreed with your office, unless you publicly announce the contents of
this report earlier, we plan no further distribution until 15 days from the
date of the report. At that time, we will send copies of this report to the
Ranking Minority Member of your Subcommittee and the Chairmen and
Ranking Minority Members of the Senate and House Committees on
Appropriations and their Subcommittees on the District of Columbia and
the Subcommittee on the District of Columbia of the House Committee on
Government Reform and Oversight. We will also send copies to the
Chairman of the District of Columbia Financial Responsibility and
Management Assistance Authority, the Chief Financial Officer of the
District of Columbia, and the Chief Executive Officer of the District of
Columbia Public Schools. Copies will be made available to others upon
request.

Major contributors to this report are listed in appendix VI. If you or your
staff need further information, please call me at (202) 512-4476.

Sincerely yours,

Gloria L. Jarmon
Director, Health, Education, and Human

Services Accounting and Financial
Management Issues
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Appendix [

Key Dates Related to Fiscal Year 1997 Roof
Repairs at D.C. Public Schools

March 3, 1992

Parents United for the District of Columbia, an education advocacy
group, filed a lawsuit against the former Mayor, the District of
Columbia, and the Fire Chief of the D.C. Fire Department alleging
failure of the D.C. offiials to adequately inspect for and remedy
violations of the District of Columbia Fire Prevention Code and
other safety hazards in the public schools.

May 2, 1994

A trial was held regarding the Parents United lawsuit.

June 10, 1984

The trial resulted in a D.C. Superior Court Order requiring: (1) the
D.C. Fire Chief to conduct semiannual inspections of every public
school in the District and to submit reports of fire code violations to
the Court and the plaintiffs, (2) the Fire Chief to order the
immediate closing of any public schooal buitding in D.C. with life
threatening fire code violations, including ruptured ceilings, and
(3) the plaintiffs to file reports with the Court detailing the
abatement or the abatement plan for the fire code violations noted.

August 14, 1995

The District of Columbia Public School Superintendent's Task
Force on Education Infrastructure for the 21st Century issued the
Preliminary Facilities Master Plan 2005 for the District of Columbia
Public Schools. The task force was established by the
Superintendent of D.C. schools 10 address the aging and physical
deterioration of the D.C. public schools.

Aprit 26, 1996

Public Law 104-134 was enacted, requiring the General Services
Administration to provide technical assistance to the District of
Columbia Public Schools and to assist the District of Columbia
Public Schools in developing a facilities revitalization plan. The
General Services Administration was to consider the Preliminary
Facilities Master Plan 2005 for the District of Columbia Public
Schools in the development of the facilities N plan,

July 25, 1996

A Memorandum of Understanding between the General Services
Administration and the Superintendent of the District of Columbia
Public Schools was signed, requiring the General Services
Administration to provide technical assistance and related services
to the District of Columbia in the development of a repair and
capital improvement program for the District of Columbia Public
Schools.

September 9, 1996

Public Law 104-194, the 1997 Appropriations Act for the District of
Columbia, was enacted, providing $3.2 million for school repairs in
a restricted line item.

September 30, 1996

Public Law 104-208 was enacted, providing Student Loan
Markating Association (Sallie Mas) and College Construction Loan
Insurance Association (Connie Lee) funds as well as transferring
the $9.2 million from Public Law 104-194 to the Authority to finance
D.C. public schoot tacility construction and repair. The law also
gave the Authority authorization to contract out for public school
repair, in consultation with the General Services Administration.
Further, the General Services Administration was required to assist
in the short-term management of the repairs and capital
improvements.
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to Fiscal Year 1997 Roof

Key Dates Related
Repairs at D.C. Public Schools

October 3, 1996

The Authority received $11.5 million from fiscal year 1996 general
obligation bond proceeds to be used for D.C. public school
repairs and capital improvements.

November 15, 1996 The Authority restructured the District of Columbia Public School

by establishing a Board of Trustees and replacing the then
Superintendent of Schools with a new Chief Executive Officer.

November 19, 1996 A Memorandum of Understanding between the General Services

Administration and the Authority was signed, requiring the General
Services Administration to provide program management services
to assist in the short-term management of the repairs and capital
improvements for the District schools, per Public Law 104-208.

January 1, 1997

The District of Columbia Public School Chief Executive Officer
hired a Chief Operating Officer to manage and implement the
school facilities improvement program.

February 18, 1997

The General Services Administration provided the District of
Columbia Public Schools with a facilities revitalization plan as
agreed to in the Memorandum of Understanding dated July 25,
1996.

February 26, 1997

The General Services Administration issued Notices to Proceed to
roofing contractors for certain D.C. public schools.

February 28, 1997

The District of Columbia Public Schools submitted a draft
Long-Range Facilities Master Plan to the D.C. Council for approval.
The plan included a priority listing of 50 schools to receive roof
replacement in Fiscal Year 1997.

March 4, 1997

The Authority received $18.25 million from the federal
government's sale of Connie Lee to be used for D.C. public school
repairs and facility construction.

April 4, 1997

The District of Columbia Public Schools submitted a request to
D.C. Office of Budget and Planning for $28.5 million for capital
improvements.

April 7, 1997

District of Columbia Public School Chief Operating Officer hired a
Chief of Capital Projects to direct the program management,
program planning and control, and design review team managers.

April 14, 1997

The Authority requested $36.85 million in supplemental funds from
Congress for emergency public school facility improvements.
Congress declined to provide any additional funds.

April 25, 1997

The District of Columbia Public Schools submitted a revised
Long-Range Facilities Master Plan to the D.C. Council for approval.
The plan was also submitted to the Congress. The plan included a
priority list of 50 schools to receive roof replacement in fiscal year
1997. The priority list changed slightly—Tyler was added to the list
of school roof projects to be managed by the District of Columbia
Public Schools, and Spingarn no longer appeared on the list of
school roof projects to be managed by the General Services
Administration.

May 19, 1997

The District of Columbia Public Schools issued a Request for
Qualifications to pre-qualify potential roofing contractors.
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Appendix I

Key Dates Related to Fiscal Year 1097 Roof
Schools

Repairs at D.C. Public

June 4, 1997

The Authority received $20 million from the May 28, 1997, general
bond proceeds to be used for school repairs and capital
improvements.

June 20, 1997

District of Columbia Public Schools recessed for summer vacation.

July 1, 1997

The District of Columbia Public Schools issued an Invitation for 8id
and Contract notice seeking a single contractor to perform 15 roof
repair projects and 5 boiler/chiller projects. No bids were received.

July 10, 1997

The District of Columbia Public School Chiet Operating Officer
testified before D.C. Superior Court that there were 47 school roof
repair projects scheduled and that some roofs would not be
completed before September 20, 1997. The 47 schools listed
differad from the priority list included in the April 25, 1997,
Long-Range Facilities Master Plan. For example, the 47 school roof
repair projects did not indicate that roof repairs would be
performed at 13 of the schools on the roof repair fist included in
the Long-Range Facilities Master Plan, dated April 25, 1997.

July 11, 1997

A District of Columbia Superior Court judge reiterated the June 10,
1994, Order and stated that schools would be closed while roof
work was performed. The Order also required the District of
Columbia Public Schools to submit a plan by August 18, 1997 to
the Superior Court tes for report
to on September 2, 1997, the first day of the 1997-1998 schoo!
year.

July 11, 1997

The District of Columbia Public Schools issued an amendment to
the July 1, 1997, Invitation for Bid and Coniract notice. The
amended Invitation for Bid and Contract notice divided the

work into p: There were six roof
repanr packages at a total of 48 schools and two boiler/chiller
packages at a total of 16 schools. Contractors were asked to
submit bids on one, more, or all project packages.

The schools scheduled for roof repairs indicated on the Invitation
for 8id and Contract differed somewhat from the schools
scheduted for roof repairs indicated on the July 11, 1997, Order.
For example, the invitation for Bid and Contract included roof
repair gojects at seven schools that were not listed on the July 11,
1997, Order.

July 14,1397

The District of Columbia Public Schoals submitted a request to
D.C. Office of Budget and Planning for an additional $20 million for
capital improvements.

July 17, 1997

The District of Columbia Public Schools submitted a revised .
Long-Range Facilities Master Plan to the D.C. Council for approval.
The plan included a priority listing of 56 schools to receive roof
replacement in fiscal year 1997. The priority list included thirteen
schools that were not indicated in the July 11, 1997, Court Order
and 6 schools that were not on the amended {July 11, 1997)
Invitation for Bid and Contract.

July 23, 1997

The District of Columbia Public Schools issued first Notices to
Proceed to roofing contractors.
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Appendix 1
Key Dates Related to Fiscal Year 1997 Roof
Repairs at D.C. Public Schools

August 18, 1997

The District of Columbia Public Schools submitted a report to the
Superior Court stating that there was no contingency plan for
relocating students and staff who attend those schools where roof
repairs were taking place, and that the plan was to delay the start
of theg;g;lool year until roof repairs were completed (September
22,1 .

September 2, 1997

The Authority received $36.8 million of Sallie Mae proceeds (from
stock warrants) {0 be used for school repairs and capital
improvements.

September 22, 1997 District of Columbia public schools opened, commencing the

1997-1998 schoo! year.

October 6, 1997

The Authority received $5 million of Sallie Mae proceeds (from the
sate of naming rights) to be used for school repairs and capital
improvements.

N

b

3, 1997

A was reached among Parents United, the Mayor, the
Fire Chief, and the District of Columbia Public Schools Chief
Executive Officer, which laid the foundation for ensuring that D.C.
public schools were free of Fire Code violations and requiring the
District of Columbia Public Schools to continue the necessary
repairs and capital improvements to the school buildings, as
indicated in the Long-Range Facilities Master Plan.
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A Typical District of Columbia School With
Multiple Roof Areas
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Appendix IE
A Typical District of Colambia Schoel With
Multiple Roof Aress

Source: DCPS Capital Program Division,
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Appendix Il

Comments From the District of Columbia
Financial Responsibility and Management
Assistance Authority

Note: GAO comments

supplementing those in the

report text appear at the .

end of this appendix. District of Columbia Financial Responsibility

and Management Assistance Authority
Washington, D.C.

February 20, 1998

Mr. Gene L. Dodaro

Assistant Comptroller General

United States Genera) Accounting Office
‘Washington, D.C. 20548

Dear Mr. Dodaro ;

This Jetter pmvldel Ihe views ol‘ the Dutnct of Oolnml'm Financial Responsibility
draft report of the
vailability of

Amwmoﬁeemled. MJWMWM A
Funds, and the Cost of FY 1997 Roof Projects”.

Most of the significant events and time frames outlined in the draft report are
See comment 1. consistent with the records of the Authority. However, the draft repost does not refer to
the Aprit 14, 1997, request of the Authority, to the President and the Congress, for
additional funding. That request included $36.85 million for the District of Columbia
Public Schools (“DCPS™. This amount, when combined with the $49.75 million
anticipated from other sources, would have provided a total funding of $86.6 million for
the emergency school repair program during the summer of 1997.

See comment 1. The work origi: under the achool repair program
wmlmnﬁwnﬂmhﬂmhﬂdmwmwmmmmm
was required for i with the i with Dissbilities Act (*“ADA™). The

DCPS capital program staff developed a plan to utilize these funds. Congress passed the
mlmmﬂwmhﬂhfuﬂYw 1997 on June 12, 1997. This bill did not
include the requested funds for school capital impr There the

school repair program had o be redesigned to accommodate the reduced funding level of
!4975|mllnn This occurred eigit days before school was dismissed for the summer.

mAMymmmmemnmmud:mofﬂeeﬁeaofm
See comment 2. changes required by the District of Columbia Superior Court. These additional

requirements added to the cost of the repair program, and increased the difficulty of
project management. For example, the coust held that no persons including students,
teachers, or jenitorial persormel, could occupy the buildings during roof repairs.
Amu.mm%mmumulmmemeMcwu
bcgmluamull.thephnwu modified to the di of the

Oune Thomes Circle, N.W. » Suite 900 » Washingsom, D.C. 20005  (202) 3043400
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Appendix M

Cousments Prom the District of Columbia
r oility and M

Assistance Authority

See comment 2.

See comment 3.

It is important 1o nots the policy of the Authority regarding notification of the
abailability of fusds. The Amthority advises the Office of the Chief Financial Officor of
the District ("OCFO”) of the avai of funds. 1t is the itity of the OCFO to
communicate with the financial personnel in District agencies, including DCPS.
mehumn-mdummnmocm

Finally, we suggest that the draft report refix %0 the efforts of the Authority to
increase the amownt of futwre capital funding for DCPS. During the development of the
Fiscal Year 1998 capital budget for the District, the Authority, with the support of Mayor
Barry and the Council of the District of Columbia, increased the capital allocation for
DCPS o $30 miltion. Additionally, on October 6, 1997, the Authority received, and
reported to the District, an sdditional §5 milkion from Sallic Mac.

We iste this ity %o provide before the report is
finalized.

Page 41 $8-82 Distriet
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Appendix HI
Comments From the District of Columbia
and

Assistance Authority

The following are Gao’s comments on the District of Columbia Financial
Responsibility and Management Assistance Authority’s letier dated
February 20, 1998.

GAO Comments

1. Our report does not address whether ample funding was available for
the emergency school repair program during fiscal year 1997. However,
table 1 in the report shows that DCPs had about this same amount of funds
($86.5 million) available for capital projects during the fiscal year.

2. This point is di d in the Cc ts and Our Evaluation section of
the report.

3. We have augmented our discussion in the Planned Roof Repairs section
of the report to refer to the additional $5 million from Sallie Mae. The
report refers to the Authority’s commitment to provide a minimum
percentage of the District’s general fund long-term financing authority
(annual bond proceeds) for completion of repairs required by the
Long-Range Facilities Master Plan.
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Comments From the District of Columbia

Public Schools

Note: GAOQ comments

supplementing those in the
report text appear at the
end of this appendix.

‘We received your draft report of the Distxi

‘comments as requested.

We have iated the ionatism displ
on this audit.

jecs. We have provided our

d by the team lead by Gloria L. Jarmon

Sincerely,

E. Williams
Chief Operating Officer/Director of Facilities

Attachment

Children First

98.92 Distriet of C:
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Appendix IV
Comments From the District of Columbia
Public Schools

DCPS COMMENTS TO DRAFT GAO REPORT

abmmlhemlvwwwm Wudonadiugnvmhﬂnnwmityofﬂnmﬁi-y
See comment 1. findings set forth in the body of the draft report. However, we believe that the principal
findings set forth in the section estitied “Results in Brief” are incomplete. Additionally,
mmwwdmthblmwmnﬁoﬂhwwmuofmm
sequence of events which preceded the initistion of the roof replacement and upper
building stabilizetion program in the summer of 1997, as well a3 the circumstances we
confronted in managing that program.

1. PRINCIPAL FINDINGS

. Avallability of funds.

In the section entitied “Results in Brief,” the draft report states that the “District's

records show that about $18 million was available in February 1997 for DCPS-managed
See comment 1. roof work with the available amount increasing 10 sbout $38 million by June 1997
(Draft report st page 6). However, as set forth in page 11 of the draft report, those funds
mmlymda-vdhbhmmbmmofcdunbuhmmmnym
Management Assistance Authority in February 1997 and June 1997. In contrast, our
mmmncrsmmzmlm-nw-mwmupﬁm
of the College C ion (Connie Lee) oo April 11, 1997,
MMWSmdmmmllmmMyzzlmhmﬁmubofmﬂnﬂw
Mmtmud-nmdﬂlm these comments, this budget authority was used
a3 soon a3 DCPS had authorization to wtilize those funds. Prior to the transfer of those
funds from the Authority to DCPS, we did not have the required authorization to wtilize
those funds to initiste procurement actions o to hire employees 1o replenish our capital
construction projects staff.

&, Impect of court proceedings.

‘We must emphasize that the cowrt’s July 11, 1997 order in Paremis United for the
See comment 1. District of Columbia v. Barry, et al. (C.A. No. 92-3478) played 4 critical role in the

initiation and management of DCPS’ 1997 summer roof replacement and upper building
sabilization program. Under the terms of this ordes, DCPS was from opening
any schoot that had been scheduled for any roof work in Fiscal Year 1997 even though all
mmmmummwnu 10, lmwmwuw

stabilization work in the sumemer of 1997 and & ultimately resulted in postponing the
opening of all District schools until September 20, 1997.

Page 44 ‘GAOVAIMD-98-82 District of Columbia Public Schools



2 GENESIS OF THE PROGRAM

a. The State of Emergency.

On November 15, 1996, theDmrudCohmlmFmﬂRannyaM
Assistance declared & state of emergency and appointed an

of ander-utilized and poorty maixtained achools facilities. ...” (See Resolution, Order and
Recommendation Concerning District of Columbia School System). Due to the state of
wmmwmelmmm&mmmmmdm
ChrluEWnllumn,wbohdovudmyymd‘ in managing major
mmmwmlmmmunhdlﬂ\whmmmlm

& DCPS Resonrces and initial funding level,

‘When General Williams assumed office in January 1997, DCPS did not have the
staff and resources required to devise and manege an extensive capital improvement
program. Asuudmﬂwchﬁlwut.pmrwllwmiberlm virtually the entire
capital (i.e. staff had inated, and all available capital
funds ~$11.5 million--hed been obligated for construction contracts managed by the
General Services Administration (GSA) or had been easmarked to pay prior year bills.
Additionally, DCPS was the subject of court supervision as a result of a lewwuit filed by
Parents United for the District of Columbia, sn sdvocacy group, which alleged thet DCPS.
and other Disirict agencies had fhiled to discover or abate fire code violations such s
leaking roofs which could resukt in electrical fires.

anumulnkdmwsmmﬁmmmlﬂ).clemu
assessments

the roof replacement work managed by GSA, approximstely 50 schools required roof
replacement work in Fiscal Year 1997. Since DCPS had neither the fanding nor the staff’
to support new capital construction peojects on February 28, 1997, DCPS believed that
these projects could not be fully completed prior 10 October 30, 1997 even though it
hoped that s substantial number of these projects would be complated prior to September
30, 1997.

Page 48 98-82 District of C
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Appendix IV
Comments From the District of Columbia
Public Schools

mmmmrmu.lm GSA issued “Notices to Procesd” which

hrough "
contracts that had been awarded at earlier date. In order to receive services from these
retained firms, GSA simply issued “task orders™ directing the firms to begin work as
instructed.

Construction st the five schools was based on designs that had been prepared by &
retained architectural firm pursuant to task orders issued by GSA on November 26, 1996,
Howeves, further design and construction work could not be initisted by DCPS without

<. Connie Lee proceeds.
OnMII 199, I\nhermmlm 10 support capital improvement projects

mmm
On May 19, 1997, DCPS issued 2 Request for Qualifications (RFQ) to pre-qualify
(i.., determine the resources and expertise for

ing
mmwwformwortonhlulfofbcl’s lnm».GSAwmenlynlm‘n;
its customary, past practice. GSA had ot followed its pest practice in the limited smumber
of projects that it hed managed on behalf of DCPS due to the emergency conditions
confronted by DCPS.
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Comments From the District of Columbia

lh-upanudil-—lhbw Sinoe DCPS was probibited Anthmy i
from travsferring funds to other ewtities, all d“u-d comstruction’ projects were
managed as well as funded by DCPS.

On July 1, 1997, DCPS issucd en Invitation for Bid and Coutract (IFBC) for &
and

or in the
Unised for the District of Cobembia v. Barry, et al. (C.A. No. 92-3478). Initially, the
hearings for ono day each m-mr.u-w

required finishing work. Additionally, thess dates sssumed thet the buildings would be
mnymuwymlwmmp-udumfwm
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Appendix IV
Comments From the District of Columbia
Public Schools

though the Supesior Court building itself was occoupied during its own roof repair effort.

The Couit’s order of July 11, 1997 had three drastic consequences for DCPS, its
students, and the public. Firat, the order delayed the opening of all school buildings flom
wzlmwsmmIMananmﬂMmﬂidmw

10 asccommodate the students and faculty from 50 schools. Second, as & practical matter,
temporarily

abate all potential fire code violations. By July 11, 1997, DCPS was well aware thet the
failure to sbate all potential and known fire ‘would lead to the imposition
of the drastic sanction of ordering the closure of additional schools.

amended its initial Invitation for Bid

See comment 2. closed by the Court’s order. The amended procurement packages also sought bids for

g that DCPS
mwdﬂmkymmhﬁmuﬂmpdm»aﬂmnh&'

Thereafter, on July 22, 1997, DCPS entered an additional $20 million in capital
construction funds into the FMS. As soon as the $20 million in capitsl construction
funding suthority became available, DCPS issued notices to proceed to roofing
contractors on July 23, 1997. The contractors were instructed to complete work prior to
the time the buildings were originally scheduled to become occupied on September 2,
1997.

3. The npper building construction progrem.
DCPS believes that the repost’s major findings on the cost and conduct of the
1997 upper building stabilization program are accurste. The following comments are
provided only to amplify the findings set forth in the report.
a. Cost of the program.

The report notes that DCPS had initially estimated that $22 million would be
required for roof work in Fiscal Year 1997.
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Appendix IV
Comments From the District of Coluambla
Schools

Fioally, v School
example of & high cost DCPS project, was inciuded is & contract. solicitation packegs
which included roof work and o8 nine schools. As required

As 8 resuk of the Count’s order of July 1, 1997, DCPS made every conceiveble.
offort %0 compiete all roof repais or roof repiacement work by the origingl scheduled
opening date of September 2, 1997,

Page 49 GAO/AIMD-98-33 District of Columbia Public Schools .
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Appendix IV
Comments From the District of Columbia
Public Schools

After it became evident that all required roof replacement or upper building

ion could not be by 2, 1997 and after it became clear that

it would be impossible to relocate the Mlty and students from 50 of 146 schools, DCPS

determined thet it was required to delay the opening of all schools until

September 20, 1997 in order to comply with the Court’s edict which prohibited the

opening of schools until all roof replacement and upper building construction had been
completed.

As a practical matter, the Court's order established 2 work schedule of July 23,
1997 (one day after all required funds became available) and September 20, 1997 (the
delayed school opening date) to complete all required design and construction work at 50
schools. The report’s findings confirm that DCPS met this difficult schedule. The report
found that GSA had an average of 66 days to complete its 10 projects while DCPS’
projects were completed well under the 66 day average. We would point out that the
time differential identified in the report is even greater since the 66 day average for GSA
managed projects only included construction while the DCPS managed projects included
both design and construction. As the report noted, the design phase of the GSA projects
began on November 27, 1996 and the construction phase began on February 26, 1997,
three months later. In contrast, both the design and the subsequent construction phases of
the DCPS projects began on July 23, 1997.

DCPS agrees that in order 10 expedite the completion of all required work, it
relied on the design-build construction method. DCPS, however, disagrees that such an
approach is inh ly more expensive than the ditional” approach where separate

actions are initisted for design and construction. With respect to this issue,

we believe that the cost of the upper building stabilization program was driven by factors

such as the need to replace or repair @ number of non-roof related structures, the

ity and diversity of DCPS' roofs as well as the compressed time schedule, but,

See comment 3. we do not believe that the cost of the program was due to reliance on the Design Build
method.

DCPS also disagrees with the statement that it experienced difficulty in securing
See comment 2. bids due to the size of its contract solicitation packages. While there may have been
some hesitancy in bidding on a package, which included boiler and chiller replacements
nwlnmfmlmunwk,th«ewuwh;ko{bmfmmpm
which only sought roof and upper building stabili: This is

the fact that DCPS ultimately awarded at least three contracts, which covered mulnple
schools. One package covered nine schools, a second package covered six schools, and &
third package covered five schools.

‘With one exception, afl of the contracts were awarded in Fiscal Year 1997 were
awarded on the basis of competition. The one exception occurred in the case of the
Langdon School. As discussed in the report, in this instance, a sole source contract was
awarded after DCPS” own quality assurance task force discovered a potential structural
problem and recommended immediate repair work prior to the opening of school in order
10 abate a potential safety hazard.
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Appendix IV
Commenta From the District of Columbia
Public Schools

Finally, due to the Coust’s order that closed 50 schools on July 11, 1997, DCPS
could not reduce the scope of its work and was required to complete work at all 50
schools before those schools could be opened and occupied. Such a course of action was
mandated by Court’s order. It was not a matter of preference or choice.

¢ Complexity and diversity.

‘We agree with the ceport's findings that demonstrate and confirm that DCPS was
required to replace, renovate, and stabilize an atypical, complex and diverse set of roof
and upper building structures during the summer of 1997. As set forth in the report,
DCPS does not have the “typical” flat, routinely maintained, safe structures with one
building material that are found in the suburban jurisdictions cited in the report. In
contrast, DCPS buildings often had multiple roof areas that had not been routinely
maintained, sloping structures, and multiple building materials. The report correctly
finds that renovation and repair of these structures often required the services of several
different roofing specialists and a variety of expensive building matesials.

A Deferred maintenance, warranties and payment history.

We agreed that the majority of the DCPS roofs were badly deteriorated as a result
of deferred or inadequate maintenance for many years. We also agree with findings
which demonstrate that DCPS significantly the conti i of its
roofs by inﬁningdmeummvidez-ywwofhrnmﬁpwmmdm-yw
manufacturers’ warranties on building materials. As of January 26, 1998, DCPS hed
received 20-year manufacturers’ warranties for 47 roof projects and contractors’
guarantees for 37 roof projects. To our knowledge, no administration in DCPS' history
has obtained such an extensive program of warranty protection for repair, renovation or
construction work canducted on behalf of DCPS.

We would amplify these findinga, however, by pointing out that we are convinced
that the other technical and non-technical factoes cited in the report also significantly
contributed 10 the cost of the upper building stabilization effort. The technical factors
which contributed to the cost of the upper building stabilization effort inchide the
absolute need to perform costly additional upper building renovation wotk such as
replacing skylights and gutters, repsiring mottar joints and flashings, repointing masoary,
and repairing comices as well as roof replacement, A sigrificant portion of this upper
building stabilization work was more costly and difficult than the roof replacement work
itself. Other technical factors include the complex and diverse nature of the roof
structures, the need to use multiple building materials, and the need to use the services of
several different types of roof specialists.

The primary non-technical factors, which contributed to the cost of the
stabilization effort, centered around the compressed work schedule resulting from the
Court’s July 11, 1997 order. Other non-technical factors such as the District’s payment
history also played a role in determining the cost of this effort.
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Comments From the District of Columbia
Public Schools

e Cost estimates versus contract smonnis snd change orders

We agree with the report’s findings which show that the difference between the
estimated and actual cost of the construction projects conducted by DCPS was below ten
per ceat. In our opinion such a difference is well within the ten petcent industry standard
for construction projects and that such & difference is relatively minor given the size and
number of the construction projects initinted and completed in the summer of 1997.

‘We also believe that the number of change orders associated with those projects
was negligible. As demonstrated by the findings in the report, the vast majority of the

orders for 27 schools was caused by the need to repais, renovate or replace upper
buildin;mmmumhed(omﬁanhudeek&dnimorﬂuhim.

£ The 1998 upper building repair program.

In 1998 DCPS has programmed spproximately $35 million for 40 roof or upper
building stabilization projects in Fiscal Year 1998. The report’s findings confirm that
there are significant differences between the planned 3998 program and the 1997
program.

o Initially, the lawsuit filed by Parents United for District of Columbis has been
settled and an advisor who has significant construction expesience has been
appointed under the agreement to advise DCPS on compliance with the
agreement. Due to the settlement of the case, DCPS will be able to conduct
required upper building construction under an expanded time frame and will
be able to conduct such work white the buildings sre occupied.

» Unlike Fiscal Year 1997, when DCPS did not receive funding to support new
capital projects until Aprit 1997 and only received $18.2 million in new,
uncommitted fusding in Apeil 1997, DCPS has siready received about $40
million in budget authority to support the capital improvement program.
DCPS also expects fo receive $ 20 million in sdditiona) funding from the
disposition of 15 schools in Fiscal Year 1998. Additionally, the Authority has

itted $42 million in D.C. Fiscal Year 1998 bond proceeds for achool
m"m‘ n.

e Unlike Fiscal Year 1997, when DCPS had no capital project staff members
until April 1997 and only six additional staff members by the end of May

1997, DCPS has now formed a planning staff, s capital execution staff, as well
23 & contract review and & control staff 10 inister the capital
program.

For these reasons, we are comvinced that the non-technical difficulties
encountered by DCPS in the summer of 1997 will not recur in the conduct of the 1998
program.

Page 52 : GAO/ATMD-98-82 District of Columbia Public Schools



96

Appendix IV
Comments From the District of Columbia
Public S8chools

The following are GA0’s comments on the District of Columbia Public
Schools’ letter dated February 17, 1998.

GAO Comments

1. This point is discussed in the Cc t and OQur Evaluation section of
the report.

2. We modified this section of the report slightly. Of the 46 schools at
which bcps-managed roof work during fiscal year 1997, DCPs received three
to five bids for 29 schools; 2 bids for each of 9 schools; and one bid for
each of the remaining 8.

3. We modified the report to provide additional information concerning
bidder risk associated with the ive deferred mai e and the
short time frames provided for submitting bids and completing the work.
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Comments From the General Services

Administration

General Services Administration
National Capital Region
Washington, DC 20407

FEB 26 1988

Mr. Gene Dodaro
Assistant Comptroller General

9 and
General Accounting Office
441 G Street, N.W.
Washington, D.C. 20648

Dear Mr. Dodaro:

This letter ia in reference 1o your draft audit report titied “DCPS Availability of
Funds and the Cost of FY87 Roof Projects”. First and foremoest, | wish to
express my appreciation to your office for providing General Services

i (GSA) the opp to on the subject Draft Report.

After reviewing the draft audit report and your recent adjustments, we find it to be
acceptable with regard to issues related 1o GSA and take no exceptions to those
sactions. |f we can be of any further assistance, pleass do not hesitats to
contact me or Mr. Frank Miles of my staff.

Sincerely,

. FAA
Assistant Regionsl Administrator
Public Bullings Service

Faderal Racyehng wmno Priied on Recycied Paper

96-82 District of C:
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Appendix VI

Major Contributors to This Report

s ! Hodge Herry, Assistant Director
Accountmg aﬁnd Barbara Shields, Audit Manager
Information Bonnie Derby, Senior Auditor
Management Division, ~FredEvans, Senior Auditor

s u Fer nior T
Washmgton, .C. Kwabena Ansong, Auditor

Mel Mench, Senior Assistant Director
Meg Mills, Communication Analyst

Office of Generhl Richard Cambosos, Senior Attorney
Counsel

Page 55 GAO/AIMD-98-82 District of Columbia Public Schools



99

Glossary

Asphalt A petroleum compound, dark brown or black in color, used in the
manufacture of roofing products.

Ballast Coarse stone, gravel slag, etc., used as an underlayer for poured concrete.

Bitumen Asphalt or coal-tar pitch.

Blocking Sections of wood built into a roof assembly, usually attached above the
deck and below the membrane or flashing, used to stiffen the deck around
an opening, act as a stop for insulation, support a curb, or to serve asa
nailer for attach t of the b and/or flashi

Built-Up Roofing A continuous semiflexible roof covering of lamination, or plies, or
saturated or coated plies alternated with layers of bitumen, surfaced with
mineral aggregate or asphaltic materials.

Cant Strip A continuous strip of flashing forming a triangle with a structural deck and
a wall or other vertical surface.

Cladding A material used as the exterior wall enclosure of a building. -

Colonnade A number of columns supporting one side of a roof.

Coping Top covering of a wall that is exposed to the weather, usually made of
retal, masonry, or stone. It is preferably sloped to shed water back onto
the roof.

Counterflashing Metal strips used to prevent moisture from entering the top edge of roof
flashing, as on a chimney or wall.

Cupola A terminal structure, square or round, rising above a main roof. While
generally ornamental, a cupola can provide for ventilation.

Cornice The molded and projecting horizontal member that crowns a wall.
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Glossary

Deck The structural surface to which a roof covering system is applied.

Design The architectural concept of a building as represented by plans,
elevations, renderings, and other drawings.

Design-Build The design-build approach gives a single contractor the responsibility for
both designing and constructing a project rather than separating the
responsibilities among a number of contractors.

Downspout A conduit that carries runoff water from a scupper, conductor head, or
gutter of a building to a lower level, or to the ground or storm water runoff
system.

Drain An outlet or other device used to collect and direct the flow of runoff
water from a roof area.

EPDM Ethylene Propylene Diene Monomer (rubber roof).

Estimate (Scope) A forecast of construction cost based on a detailed analysis of materials
and labor. Also referred to as a conceptual estimate or parametric
estimate.

Expansion Joint A structural separation b two building el ts that allows free
mo t without d to the roofing or waterproofing system.

Fascia A vertical or steeply sloped roof or trim located at the perimeter of a
building. Typically, it is a border for the low-slope roof system that
waterproofs the interior portions of the building.

Flashing Strips of copper, aluminum, galvanized sheet metal, or similar materials

used along walls, dormers, valleys, and chimneys to prevent moisture
seepage.
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Glossary

Flood Test The procedure in which a controlled amount of water is temporarily
retained over a horizontal surface to determine the effectiveness of the
waterproofing.

Glazing ‘Cutting and fitting panes of glass into frames.

Gravel Stop A low profile upward-projecting metal edge flashing with a flange along
the roof side, usually formed from sheet or extruded metal, designed to
prevent loose gravel from washing off the roof and to provide a finished
edge detail for the built-up roofing assembly.

Gutter A channelled component installed along the downstope perimeter of a roof
to carry runoff water from the roof to the drain leaders or downspouts.

Insulation Materials designed to reduce the flow of heat either into or from a
building.

Masonry Anything constructed of material such as brick, stone, concrete blocks, or
ceramic blocks.

Modified Bitumen A roofing bitumen which generally has been rubberized or plasticized to
provide greater elasticity, flexibility, and improved working
characteristics.

Pa.rapet A low, retaining wall at the edge of a roof. Usually an upward extension of
a building'’s exterior curtain wall.

Parg'ng In masonry construction, a coat of cement (generally containing
d oofing ingredients) on the face of rough masonry, the earth side of
foundation, or basement walls.

Pediment A triangular face forming the gable of a two-pitched roof.

Pitch The incline, or slope, of a roof.
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Glossary

Pitch Pocket A flanged metal container placed around a column or other roof
penetrating element and filled with flashing cement to seal the area around
the penetration.

Ply A single layer of organic or inorganic roofing material in a roof membrane
or roof system.

Replacement The practice of removing an existing roof system down to the roof deck
and replacing it with a new roofing system.

Repointing The process of removing deteriorated mortar from an existing masonry
joint and troweling new mortar or other filler into the joint.

Reroofing The process of recovering, or tearing off and replacing an existing roof
system.

Ridge Where the rising sides of the roof come together. The highest point of the
roof.

Roofing System An assembly of interacting roof structures and components designed to be
weatherproof, and normally to insulate the building’s top surface.

Saddle A relatively small raised substrate or structure that directs surface water

. to drains or a valley; is often constructed like a small hip roof or like a
pyramid with a diamond shaped base.

Scupper An opening cut through the wall of a building through which water can
drain from a floor or roof.

Shingle Roof covering made from asphalt, fiberglass, wood, aluminum, tile, slate,

or other water-shedding material.
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Glossary

Skylight A roof accessory, set over an opening in the roof, designed to admit light.
Normally transparent, and mounted on a raised framed curb.

Splash Block A small masonry block laid on the ground below a downspout to carry
roof drainage away from a building.

Substrate See Deck.

Tapered Insulation A strip used to elevate and slope the roof at the perimeter and at the curbs.

Traditional Method In traditional project organization, the owner hires the services of a design
team and a construction team. The design team is responsible for
transmitting owner/user needs in plan documents describing the physical
form for the construction team to assemble.

Valley Where two roofs coming from different horizontal directions meet and
form an internal angle.

Wing Roof section broadly extended or projecting at an angle from the main

(916240)
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Chairman Brownback, Senator Lieberman, and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am pleased to be here today to discuss the results of our performance audit of the
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS) Fiscal Year 1997 Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) Procurement Process.

I am accompanied this afternoon by Mr. Ed Fritts, a senior manager with Cotton &
Company, and Mr. Marvin Allmond, CPA, managing partner of Allmond & Company.
Mr. Alimond and his staff assisted us on the audit.

I would like to give you a very brief summary of our results and then emphasize and
clarify two key points about our audit and its conclusions.

Audit Objectives, Findings, and Conclusions

The audit was conducted at the request of the District of Columbia Financial
Responsibility and Management Assistance Authority (the Authority) for the purpose of
determining if (1) DCPS had an effective procurement system in place during Fiscal
Year 1997 for the CIP projects and (2) the procurement system met the statutory,
regulatory, and program needs of DCPS. We concluded audit fieldwork on December
15, 1997, and issued a final report to the Authority on January 12, 1998.

We concluded that DCPS did not have an effective procurement system in place and the
procurement system used did not meet the statutory and regulatory requirements. The
contracting process met program needs to the extent that the school-closing crisis was
substantially abated by mid-September 1997.

We concluded that the statute authorizing the CIP and the Authority’s Resolution and
Order establishing the DCPS Board of Trustees required DCPS to follow Federal
procurement rules and regulations until the Authority prescribed some other
procurement rules and guidelines (or until DCPS itself adopted such policies and
guidelines). DCPS did not follow Federal procurement rules and did not adopt any
other procurement rules or procedures.

DCPS did not maintain complete and organized records of procurement decisions and
actions. Contract files were incomplete and disorganized.

DCPS personnel told us that they knew that the emergency circumstances under which
they were operating would result in higher costs. DCPS’s Chief of Contract
Administration estimated that prices paid might have been 25 to 30 percent lower if
contractors had been allowed at least 30 days to prepare bids and 90 days to complete
the work. The DCPS Chief Operating Officer stated that he informed the Authority in
August 1997 that DCPS would have to pay a 30-percent premium. These estimates by
DCPS personnel translate into extra costs incurred due to operating in an emergency
mode of between $7.2 million and $9.4 million.
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DCPS’s emergency procedures were a departure from sound procurement practices,
policies, and procedures and created conditions conducive to fraud, waste, and abuse.
At a minimum, these conditions placed honest personnel in compromised positions
where their actions and decisions become suspect.

Because DCPS did not adopt or consistently follow generally recognized procurement
policies and procedures, we concluded that management controls were not adequate to
protect against misappropriation of assets, errors, waste, or abuse. During contract
performance, DCPS did not monitor contractor compliance with applicable laws, rules,
and regulations incorporated into the contracts.

That is a brief summary of our audit’s findings and conclusions. I would like to
address two points related to the audit in more detail. First is the issue of whether
DCPS followed proper procurement procedures. The second is the refusal by DCPS
officials to affirm in writing certain representations about the roof repair procurements.

Procurement Policies and Procedures

Since our audit was completed DCPS has asserted that they complied with the DC
Board of Education procurement rules which allow for emergency contracting. There
are two problems with that assertion. First, the DCPS people who were actually
involved with the procurements told us during our audit that they did not comply with
ANY procurement policies or procedures.

During our audit, the COO, CFOQ, Chief of Contract Administration, and Chief of
Capital Projects all told us that no procurement rules were applicable or were followed
except the undefined concept of emergency procedures.

The then-DCPS Chief of Contract Administration told us, in writing, that “there are no
procurement procedures which DCPS had to follow in awarding Capital Contracts... the
{Authority] resolution requires only that the CEO enter into contracts which he deems
appropriate and in the best interests of the School System.”

The DCPS Chief of Capital Projects told us, in writing, that “[a]ll of the work done by
DCPS in FY 97 was done under emergency conditions as declared by the Control
Board. We were thereby exempted from procurement policies and procedures.”
{Emphasis in original]

The second problem with DCPS’s current assertion that they followed the Board of
Education emergency procurement procedures is that even if they thought they were
following those procedures, what occurred failed to conform to those procedures.

For example, our audit found that
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= documentation requirements were ignored,
= segregation of duties requirements were bypassed,

* project managers (rather than procurement officials) decided what contractors to
invite to submit bids,

= project managers (rather than procurement officials) received and opened bids,
= project managers (rather than procurement officials) made contract award decisions,

= contracts and contract modifications were executed without first certifying that
funds were available,

« contract work was allowed to commence without evidence that required bonds were
obtained,

= contract compliance requirements were ignored,

= millions of dollars of change orders were approved without-justification or written
findings and determinations.

Nothing in the Board of Education procurement procedures—emergency or otherwise—
permits such practices. These were the conditions cited in our report as being
conducive to fraud.

Public Law 104-208 stated clearly that the CIP procurements were to be done in
accordance with Federal procurement rules and regulations or such guidelines as
prescribed by the Authority. The Authority delegated this responsibility to DCPS and
DCPS did not follow Federal procurement rules and did not adopt any other procurement
rules.

Management Representations

I want to clarify the circumstances surrounding our request for written management
representations. In a hearing on January 23, 1998, Delegate Eleanor Holmes Norton
asked General Becton and his staff why they refused to sign the management
representation letters we asked them to sign as part of our audit. They did not answer
that question. Instead, General Becton and his staff stated that it was unfair and
inappropriate for us to have asked them to sign these letters.

We do not agree that it was either unfair or inappropriate. Although requesting written
representations from management is not a mandatory procedure in performance audits,
it has been a suggested procedure for nearly 20 years. The current version of GAO’s
Government Auditing Standards suggests that this procedure be considered in
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performance audits. It was a recommended procedure in the 1988 revision of
Government Auditing Standards, and it was a recommended procedure in the 1981
revision of Government Auditing Standards.

The focus should not be on whether or not our request for management representations
was appropriate. The focus should be on why DCPS officials refused to provide these
representations.

We asked six DCPS management officials to affirm certain key assertions made to us
explicitly and implicitly during the audit. Four officials did not respond. Two officials
gave us some but not all of the representations 16 days after we issued our report.

Our request was simple and straightforward. We asked them to affirm to the best of
their knowledge and belief that, for example—

= they knew of no material unrecorded transactions;
* they made available to us all relevant information;
= they informed us of all evidence of error or fraud of which they were aware;

» they knew of no violations of law that had occurred in connection with the
contracts;

= they provided us with all relevant information regarding the conviction of two
DCPS procurement officials for accepting bribes and illegal gratuities, and that
these two officials had nothing to do with the CIP procurements; .

= and so forth.
These were legitimate questions within the scope of our audit.

An audit relies on a modicum of cooperation from the entity being audited. We cannot
force people to cooperate. We have an obligation, however, to determine if restrictions
have been placed on the scope of our work, and when they have, to disclose the nature

and significance of those restrictions.

*x x % X % ok Xk %

Mr. Chairman, that completes my prepared statement. I will be happy to respond to
any questions you or other members of the Subcommittee may have at this time.
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I am Dr. Joyce Ladner. I am a Member of the District of Columbia Financial
Responsibility and Management Assistance Authority (Authority), and I am the Board
Member with lead responsibility for public education in the District of Columbia. I
appreciate the opportunity to testify on the progress made by the Authority and the D.C.
Public Schools to improve the quality and safety of our schools and to put “children first”

in our efforts to reform the District.

Introeduction

The Authority was created by the U.S. Congress in 1995 to return the District of
Columbia to financial solvency and to improve the management and delivery of public
services. As the Authority has reported to Congtess previously, there has been
considerable progress already made in revitalizing the District Government and

improving the quality of life for residents and visitors.

Mr. Chairman, the Authority has devotq:l much time and attention to the condition
of public education in the nation’s capital. There is no question that the education of our
children, and the state of the public schools, has been — and remains — a critical issue for
this community. I believe that if we fail to educate our children, we will erode the
progress being made in so many other important areas. Without adequate education, our

chiidren will never take their places effectively as contributing members of this
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community. In improving education, our goal is to ensure that this City continues to have
productive citizens who contribute to its enrichment, and who understand the role and

obligations of citizenship and society.

The Authority Members are no strangers to the value of public education. All of us
are the products of quality education, and we recognize that the quality of our future
rested on the nature of the education that we were provided. That is why, when
confronted with the failure of the District’s educational system, the Authority took action.
In our November 1996 report, “Children In Crisis: A Report on the Failure of the D.C.
Public Schools,” the Authority concluded that the deplorable record of the District’s
public schools, in every important educational and management area, had left the system
in crisis. In virtually every area, and fgr every grade level, the system failed to provide

the District’s children with quality education and a safe environment in which to learn.

The Authority’s Mandate for Change

In response to this crisis, the Authority, on November 15, 1996, took immediate action
to fundamentally improve the schools. Through a Resolution and Order, the Authority
replaced the Superintendent and reduced the powers of the elected Board of Education.

In their place, the Authority appointed retired Army Lieutenant General Julius W.
Becton, Jr. as Chief Executive Officer and Superintendent, and established an Emergency
Transitional Educational Board of Trustees, under the leadership of Chairman Bruce K.

MacLaury. As part of the overhaul, the Authority ordered the Chief Executive Officer/
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Superintendent to address the structure, education, and management of the public schools.
The Authority established an aggressive agenda of reform; Together with the CEO and
the Trustees, who are volunteers, we have worked hard to ensure that the education of our

children is qualitatively and quantitatively improved at every level.
Progress Continues to be Made

Mr. Chairman, the D. C. Public Schools have made great strides in addressing the
deficiencies that were cited in our “Children in Crisis” report. And today, their progress
has laid the foundation for further reform — and demonstrable success — in the outcomes

of our children’s education.

But I am also a realist. We must all recognize that the problems in our school
system did not occur overnight — the physical structures alone have been deteriorating
and subsequently neglected for a period of almost 50 years. The physical problems, and
the educational ones, can not be fixed overnight. Yet, the important thing is that they are
being fixed. For the first time, there now exists comprehensive plans, administered by
capabie and dedicated educators, to make permanent improvements that will benefit the

schools and our children.

Despite the progress we have made, and the hard work of the CEO, Trustees and many
employees, much remains to be done. In researching the approach taken by other

educational reform efforts, one of the most essential ingredients was the establishment of
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a-reform minded team committed to change. In places such as Chicago, for instance,
they successfully recruited a new top management team and eliminated drastically the
middle level management tier. We have encouraged General Becton to employ the same
approach. We are very pleased, therefore, that Dr. Arlene Ackerman, who brings a
wealth of experience and commitment to educational reform, has joined the schools as the
Deputy Superintendent/Chief Academic Officer. In the coming months, we know that
General Becton will continue to assemble a team that can bring the Public Schools to the

next level of achievement.

Academic Improvement and Accountability

With respect to academics, the Authority is pleased that the Chief Executive Officer
and the new Chief Academic Officer are instituting plans that will leverage accountability
for educational change throughout the school system. All actions, procedures, and
processes are being examined for their impact upon educational attainment. A system of
accountability is being developed which will have far reaching results for educational
improvement. The D.C. Public Schools are holding principals more accountable, and
where appropriate, the administration is replacing principals. The D.C. Public Schools
have limited the appointment of principals to one year, and removed the selection of
principals from the previously politicized process. Fifty percent of a principal’s
evaluation now will be based on students’ academic performance. The D.C. Public

Schools are also moving to make teacher evaluations performance-driven. Principals and
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teachers are receiving training in the expectations supporting performance-based ——

management.

Increased academic standards are being instituted. On her arrival, the Chief
Academic Officer implemented the nationally recognized Stanford-9 tests on a biannual
basis. While this will help the schools to measure performance and develop solutions for
improvement in the long term, the results in the short term have been very disappointing
at all educational levels. Fourteen out of 18 DC high schools had more than 90 percent of
the students below basic levels of proficiency in math. To improve educational readiness,
therefore, the administration is ending the practice of passing students on from grade to
grade regardless of their performance, so called “social promotion.” The D.C. Public
Schools are going to require students to attend summer school if they want to move on to

the next grade with their classmates in the fall.

As the D.C. Public Schools develop an educational strategic plan which identifies the
critical actions and time frames for addressing the schools’ most fundamental problems
and attaining the goals inherent in quality education, we are convinced that demonstrable
improvements can be realized. An educational strategic plan will guide the development
of administrative priorities to support educational programs. Previously, changes were
frequently made in a vacuum without an assessment of their impact on the attainment of
educational goals. This is being changed. A plan will also identify the financial resources
needed to attain specific educational goals — also another first. All stakeholders in this

process must ensure that the D.C. Public Schools do not operate in a vacuum. The
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Public Schools must make the most informed decision possible concerning the allocation

of scarce resources.

Administrative and Financial Management Improvements

Both the schools and the Authority agree that there are many opportunities for
increased operating efficiencies and cost savings. As a result, the Authority is assisting
the D.C. Public Schools in addressing the long-standing problems in the central
personnel, asset management, technology, and procurement functions. We have already
seen some progress. The D.C. Public Schools have developed performance measures for
every part of the organization. These measures will provide clear benchmarl;s for
gauging progress and improvement. The size of the central administration has been
reduced from 15 percent of the D.C. Public School workforce in FY97 to 11 percent in
FY98. In the area of financial management, the Schools’ today have a much better
understanding of the nature of their expenditures and the linkages to education reform,

and they are now developing school-based budgets.
Authority Monitoring of DCPS Reform
The Authority has vigilantly monitored the reform efforts of the School. In

conjunction with the schools, we have developed and implemented a monitoring plan that

measures management and programmatic changes. The CEO’s reforms are in line with
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the plan, and with the Authority’s efforts to transform the system overall. The
monitoring program measures DCPS’ progress in terms of the results, or outcomes, that
the CEO achieves, and it will help to support the future changes needed to improve

educational results.
Physical Infrastructure Improvements

Mr. Chairman, I am pleased to report that the D.C. Public Schools has began to address
the physical infrastructure problems that have plagued the schools for far too long. The
Parents United lawsuit, which affected the entire Scl:lool system and paralyzed the repair
of schools, has been settled. The Public Schools spent almost $50 million in capital
funds in FY97. Fifty six new roofs, numerous boilers and chillers were replaced, and
dozens of schools were renovated — many schools had not seen renovations in years.
Eleven schools were closed, which will reduce operating and maintenance costs. The
Public Schools are now marketing surplus facilities for sale in accordance with an
Authority -approved surplus property disposition plan. A draft Long-Range Facilities
Master Plan to guide the school’s capital improvements for the next ten years has been
developed and implemented. After years of neglect and failure, there is now progress

and hope.
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Special Education

One of the remaining challenges we face, Mr. Chairman, is the crisis in the special
education system. Nearly 7,700 students are already in special education, and the number
is growing precipitously. This growth is having tremendous implications for the future
cost of education. In FY 1997, $93.8 million from all sources was spent on special
education. In FY 1998, $102 million from all sources will be spent. Under the Mills
Decree, D.C. Public Schools are required to assess and place special education students
within 50 days of referral. This is the shortest time period allowed for assessment and
placement in the nation. This issue, and the role of the lawsuit, must be carefully
considered for their impact on the growth of this population and the attendant
administrative costs. The Authority, in concert with the District’s Chief Financial
Officer, is reviewing this matter and will shortly provide guidance to the school system

for its resolution.

School Funding

Turning now to schools’ funding, the Authority is working closely with the
Administration to improve the basis for funding the public schools. The unique
financing arrangement for the District’s schools and its impact on education recognizes
that the District carries out the roles of a city, a county, and a state. In a report issued last
year on state-type functions, the Authority found that, around the country, elementary

and secondary education is usually the responsibility of local jurisdictions, or operated
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by independent school districts at the local level. However, significant portions of the

funding are established above the local level, typically by the state.

Nationwide statistics show that elementary and secondary education operational funds
are provided by all levels of government, with States providing nearly half of the
operational funds. Many states also assist their local school districts with capital funds
for construction and major renovation of school buildings. In addition, many local school

districts have their own sources of revenue and taxing authority and may issue bonds.

Unlike other school agencies, the District government must provide both the state and
local sources of funds. In addition, DCPS does not have its own taxing authority, nor can
it issue bonds for capital improvements. DCPS must rely on the District to ration scarce
dollars to school repair and construction and must compete with other vital government
programs. Most local schools rely substantially on property taxes. Of course, the city’s
property tax base is limited because of the significant amount of valuable property that is

federally owned.

As I noted earlier, capital needs of the District’s schools are massive. DCPS is
estimating that stabilizing and modernizing DCPS buildings will cost apprbximately $1.2

billion by fiscal year 2004.

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, the Authority is pleased that progress is being made

in improving the public schools of the District. We all recognize that more needs to be
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done, and we are working to make sure that improvements continue according to our
plans. The Authority remains committed to reforming the schools and ensuring that the
District’s children obtain a public education that provides them a bright and productive

future.
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Mr. Chairman, thank you for providing me the opportunity to update you today on the progress
of our effort to reform the District of Columbia Public Schools. The title of this hearing -~
“Lessons Learned" -- is appropriate, because this has certainly been a leaming process for me
and my team, and I am happy to share with you some of those lessons today.

Before I do so, however, I want to take a moment to remind the Subcommittee of why my team
was put in place in November 1996 and the challenges we faced when we arrived. As you know,
the D.C. Financial Responsibility and Management Assistance Authority created the Emergency
Transitional Education Board of Trustees and appointed me as Chief Executive Officer of the
schools after concluding that *...by virtually every measure of performance, the public school
system has failed to provide a quality education for all children and a safe learning environment
in which tolearn."

The school system was broken in fundamental ways: expectations for student performance were
low, accountability was lacking across the system, employees and vendors were not paid on
time, and school buildings were plagued by fire code violations. DCPS students performed well
below national norms on standardized tests, truancy and dropout rates were unacceptably high,
and the public had lost confidence in its schools. These long-standing problems were created
over literally decades and they cannot be erased overnight.

Perhaps I should mention that this was probably the first "lesson learned” for me: people are
impatient; the public, the City Council, and even the Congress seem to expect almost immediate
progress, forgetting how long it took us to get into the hole we're digging out of today. I too have
been frustrated by the rate of progress, but I know how far we have had to come.

And we have made progress in the relatively short time this administration has been in place.
We have focused our energy on making improvements in three core areas: academic
achievement, personnel and financial management, and school facilities. I am pleased to report
that we have made real progress in all three of these areas. We have learned lessons along the
way, and I will talk about those here as well.
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In academics, we have taken dramatic steps to begin improving student achievement. We
brought on a highly-qualified Chief Academic Officer, who came to the District with a clear plan
and a proven track-record. Mrs. Arlene Ackerman, our CAQ, is here with me today and I'd like
to introduce her if I may. Mrs. Ackerman has developed content standards that clearly define
what students should know and be able to do in each grade. She is implementing promotion
gates, to end the practice of moving students on even if they're not performing at grade level.
Because of those gates, we will hold a massive summer school program for students at risk of
non-promotion this year. We expect up to 20,000 students (over one-quarter of our entire student
population) to participate in the program, which will be required for students in certain test-score
ranges who wish to be promoted in the fall.

These are indeed dramatic steps. In fact, few school districts have been willing to go so far. And
yet, while parents have been largely supportive of our efforts, some observers have criticized us
for failing to move more quickly on the academic front. Once again, I have learned a lesson.
Mrs. Ackerman did not join DCPS until last September, after we conducted a nationwide search.
When she arrived, she hit the ground running, and she has been running hard ever since. i I
could change the past, I would have had Mrs. Ackerman with me when I came on board in
November 1996. My friend Paul Vallas, who heads up the reform effort in Chicago on which
our effort was modeled, brought 40 people with him when he took over. Ihad one. Mr. Vallas
had the luxury of taking over Chicago Public Schools in July, so that he had two months to
prepare for his first academic year. I was appointed after the school year. As a result, we've had
to do something akin to rebuilding an airplane in mid-flight. But, we cannot always set the rules
of the game. Nevertheless, we are moving forward.

In the areas of personnel and financial management, we have made progress as well. We
balanced our budget in FY97, for the first time in five years. We downsized the organization and
shifted personnel out of the central office into the schools. We realigned our FY98 budget to
better support academic achievement and we broke it down from six huge “responsibility
centers" to 70 small ones, to increase accountability for program managers. It has been a slow
and difficult process however, because we have had to work with historical data that is
unreliable, we are dependent upon often dysfunctional data management systems, and we are
tied to the city's payroll system, which is slow and arduous.

I will tum now to facilities. As I have said before, this administration inherited a massive
facilities problem, estimated at $2 billion by the General Services Administration. Routine
maintenance of our schools had been neglected for years. When we arrived, there was no long-
term capital plan in place and school maintenance had been contracted out to a private vendor
under an aﬁngmmt that we immediately judged to be costly and inefficient. Fire code
violations were plentiful.

[
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We drafied a long-term capital plan in time to meet a congressional deadline. We voted to close
11 schools and have began disposing of surplus properties that had previously been allowed to
stand empty for decades. These were not popular decisions, and we have taken considerable
criticism for them, but we were put in place to do what's right for children, whether its popular or
not, and that is what we're doing.

Finally, we tepaired or replaced over 60 roofs in the largest DC school improvement program in
recent memory. We didn't patch, as people had done in previous years. In fact, we fixed roofs
this summer that had been patched countless times before. We didn't just put on new roofs, we
also did the deferred maintenance that was necessary to ensure that those new roofs would last.
As the GAO noted in its report, we had to do this work to get long-term warranties on those
roofs. Those warranties are important, because they protect the public's investment.

As the GAO said, these were not ordinary roof jobs. In many cases, we did major upper-building
repairs (to repair damage caused by years of deferred maintenance). In addition, we worked on
numerous different types of roofs, some of which are much more expensive that the basic flat-
roof you usually see in new suburban school districts. We did this work on a compressed time
schedule, driven by the Court's orders in the Parents United suit, which meant higher labor costs.

Were the GSA-managed projects completed at a lower cost? Yes. But the GSA-projects were far
less complicated, and they were done in a much more reasonable time-frame, which the GAO

has noted. In my view, GAO fully understands the difficult circumstances under which we
worked and does not believe that we overspent on the project, given those circumstances.

Further validation of our costs is provided by comparing those costs to our government
estimates. The actual contract costs for the summer roof replacement effort came in less than five
percent above our government estimates, which is well within the range of industry standards. In
addition, change orders have totaled less than an additional five percent. In summary, I remain
confident in my belief that the District's residents got good value for their dollars.

1 would like to touch briefly on the availability of funds, as I know you are interested in this
issue. There has been much discussion about when funds were available to the Authority.
However, at times the distinction between funds availability at the Authority, and funds
availability at the school system, is lost. We loaded the Sallic Mae funds our financial system on
the basis of a press release. In fact, in the annual financial report for the city, the auditors
identified a material weakness concerning control over transactions involving the Authority and
agencies across the city.

Could the process be improved? Certainly. Did we learn from our mistakes? Yes, and we have
made changes to the process as a result. For example, we have set up a new document control
process to ensure that contract files are well maintained and can be easily audited.

3
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I do hope, however, that we don't 1ose sight of the tremendous accomplishments that were made
last summer, under extremely difficult circumstances. The public got a quality product for its
investment. Children in almost one-half of our schools are warmer and drier than they were
before we did the work. This is real progress and I am proud of it and proud of the dedicated
staff and competent contractors who made it happen.

In closing, I would like to invite you to visit any one our schools soon. We are making dramatic
changes undemeath the roofs, inside the classrooms and, unfortunately, you may not read about
these changes in the newspaper and you certainly won't find them in the pages of an audit. Also,
Mrs. Ackerman would like to have the opportunity to meet with you and provide you with more
details about her plans for academic improvement. I hope that such a meeting can be arranged.

Thank you again for the opportunity to testify. I would be happy to respond to questions at this
time.



Washington, DC 20407

SEP 23 1997

General Charles E. Williams
Chief Operating Officer

DC Public Schools

415 12th Street, NW

Suite 903

1 would like to heartily congratulate you, Harold Johnson and your staff on an
extraordinary job well done in completing the facility repairs for opening the DC Schools
by September 22nd. As you well know, I am intimately familiar with the extraordinary
challenge you faced in completing the roof repairs and other related repairs on the 43
schools in such an extremely short timeframe.

While GSA may have been heipful to you in prior phases, and hopefully assisted you to
mobilize to the point that you have, we recognize that the DC School facilities team
under your leadership has conducted this effort essentially on its own and, frankly, has
delivered the results in a manner more efficient thap we may have been able to do for
you. Clearly, you have structured an organization and processes in an exceptional
manner from which we may be able to learn some lessons on improving our own
operation.

On that note, | would appreciate visiting you at the appropriate time and learning from
you some practices and processes that we may be able to utilize to improve our
operations. I will contact you shortly to arrange this meeting. On behalf of GSA I would
like to again extend my congratulations and express our full support for your remarkable
achievements.

Sincerely IM
ﬁhm PA.[A

- Public Buildings Service

cc: Congresswoman Eleanor Holmes Norton
Harold Johnson - DCPS
Rick Hendricks
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INCORPORATED

325 W. 23vd Street

Baltimore, Maryland 21211

410 « 467 * 5600

fax © 467 + 2439 January 14, 1997

General I.W. Becton, Jr.
CEOQ, D.C. Public Schools
415 12* Street, NW.
Washingtan, DC 20004

Dear General Becton:

1 was appalled at reading an article from the January 13, 1998 Washington Post which labeled the
contracting system under the direction of General Charles E. Williams as “shoddy” when this summer,
during an emergency roof program, he directed the roof replacement and repair of more than fifty-
seven D.C. public schools. The Post’s allegations of corruption and abuse is totally unfounded and
irreproachable.

Although we have not met, | am the President of Roofers, Incorporated, one of the contractors whe
played an active role with respect to the roof replacement program and who, during the active period
of repair in August and September 1997, repaired the roofs on cleven schools. The allegations which
were made in the Post article grossly contradicted the professionalism and efficiency which I
experienced in dealing with General Williams® staff during that time. When I initially attended the
Pre-Bid meeting which was heid at the Penn Center in early summer, at which time Harold Johnson,
Christopher Lipscombe, and General Williams addressed a large group of contractors, I felt the
monumental task before them with respect to the many roof replacement projects which were being
contemplated was unachicvable in the shoix period of time available before schools opened in
September. General Williams, at that time, addressed the concems by saying “we will work together
as a team to meet these schedules and complete the projects not only on time, but to the highest level
of quality.” Generul Williams stated that the roof systems to be installed would not only be “a roofing
system but a roof system which carried a manufacturer's twenty year no dollar limit warranty™ which
is the highest standard of roof available in the roofing industry.
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General J.W. Bécton
January 14, 1998
Page Two

There is no question there was additional cost incurred in the performance of the work as incentives
were a necessity to stimulate the work foree into working double shifts, nights, and all weekends.
All of these operations were coordinated and closely monitored by General Williams® staff who
required daily updates with respect to progress on each project 5o as to track percentage of
completion and eliminate the possibility of missing a compiction date. With respect to record keeping
and the maintaining of files on each project, it is always customary to submit pertinent project
documents at project close-out which, insofar as our firm is concerned, is in the process of being
submitted at this time.

Your decision to invoke a three week delay in the opening of the schools was unavoidable as it was
necessary to provide General Williams and his staff adequate time to address additional roof
replacement projects where fire code violations had arisen. It was as a result of General Williams®
unparalicled level of encrgy, together with a well programmed staff, that all projects were completed
on time for the September 22* opening of schools. It cannot be overiooked that you and General
Williams inherited a public school system where the facilitics had been allowed to deteriorate over
aten year period which, immediately upon taking the reins, you and General Williams were expected
to perform “miracles”.

I personally have thirty-one years experience in construction, and I have never experienced such a
masterful display of leadership as that exhibited by General Williams as, without he and his staff and
the contractors who worked with them, fifty-seven schools today in the D.C. school system would
be closed for fire code violations with the entire system still bound in litiga*ion.

Instead of calling for the resignation of General Williams, it seems more appropriate that the City and
the press should take a moment to reflect on the sincerity and cancern this man has had for the well
being of thousands of D.C. children who deserve the opportunity of a sound education in school
buildings that are not riddled with thousands of fire code violations. Let’s remind the press that this
was the state of affairs before General Williams undertook his positive plan of direction for the
schools. Thope others can reflect positively on the achievements of this outstanding individual whose
sole motivation is to create safe leaming environment for the children, with no personal gain.

Sincerely,
R{ < Pinean
President

RSP:str

williams
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[,\M’W, Nc_.]

Toby J. Ctwostowski - Todd M. Ctwostowski
NEW JERGEY MARVLAND
Managing Partners

13 Jenuary 1998

Charles E. Williams
DCPS

415 12th Street, NW
Washington, DC 20002

Dear General Williams,

I read the January 12 and 13, 1998 articles in the Washington Post and was both appalled
and insulted. [ was appalled that the control board audit imptied that you and your office
used “flawed procurement procedures.” Obviously the sudit’s suthors chosc to ignore the
unique circumstances of this project and the formidable conditions set forth by the Judge.
1 was insulted to be wrongly accused of “collusive bidding, bribes, kickbacks and illegal
gratuities.” Jottan has been in business nearly 25 years and bas never been accused of
such illicit behavior. I take great offense to this libelous and irresponsible statement.

Prior to your arrival Jottan would not do business with DCPS. In my opinion DCPS was
unorganized, uncaring and poor pay. DCP'S gave the appearance that it was pot interested
in working with quality applicators and materials. This was evident by the decades of
neglect and shoddy procurement procedures by the previous administrations. :
Your commitment to the improvement of the DCPS was unmistaksbie in your
presentation at the pre-bid meeting. Had you not stood up and insisted that things would

be different, 1 would not have participated. Your desire to do what was best for the
children and the District of Colurabia motivated Jottan to participate in the process.

The Post article referenced a call for your resignation. I hope you will westher this
current storm. The DCPS community can not afford to lose such a pillar of integrity whe
has demonstrated the ability to bring positive change to the District.

T2 D
Toddehrostowski
President

ce: J.W. Becton, Jr.

Corporate Offices: 705 Gail Chambers Road - Jackson, NJ 08527 - Tel (732) 364-4234 - Fax (732) 364-0118
3821 Perryhurat Place - Baltimore, MD 21236 - Tel (410) 256-7883 - Fax {410) 529-9666
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CONCERNED BUILDING CONTRACTORS' ASSOCIATION’
10540’ ASSEMSLY DRIVE
FAIRFA'X, VlRomlA 22030
T {703) 8270200

February.5 1998

Dr Andrew Bnmmer

.C. Fihan ml Responsnbnhty
& Management Assistance Authonty
One Thomas Cucle
Suit900 . .-
Washmgton, D. C. 20005

Dear Dr. Bn'mmé'r:

Weare concemed | by recent media-and public-accounts about: the D.C. Publlc Schpols (DCPS)
rooﬁng Tepair conmung ‘We feel these: accol maééuratcly deplct events‘:l fing o
emergency contracting situation last summer. In ¢ 1 ast di
ommdusu'yandwetake issue with that. ‘I‘hefact;sthatbuxldmgconuactors repalred morethan
60 DCPS roofs with unparalléled quality, in a xecord six ‘wieeks at a reasondble price. This was
accompllshed despite unprecedented time pressures. and supply and labor shortages

The complexities: typwally ‘encountered in renovating: ‘older school buildings, llke thos¢ in'the
- District, aré considerable. - Extensive repair was required to'more than 60 schools to eliminate
fire code vwlanom Engmeenng core sampl&s revealed $tructural degeneratlon - rotnng ]oxsts
and decayed subroofs. “The extent of the deterioration caused pro;ectsoopes to éxpand from'roof
repair.to actua[ structural rebuild. . GSA contracior, DM.IM. statés.in its Stewardship’ Report,:
“Substantlal ﬂashmg, replaoement, rcpomtmg of: masomy, overall siabllwatlon of adjacent

pampets contnbuted to a progmm that  grew insize ’

We applaud Geneml Chadw E: Williams for makmg the 1 many tough dccns:ons needed to'repalr

D.C.Public Schiools.: With time ¢onstraints: unposed by the oversight ,!udge and 1 at of
daily fines; Mr. Wnlllams oved qtnckly 10, secUre oy petitive bids arid competent contractots
in an attémpt to ayoi delaymg the opening of school. Under his léadership, some. of t _
respected building contractors on the East coast pmvxded ‘the D: Pubhc Schools with'the b .
quallty roofing-and, reconstx'ucﬁon semc&s ‘available:

It should’ be noted: that many’ bulldmgconuactors were reluctant 10, do,biisiness: With | ‘the Dlstnct
because of the clty 's: tenug us ﬁnancnal condit ) General Wllhams
lmpcccablc reputation that msulled trust and prémp{ed contmctors to paruclpatc Moreover
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many contractors postponed prior jobs to help get the schools opeﬁ on tirhe.

Dr. Brimmer, you are aware of the unfortunate cxrcumstances Ieodmg toa tbree—week delay in
school opening. . At.a recent hearing convened by Congr&ssman Tom Davis’ Suboommmee on
the District of Columbia, Congresswoman Norto heard the District’s top adminjstrators say that
the District’s cash flow problemsled to a Tack _\;allablhgy of répair’ “funds. : Administrators
also stated that DCPS's Chief Financial Officer could not gét the'school, funds releaséd from the”
““District’s Chiéf Financial Officer beéa X Mayor was evalua {eallocaung some; of the
*funds, Tesumony'befom the Subcommittaé was clear that there aas confusion about when the
D.C. Financial Auithority réléased funds to the District and when ‘the District released funds to
DCPS Congresswoman Norton astutély noted thatithe three-wesk delay'in funds txansfer is the
same: three wecks that schoo] -opening’ was “delayed. Thls is. whiat led to the ‘emeérgency.
contxactmg that pushed costs up

Our assoc:atlon {ooks forward to the résults of the Inspector Geneml's review. requested by
General Becton.- ‘Hopefully, it will accumtely reflect our experience. The real story inthe repair -
of D.C. Pubhc School roofs is Mr. Williams® ‘assiduous leaderslup dand the tireless eﬂ'orts ofa’
team of contractors who took-on a challenge to do what had never been dore! before ma_;or
repair to the upper portion of these old buildings.- ’

Itis easy to'second gufss decisions that Mr. Williams made to get the schools open. Gwen the’
daily fines DCPS was incurring from the oversightjudge and the dmre fo get the schools open
on time, what other choice did he really have?

As contractors and -taxpayers,. we look to District leaders. to create .a business . fnendly
environment, "This i is the surcst way to guarantec a quality supplier | base and jobs for the District
of Columbia.

Thank you for the opporturiity fo share our views.
Sincerely,

-Michael Parrish .
President

:cc:~ The Honotable Tom Daws

The Honorable Marion: Barty -

The Honorable Linda Cropp

GeneralJi ulms*W*Beclon

Keith Harriston, Clty ‘Editor, The Washington Post
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50 YEARS
January 5, 1998

Charles E. Williams, MG USA (Ret.)
Chief Operating Officer

Director of Facilities

District of Columbia Public Schools
415 12th Street, NW, Suite 903
Washington, DC 20004

Dear General Williams:

Daniel, Mann, Johnson, & Mendenhall (DMJM) regularly reviews our work on noteworthy projects to
provide what we call a Stewardship Report. We felt that the beginning of 1998 would be an
appropriate time to review the events of the past year and summarize our efforts on behalf of the
District of Columbia Public Schools (DCPS). We are exceptionally proud of the legacy of work
completed in 1997 on behalf of DCPS and trust you share our sense of achievement.

We began work in February with the prioritization study — a three-week compilation and assessment
of existing facilities documentation for all 165 schools including a walk-through sampling of 16
schools. As we worked, we created a data base to identify needs, set priorities, and establish budgets
for the deficiencies throughout the school system, which numbered in the thousands.

Roof repairs emerged as the single most important deficiency requiring immediate attention. We
developed a series of Scopes of Work that outlined the performance requirements and broad
construction methods required to protect 48 of the most critically damaged schools from further
deterioration from leaky or otherwise seriously damaged roofs. These Scopes of Work, including
specifications, formed the technical components of the design/build contracts executed between DCPS
and the numerous General Contractors involved in this past summer’s reroofing efforts. Eventually the
roofing program w as expanded from the 48 to encompass 56 schools. Once the roof repairs were
underway, we provided Construction Administration setvices, including a daily presence, seven days a
week, for each of the 56 roofs.

Although the term “reroofing” is used most frequently to describe the work, it is partially a misnomer.
Certainly the work that was completed in nine weeks by DCPS focused on protection of the building
envelope, primarily the roofs. However, we found extensive related damage, often resulting from the
deteriorated roofs, that required additional repairs far beyond the initial scope of the roofing

o . .
1525 WILSON BOULEVARD. SUITE 1100 ARLUNGTON, VIRGINEA 22209
(702 ROT-2500 < FAX (703) 807-2599
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Charles E. Williams, MG USA (Ret.)
January 5, 1998
Page Two

replacement. Substantial flashing replacement, repointing of masonry, and overall stabilization of
adjacent parapets, for example, contributed to a program that grew in size, even as best efforts were
made to control costs.

We believe it is fair to say, however, that the approach taken by DCPS, requiring the contractor to
attend to broader protection of the schools, resulted in long-term savings. The building components
that were repaired should require no more than normal maintenance during their useful 20-year life.
Had DCPS chosen a more literal approach, i.c., the specific replacement of selected roof areas and no
more, then much of the investment in the roofs would have diminished as adjacent damage would have
continued to fuel the deterioration of the recent repairs.

Much public discussion occurred during the summer months, comparing the work to maintenance
efforts in surrounding counties and questioning whether DCPS paid unacceptable premiums for
procuring such a large amount of work in such a short period of time.

The discussions failed to recognize, however, that the DCPS program was not an ordinary, ongoing
maintenance reroofing program; it was an emergency repair program. As such, it is not comparable to
reroofing programs (or costs) experienced in the surrounding counties. In addition, the discussions
overlooked a truly long-term benefit to DCPS: the quality of the constructed work.

We can jointly attest that the contractors who completed the roofing efforts under extreme time
constraints met the quality requirements set forth in the Scopes of Work, and the roofing contractor
community itself has acknowledged the quali*v of the installed roofs.

Finally, the diversity of roof types encountered acrc ss the city, and even on a single school, contributed
to the complexity of the repairs and required the use of multiple roofing specialists. Built-up roofs
require different installation skills than clay tile roofs; sheet membrane systems differ from shingle
systems; and metal roofing is yet altogether different.

The contractors were required to mobilize quickly, finalize design, secure necessary permits, secure
the roofing and building materials, and determine a staging and phasing plan, even as they were
demolishing the existing roofs, sometimes finding unforeseen deterioration.

The overall quality and the simple act of completion of the roofs seem to have been lost in the
discussions of cost. Cost control clearly was »1 issue, though. DCPS was required to competitively bid
work that by its nature carried premium cost:: Night and weekend work, occasional loss or theft of
materials, unforeseen conditions, and aging ouildings all contributed to the “above norm™ costs that
were noted in the bids. Again, what has been overlooked by the media and other observers who seek to
compare DCPS with surrounding counties is that the inventory of DCPS buildings is from a different
era, a time when the simplicity of modem construction and generic roofing systems found on the
schools built from the 1960s to 1980s did not exist. Thus, the contractors were forced to account for
out-of-the-ordinary conditions.

DANIFL MANN, JOHNSON, & Minisps,
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In addition to school facilities made safe for students, the emergency repair program generated an
additional benefit that will serve DCPS and the District into the future. DCPS developed and put in
place a process for managing the work even as work progressed, a challcnge under normal
circumstances. That DCPS accomplished not only the construction program, but the equally difficult
task of adapting its management structure to address an emergency program, and subsequently
ongoing facilities repairs, deserves note. Consistency of inspections, cooperative and reasoned
assistance from the building code officials, and a single-minded focus on the need to build quality into
the work, all helped to achieve not only the reroofing program, but also the management infrastructure
necessary to address the next construction program.

In this past year in Washington, many noteworthy building programs have come to completion: The

- New Terminal at National Airport and the Expansion of Dulles, the MCI Arena, Jack Kent Cooke
Stadium, and the Ronald Reagan Building.Given the schools’ impact on the future of the City’s
residents, children and adults alike, we would count the DC Public Schools among these programs.
Each had a different budget and schedule; each was complex in its own way.

DMIM plays a key role on some of the largest construction programs ongoing in the Washington
metropolitan area. We are proud to have contributed to this program and your success in
accomplishing what few organizations have ever achieved: Emergency repairs delivered well, under
extreme scrutiny and time constraints.

Congratulations.
Sincerely,

DANIEL, MANN, JOHNSON, & MENDENHALL

William D. Hm, Jr., AIA

Associate Vice President /
Director of Operations

cc: Andrew Brimmer, Chairman, DC Financial Responsibility ant Management Assistance
Authority )
Bruce McLaury, Chairman, DC Public Schools Board of Trustees
General Julius Becton, Chief Executive Officer, DC Public Schools
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District of Columbia Public Schools
DIVISION OF SECURITY
CRIME COMPARISON ANALYSIS CHART
OF REPORTED INCIDENTS
INCIDENTS 1001/96 16/01/97 DIFFERENCE
sy | exaime
Simple Asseult 174 260 +86
Sexual Assault 29 83 +54
Assault w/ Deadly Weapon 51 s2 +1

Bomb Threats 59 20 -39

Break Ins 64 57 -7

Chitd Neglect 3 28 +25

Carrying a Deadly Weapon 76 27 +151

Corporal Punishment 42 89 +47

Drug Possession 25 45 +20

False Alarms 501 990 +489

Fights % 146 +52

Larcenies 126 190 +64

Robberics 22 13 -9
| Trespossing 15 30 +13

Vandalism 44 32 -i2

TOTAL 1325 2262 +1004 - 67 =937

i)

N Arifae
Deputy

Supevistendent
Chief Academic Officer

April 29, 1998
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JWB

7737 Jewelweed Court
Springfield, VA 22152
783 644 577 — Email GeseralB@ipolcom FAX 703 644 1545
May 14, 1998
The Honorable Sam Brownback
Chairman

Committee on Government Affairs

Subcommittee on Oversight of Government Management,
Restructuring and the District of Columbia

604 Hart Senate Office Building

Washington, DC 20510

Dear Senator Brownback:

I'am writing to clarify the record regarding a statement I made in response to a question from
you during the Subcommittee's March 9 hearing on the status of reforms at the District of
Columbia Public Schools (DCPS). :

During that hearing, you asked me about the progress of my administration in reducing the
number of security incidents in the schools. In response, I stated that violent crime had gone
down over the past two years. Unfortunately, I have since been informed by staff that DCPS'
incident reports do not support this statement. Rather, the data we have shows that reports of
violent crimes in the categories of simple assault, sexual assault, and fighting have increased
over the past two years, while reports of assaults with a deadly weapon have occurred at about
the same rate (incident report data is attached). However, there are two factors that impact on
these numbers. First, as an administration, we sent a clear message to school staff that all
incidents must be reported. In the past, I believe that some principals did not report incidents in
their schools because they believed those reports would reflect unfavorably on them. This is no
longer the case. Therefore, while more incidents are being reported, it does not necessarily
follow that more incidents are occurring.

In addition, DCPS installed new metal detectors in many of our schools during this period.
Previously, schools did not have metal detectors or the metal detectors did not work effectively.
This new security technology is helping us to pick up weapons that previously may have gotten
into the schools unnoticed. Therefore, our numbers for weapons possession have gone up over
the period. However, I view this as positive indication that our methods of identifying weapons
and confiscating them are working. Over the past two years, by increasing incident reporting
rates and enhancing technology, we have essentially established a legitimate baseline for
security. It is my hope and expectation that we will see a decrease from that baseline in the
coming years.

I would appreciate it greatly if you would include this letter in the permanent record from the
March 9 hearing, as a correction of my previous statement. If you have additional questions
about DCPS security, you may wish to contact Mrs. Arlene Ackerman, DCPS' Superintendent, at
77%3%2 or have a member of your staff contact Ms. Karen Bates, DCPS' Legislative Liaison, at

Sincerely,
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