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I feel sure I will be back in the Cham-
ber before we finish on this amendment
to speak again. But we have a great op-
portunity here. The amendment is the
responsible thing to do. There may be
efforts to distract us, and there are of
course legitimate concerns as well, but
let us keep our eyes on the ball. If you
are for the balanced budget amend-
ment, you should vote for the balanced
budget amendment, rather than finding
excuses to oppose. There will not be
any place to hide this time. The Amer-
ican people will know who is for it and
who is against it when we take the
vote in a few days.

Mr. President, in view of the fact
there are others on the floor waiting to
speak, I yield the floor at this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Louisiana.

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the Chair.

(The remarks of Mr. JOHNSTON per-
taining to the introduction of S. 333 are
located in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KyL). The Senator from Illinois is rec-
ognized.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. I thank the
Chair. I thank the Senator from Mis-
sissippi for his graciousness. I guess be-
cause we are on the same side on this
particular issue it makes it a little
easier, and it is a delight to have a
chance to work in a bipartisan fashion
on behalf of the balanced budget
amendment.

———

THE CONDITION OF AMERICA’S
SCHOOLS

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I rise today to present the results
of a very important study that has
been conducted by the General Ac-
counting Office on the condition of
America’s schools and to highlight the
merits of the Education Infrastructure
Act.

Mr. President, this report by the
GAO, entitled ‘“‘School Facilities—Con-
dition of America’s Schools,” was
issued yesterday, and I ask unanimous
consent that the entire report by the
GAO be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the report
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From the U.S. General Accounting Office]
SCHOOL FACILITIES—CONDITION OF AMERICA’S
SCHOOLS

February 1, 1995.

Hon. Carol Moseley-Braun,
Hon. Edward M. Kennedy,
Hon. Claiborne Pell,

Hon. Paul Simon,

Hon. Paul Wellstone,

U.S. Senate.

The nation has invested hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars in school infrastructure to
create an environment where children can be
properly educated and prepared for the fu-
ture. Almost exclusively a state and local re-
sponsibility, this infrastructure requires
maintenance and capital investment. How-
ever, public concern is growing that while
laws require children to attend school, some
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school buildings may be unsafe or even
harmful to children’s health. Recently, for
example, a federal judge would not allow the
schools in our nation’s capital to open on
time until thousands of life-threatening fire
code violations were corrected. Similarly,
noncompliance with asbestos requirements
kept over 1000 New York City schools closed
for the first 11 days of the 1993 school year.
Although such situations may be well-pub-
licized, little information exists docu-
menting the extent to which the nation’s
schools may lack the appropriate facilities
to educate their students.

Widely quoted studies?! conducted in recent
years report that school facilities are in poor
condition. While these studies documented
some problems and provided much anecdotal
information, they had different methodo-
logical problems limiting their usefulness.
Further, the Department of Education has
not assessed the condition of the nation’s
school facilities since 1965. Accordingly, you
requested that we conduct a study that could
be used as a basis for determining the condi-
tion of the nation’s school facilities.

In response to your request and subsequent
discussions with your office, this report pre-
sents national information on (1) the amount
of funding that the nation’s public elemen-
tary and secondary schools report needing to
improve inadequate facilities and (2) the
overall physical condition and prevalence of
schools that need major repairs. Another re-
port is forthcoming shortly that will report
the location of and other demographic anal-
yses for schools that need major repairs.
These reports are the first in a series re-
sponding to your request.2

RESULTS IN BRIEF

Based on estimates by school officials in a
national sample of schools, we project that
the nation’s schools need about $112 billion3
to repair or upgrade America’s multibillion4
dollar investment in facilities to good over-
all condition.5 Of this, $11 billion (10 percent)
is needed over the next 3 years to comply
with federal mandates that require schools
to make all programs accessible to all stu-
dents and to remove or correct hazardous
substances such as asbestos, lead in water or
paint, materials in underground storage
tanks (UST), radon, or meet other require-
ments.

About two-thirds of America’s schools re-
ported that all buildings were in at least
overall adequate condition, at most needing
only some preventive maintenance or correc-
tive repair. However, about 14 million stu-
dents attend the remaining one-third of
schools that reported needing extensive re-
pair or replacement of one or more build-
ings.6 These schools are distributed nation-
wide. Also, problems with major building
features, such as plumbing, are widespread
even among those schools reported in at
least adequate condition. Almost 60 percent
of America’s schools reported at least one
major building feature in disrepair, needing
to be extensively repaired, overhauled, or re-
placed. Most of these schools had multiple
problems. In addition, about half reported at
least one unsatisfactory environmental con-
dition in their schools, such as poor ventila-
tion, heating or lighting problems, or poor
physical security. Most of these schools also
had multiple unsatisfactory environmental
conditions. Some district officials we spoke
to told us that a major factor in the declin-
ing physical condition of the nation’s schools
has been decisions by school districts to
defer vital maintenance and repair expendi-
tures from year to year due to lack of funds.

BACKGROUND

Elementary and secondary education, the

nation’s largest public enterprise, is con-

1Footnotes at end of article.
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ducted in over 80,000 schools in about 15,000
districts. America’s public schools serve over
42 million students. About 70 percent of
schools serve 27 million elementary students;
24 percent serve 13.8 million secondary stu-
dents; and 6 percent serve 1.2 million stu-
dents in combined elementary and secondary
and other schools.

America’s traditional one-room school
houses have been replaced by larger facilities
that may have more than one building. Com-
prising classroom, administrative, and other
areas like gymnasiums and auditoriums, a
school may have an original building, any
number of permanent additions to that
building, and a variety of temporary build-
ings—each constructed at different times.
Buildings that have been well maintained
and renovated at periodic intervals have a
useful life equivalent to a new building.

A number of state courts as well as the
Congress have recognized that a high-quality
learning environment is essential to edu-
cating the nation’s children. Crucial to es-
tablishing that learning environment is that
children attend school in decent facilities.
“Decent facilities” was specifically defined
by one court as those that are “* * * struc-
turally safe, contain fire safety measures,
sufficient exits, an adequate and safe water
supply, an adequate sewage disposal system,
sufficient and sanitary toilet facilities and
plumbing fixtures, adequate storage, ade-
quate light, be in good repair and attrac-
tively painted as well as contain acoustics
for noise control. . . .”’7 More recently, the
Congress passed the Education Infrastruc-
ture Act of 1984,8 in which it stated that ‘‘im-
proving the quality of public elementary and
secondary schools will help our Nation meet
the National Education Goals.””® Despite
these efforts, studies and media reports on
school facilities since 1965 indicate that
many public elementary and secondary
schools are in substandard condition and
need major repairs due to leaking roofs,
plumbing problems, inadequate heating sys-
tems, or other system failures.

Although localities generally finance con-
struction and repair, with states playing a
variety of roles,l® federal programs have
monies to help localities offset the impact of
federal activities, such as Impact Aid,!! im-
proving accessibility for the disabled, and
managing hazardous materials. However,
these programs do not totally offset all
costs. For example, prior GAO work found
that federal assistance provided for asbestos
management under the Asbestos School Haz-
ard Abatement Act of 1984 did not meet the
needs of all affected schools. From 1988
through 1991, the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) received 1,746 qualified appli-
cations totaling $599 million but only award-
ed $157 million to 586 school districts it con-
sidered to have the worst asbestos problems.
EPA was aware of the shortfall in federal as-
sistance but believed that state and local
governments should bear these costs.12

Because of the perception that federal pro-
grams—as well as current state and local fi-
nancing mechanisms—did not begin to ad-
dress the serious facilities needs of many of
America’s schools, the Congress passed the
Education Infrastructure Act of 1994. The
Congress then appropriated $100 million for
grants to schools for repair, renovation, al-
teration, or construction.

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY

To determine the amount of funding need-
ed to improve inadequate facilities and the
overall physical condition and prevalence of
schools that need major repairs, we surveyed
a national sample of schools and augmented
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the survey with visits to selected school dis-
tricts. We used various experts to advise us
on the design and analysis of this project.
(See app. III for a list of advisers.)

We sent the survey to a nationally rep-
resentative stratified random sample of
about 10,000 schools in over 5,000 school dis-
tricts. The sample was designed for the De-
partment of Education’s 1994 Schools and
Staffing Survey (SASS), which is sponsored
by the National Center for Educational Sta-
tistics.

We asked about (1) the physical condition
of buildings and major building features,
such as roofs; framing, floors, and founda-
tions; exterior walls and interior finishes;
plumbing; heating, ventilation, and air con-
ditioning (HVAC); and electric power; (2) the
status of environmental conditions, such as
lighting, heating, and ventilation; (3) the
amount districts and schools had spent in
the last 3 years or plan to spend in the next
3 years due to federal mandates that require
managing or correcting hazardous materials
problems and providing access to all pro-
grams for all students; and (4) an estimate of
the total cost of needed repairs, renovations,
and modernizations to put all buildings in
good overall condition. (See app. IV for a
copy of the questionnaire.)

We directed the survey to those officials
who are most knowledgeable about facili-
ties—such as facilities directors and other
central office administrators of the districts
that housed our sampled school buildings.
Our analyses are based on responses from 78
percent of the schools sampled. Analyses of
non-respondent characteristics showed them
to be similar to respondents. Findings from
the survey have been statistically adjusted
(weighted) to produce nationally representa-
tive estimates. All of the data are self-re-
ported, and we did not independently verify
their accuracy. See the forthcoming report
on location and demographic analyses of
schools in need of major repair for a detailed
description of our data collection methods
and analysis techniques, confidence intervals
and the like.

In addition, we visited 41 schools in 10 se-
lected school districts varying in location,
size, and minority composition. During these
visits, we observed facility conditions and
interviewed district and local school officials
to obtain information on facilities assess-
ment, maintenance programs, resources, and
barriers encountered in reaching facility
goals. (See app. I for profiles on the districts
visited.)

We conducted this study from April 1994 to
December 1994 in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards.

PRINCIPAL FINDINGS
Schools Report Needing Billions to Improve
Facilities

On the basis of our survey results, we esti-
mate that the nation’s schools need $112 bil-
lion to complete all repairs, renovations, and
modernizations required to restore facilities
to good overall condition and to comply with
federal mandates. (See fig. 1.) This amount
includes $65 billion—about $2.8 million per
school—needed by one-third of schools for
which one or more entire building needs
major repairs or replacement. Another 40
percent of schools (those in adequate or bet-
ter condition) reported needing $36 billion—
$1.2 million per school—to repair or replace
one or more building features,!3 such as the
plumbing or roof or to make other corrective
repairs.

[Figure 1 not reproduced in the RECORD.]

Almost two-thirds of the schools reported
needing $11 billion—an average of $.2 million
per school—to comply with Federal man-
dates over the next 3 years. Of this amount,
about $6 billion (b5 percent) is needed by
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schools to make programs accessible to all
students while about $5 billion (45 percent) is
needed to correct or remove hazardous sub-
stances such as asbestos, lead in water or
paint, materials contained in USTSs, radon,
or meet other requirements.

This $11 billion is in addition to the $3.8
billion reported spent by three-quarters of
all schools in the last 3 years to comply with
Federal mandates. Of the money schools re-
ported that they spent to comply with Fed-
eral mandates, $2.3 billion (60 percent) went
to correct or remove hazardous substances—
primarily asbestos—while $1.5 billion (40 per-
cent) to make all programs accessible to all
students.

[Figure 2 not reproduced in the RECORD.]

District officials we spoke with reported
that they must also comply with many State
and local mandates. For example, one urban
district reported how Federal, State, and
local regulations govern many of the same
areas such as hazardous materials manage-
ment and some aspects of indoor air quality.
In addition, officials cited numerous State
health and sanitation codes, State safety in-
spections for building features, as well as
city zoning ordinances, local building codes,
and historic preservation regulations. By
1992, the enormity of the requirements as
well as decades of capital needs underfunding
have resulted in only the 2 newest of their
123 schools complying with all current codes.

The district further described how these
regulations and the accompanying cost could
apply to the installation of air conditioning.
For example, air conditioning could be in-
stalled in a building for $500,000. However,
this may also require an additional $100,000
in fire alarm/smoke detection and emergency
lighting systems as well as $250,000 in archi-
tectural modifications for code compliance.
Additionally, the location of outside chillers
may be regulated by zoning and historic
preservation ordinances.

In our visits to selected districts, officials
from major urban areas reported needing bil-
lions to put their schools into good overall
condition. (See table 1.)

TABLE 1.—MAJOR URBAN SCHOOL DISTRICTS REPORT
NEEDING BILLIONS TO BRING SCHOOLS INTO GOOD
OVERALL CONDITION

[Dollars in billions]

s Amount

Urban school district needed

New York City $7.8
Chicago 29
Wach ot 05
New Orleans 0.5

Two-Thirds of Schools Adequate but Millions of
Students Must Attend Other One-Third

School officials reported that two-thirds of
the Nation’s schools are in adequate (or bet-
ter) condition, at most needing only some
preventive maintenance or corrective repair.
However, about 14 million students must at-
tend the remaining one-third (25,000 schools),
in which at least one building is in need of
extensive repair or replacement. Even more
students, 28 million, attend schools nation-
wide that need one or more building feature
extensively repaired, overhauled, or replaced
or that contain an environmentally unsatis-
factory condition,4 such as poor ventilation.
(See tables 2 and 3.) These schools are dis-
tributed nationwide.

TABLE 2.—MILLIONS OF STUDENTS ATTEND SCHOOLS
WITH LESS-THAN-ADEQUATE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS

Estimate of
Building feature ongm)%rls students af-
fected
Roofs 21,100 11,916,000
Framing, floors, foundations ...........c.cccooreruunnes 13,900 7,247,000

February 2, 1995

TABLE 2.—MILLIONS OF STUDENTS ATTEND SCHOOLS
WITH LESS-THAN-ADEQUATE PHYSICAL CONDITIONS—
Continued

Estimate of
Building feature oyg(r:“h%%r\s students af-
fected
Exterior walls, finishes, windows, doors 20,500 11,524,000
Interior finishes, trims 18,600 10,408,000
Plumbing 23,100 12,254,000
Heating, ventilation, air conditioning 28,100 15,456,000
Electrical power . 20,500 11,033,000
Electrical lighting 19,500 10,837,000
Life safety codes ... 14,500 7,630,000

Note. See appendix IV for survey question.

Ranges for building or building feature condition were excellent, good,
adequate, fair, poor, or replace. A building or building feature was consid-
ered in less-than-adequate condition if fair, poor, or replace was indicated.

TABLE 3.—MILLIONS OF STUDENTS ATTEND SCHOOLS
WITH UNSATISFACTORY ENVIRONMENTAL CONDITIONS

Number of
Environmental condition oylsjcmhl:]%r\s students af-
fected

Lighting 12,200 6,682,000
Heating 15,000 7,888,000
Ventilation 21,100 11,559,000
Indoor air quality 15,000 8,353,000
Acoustics for noise control .. 21,900 11,044,000
Physical security 18,900 10,638,000

Note. See appendix IV for survey question.

Physical Condition

Specifically, about one-third of both ele-
mentary and secondary schools reported at
least one entire building—original, addition,
or temporary—in need of extensive repairs or
replacement. About 60 percent (including
some schools in adequate condition) reported
that at least one building feature needed ex-
tensive repair, overhauling, or replacement;
and three-quarters of those schools needed
multiple features repaired. Features most
frequently reported in need of such repairs
were HVAC; plumbling; roofs; exterior walls,
finishes, windows, and doors; electrical
power; electrical lighting; and interior fin-
ishes and trims. (See fig. 4 and pictures in
app. II.) Further, while 41 percent of all
schools reported unsatisfactory energy effi-
ciency, 73 percent of those schools with exte-
rior walls, windows, and doors and 64 percent
of those with roofs in need of major repair
reported unsatisfactory energy efficiency.
These unrepaired features not only reduce
energy efficiency but may also have an ad-
verse environmental effect on students.

As one Chicago elementary school prin-
cipal told us, ‘“‘Heat escapes through holes in
the roof; the windows leak (the ones that are
not boarded up) and let in cold air in the
winter so that children must wear coats to
class.”

In New Orleans, the damage from For-
mosan termites has deteriorated the struc-
ture of many schools. In one elementary
school, they even ate the books on the li-
brary shelves as well as the shelves them-
selves. (See app. II.) This, in combination
with a leaking roof and rusted window wall,
caused so much damage that a large portion
of the 30-year-old school has been con-
demned. The whole school is projected to be
closed in 1 year.

At a Montgomery County, Alabama, ele-
mentary school, a ceiling weakened by leak-
ing water collapsed 40 minutes after the chil-
dren left for the day.

Water damage from an old (original) boiler
steam heating system at a 60-year-old junior
high school in Washington, D.C., has caused
such wall deterioration that an entire wing
has been condemned and locked off from use.
Steam damage is also causing lead-based
wall paint to peel.

Raw sewage backs up on the front lawn of
a Montgomery County, Alabama, junior high
due to defective plumbing.
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A New York City high school built around
the turn of the century has served as a sta-
ble, fire house, factory, and office building.
The school is overcrowded with 580 students,
far exceeding the building’s 400 student ca-
pacity. The building has little ventilation
(no vents or blowers), despite many inside
classrooms, and the windows cannot be
opened, which makes the school unbearably
hot in the summer. In the winter, heating
depends on a fireman’s stoking the coal fur-
nace by hand.

In Ramona, California, where overcrowding
is considered a problem, one elementary
school is comprised entirely of portable
buildings. It had neither a cafeteria nor audi-
torium and used a single relocatable room as
a library, computer lab, music room, and art
room.

Last year, during a windstorm in Ray-
mond, Washington, the original windows of
an elementary school built in 1925 were
blown out, leaving shards of glass stuck in
the floor. The children happened to be at the
other end of the room. This wooden school is
considered a fire hazard, and although hall-
ways and staircases can act as chimneys for
smoke and fire, there is only one external
exit on the second floor.

In rural Grandview, Washington, over-
crowded facilities are a problem. At one mid-
dle school, the original building was meant
to house 450 students. Two additions and
three portables have been added to accom-
modate 700 students. The school has seven
staggered lunch periods. The portables have
no lockers nor bathrooms and are cold in the
winter and hot in the spring/summer.

In a high school in Chicago, the classroom
floors are in terrible condition. Not only are
floors buckling, so much title is loose that
students cannot walk in all parts of the
school. The stairs are in poor condition and
have been cited for safety violations. An out-
side door has been chained for 3 years to pre-
vent students from falling on broken outside
steps. Peeling paint has been cited as a fire
hazard. Heating problems result in some
rooms having no heat while other rooms are
too warm. Leaks in the science lab caused by
plumbing problems prevent the classes from
doing experiments. Guards patrol the outside
doors, and all students and visitors must
walk through metal detectors before enter-
ing the school.

During our school visits, we found wide
disparities between schools in the best or
even average condition and schools in the
worst condition, and these schools were
sometimes in the same district.

Environmental Conditions

About 50 percent of the schools reported at
least one unsatisfactory environmental con-
dition; while 33 percent reported multiple
unsatisfactory conditions. Of those, half re-
ported four to six unsatisfactory conditions.
Those conditions most frequently reported
to be unsatisfactory were acoustics for noise
control, ventilation, and physical security.
(See fig. 5.) Additionally, three-quarters of
schools responding had already spent funds
during the last 3 years on requirements to
remove or correct hazardous substances such
as asbestos (87 percent), lead in water or
paint (25 percent), materials in USTs such as
fuel oil (17 percent), radon (18 percent), or
other requirements (9 percent). Still two-
thirds must spend funds in the next 3 years
to comply with these same requirements—
asbestos (45 percent), lead (18 percent), UST
(12 percent), radon (12 percent), or other re-
quirements (8 percent).

We saw numerous examples of unsatisfac-
tory environmental conditions during our
school visits:

In the Pomona, California, school district,
the student body has increased 37 percent
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over the last 10 years. Some schools must
have five staggered lunch periods to accom-
modate all students. As a result of over-
crowding, in one elementary school, students
are housed in temporary buildings installed
in 1948 that are unattractive, termite ridden,
dark, and underequipped with electrical out-
lets. The temporary buildings get very hot as
well as very cold at times because of poor in-
sulation.

A Raymond, Washington, high school—a
three-story structure with walls of
unreinforced concrete with roof and floor not
adequately secured to the walls that may
not withstand earthquakes—contains steam
pipes that are not only extremely noisy but
provide too little or too much heat from
room to room.

In Richmond, Virginia, schools in the dis-
trict close early in September and May be-
cause the heat combined with poor ventila-
tion and no air conditioning creates health
problems for students and teachers, espe-
cially those with asthma.

A Chicago elementary school, built in 1893
and not painted for many years, had walls
and ceilings with chipping and peeling lead-
based paint, contains asbestos and has sev-
eral boarded-up windows. Some rooms have
inadequate lighting due to antiquated light-
ing fixtures that are no longer manufac-
tured, so bulbs could not be replaced when
burned out. One section of the school has
been condemned due to structural problems.
However, the auditorium and gym in this
area are still used. The school was scheduled
for closure in 1972 but remained open due to
community opposition to the closure with
promises of renovation by the district.

Insufficient Funds Contribute to Declining
Physical Conditions

District officials we spoke to attributed
the declining physical condition of Amer-
ica’s schools primarily to insufficient funds,
resulting in decisions to defer maintenance
and repairl5 expenditures from year to year.
This has a domino effect. Deferred mainte-
nance speeds up the deterioration of build-
ings, and costs escalate accordingly, further
eroding the nation’s multibillion dollar in-
vestment in school facilities. For example,
in many schools we visited, unrepaired leak-
ing roofs caused wall and floor damage that
now must also be repaired. New York school
officials told us that, while a typical roof re-
pair is $600, a full roof replacement costs
$300,000, and painting and plastering 10 rooms
on a top floor that has been damaged by
water infiltration costs $67,500 plus $4,500 to
replace damaged floor tiles. In other words,
for every $1 not invested, the system falls
another $620 behind. In addition, unrepaired
roofs cause energy costs to increase as heat
escapes through holes, further depleting al-
ready limited funds. Further, due to lack of
routine maintenance in the Chicago district,
many schools have not been painted since
they were painted 20 years ago with lead-
based paint.

In an elementary school in New York City,
repair problems had not been addressed since
the school was built 20 years ago. Problems
that could have been addressed relatively in-
expensively years ago have now caused
major problems such as sewage leaking into
the first grade classrooms, a leaking roof
that is structurally unsound, and crumbling
walls.

Similarly, in Chicago, we visited an ele-
mentary school whose roof, the principal
told us, had needed replacement for 20 years.
Because it had only been superficially
patched, rather than replaced, the persistent
water damage had caused floors to buckle
and plaster on the walls and ceilings to
crumble. It had also flooded parts of the elec-
tric wiring system. One teacher in this
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school would not turn on her lights during
rainstorms for fear of electrical shock; in an-
other classroom the public address system
had been rendered unusable. Buckets had to
be placed on the top floor of the school to
catch the rain.

Some district officials we spoke with re-
ported that they had difficulty raising
money for needed repairs and renovation due
to an anti-tax sentiment among voters re-
sulting in the failure of bond issues as well
as passage of property tax limitations. About
one in three districts reported that they
have had an average of two bond issues fail
in the past 10 years. Further, school officials
told us that often bond proceeds are far less
than needed for repairs. For example, in Po-
mona, California, a $62.5 million bond issue
was submitted to the voters after a survey
indicated that the $200 million needed for re-
pairs would be rejected. At the time of our
survey, 6 percent of districts had a bond
issue before the electorate. However, as one
survey respondent commented, ‘‘the current
public attitudes about the economy and edu-
cation are generally so negative that passing
a bond referendum is a fantasy.” Other
states have reduced school funding by pass-
ing property tax limitations. One survey re-
spondent reported, ‘‘The state’s contribution
to local schools has dropped by 40 percent
over the last few years * * *.”> According to
another survey respondent, ‘“This is a 1913
building which many of the taxpaying citi-
zens feel was good enough for them * * * it
is looked at as a monument in the commu-
nity. Unless some form of outside funding is
arranged, the citizens may never volunteer
to replace this building since it will require
raising their taxes.”

Further, districts reported a lack of con-
trol over some spending priorities as they
must fund a large portion of federal man-
dates for managing or correcting hazardous
materials as well as making all programs ac-
cessible to all students. A recurring theme in
comments from survey respondents was that
“Unfunded federal and state mandates are
one of the prime causes of lack of funds for
replacing worn-out heating and cooling
equipment, roofs, etc. * * * Another survey
respondent stated, ‘“The ADA requirements
were a major reason we had to replace two
older schools. These costs, when added to
other costs for renovations and modifica-
tions, resulted in overall costs for repairs,
which exceeded the costs for new facilities.”
On the other hand, Chicago school officials
told us that due to limited funds and the
cost of installing one elevator being $150,000,
very few schools are able to provide program
access to all students.

In looking at the uses of bond proceeds in
the districts, the average amount of the
most recently passed bond issue was $7 mil-
lion. While about 3 percent was provided for
federal mandates, 54 percent was provided for
school construction and 38 percent for re-
pairing, renovating, and modernizing
schools. The remaining 5 percent was spent
for purchases of computers and tele-
communications equipment.

Districts also said that they must some-
times divert funds initially planned for fa-
cilities maintenance and repair to purchase
additional facilities due to overcrowding.
This has resulted from both demographic and
mandated changes. For example, additional
funds were required for construction and
purchase of portables due to large immigrant
influxes as well as population shifts in dis-
tricts or climbing enrollment due to overall
population increases. Further, some man-
dated school programs, such as special edu-
cation, require additional space for low
pupil-teacher ratios.

One survey respondent described the com-
peting demands on limited funds as follows:
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“Our school facilities are not energy effi-
cient or wired for modern technology. Our
floor tile is worn out and the furniture is in
poor shape. Our taxpayers don’t want to put
any more in schools. Our teachers want bet-
ter pay. Our students and parents want more
programs and technology. HELP!!!”

Building Age—By Itself—Is Not Significant

While some studies cite building age as a
major factor contributing to deteriorating
conditions, older buildings often have a more
sound infrastructure than newer buildings.
Buildings built in the early years of this cen-
tury—or before—frequently were built for a
life span of 50 to 100 years while more mod-
ern buildings, particularly those built after
1970, were designed to have a life span of only
20 to 30 years. A study of English school fa-
cilities found that the schools built during
the 1960s and 1970s were built quickly and
cheaply and have caused continuing mainte-
nance problems.1® As one survey respondent
commented, ‘‘the buildings in this district
are approximately 20 years old, but the exte-
rior siding was inferior from the beginning
* % * it has deteriorated and ruptured exten-
sively. * * * A principal in Chicago stated
about her 1970s building, ‘‘our most pressing
problem is that the school is crumbling down
around us * * *, From the beginning, this
building has had serious roof problems.
Water leaks throughout the building from
the roof and from the walls. Pools of water
collect in the floors of the classrooms. One
wall has buckled and is held in place with a
steel stake. The windows leak and let cold
air in * * *>’ According to some school offi-
cials, the misperception about the age factor
has been reinforced because older buildings
are sometimes not maintained but allowed
to deteriorate until replaced.

Three schools we visited in Chicago pre-
sented a good example of the difficulty of
using age to define condition. All three were
built between 1926 and 1930 and had the same
design and basic structure. Today, their con-
dition could not be more different. One
school had been allowed to deteriorate (had
received no renovation since the 1970s) until
it reached a point where local school offi-
cials classified it as among those schools in
the worst physical condition. The second
school had received some recent renovation
because of community complaints about its
condition and was classified as a typical
school for the school district. The third
school had been well maintained throughout
the years, and now school officials classified
it as a school in the best physical condition.
(See pictures contrasting the three schools
in fig. 6.)

[Figure 6 not reproduced in Record.]

CONCLUSIONS

Two-thirds of America’s schools report
that they are in adequate (or better) overall
condition. Still, many of these schools need
to repair or replace one or more building fea-
ture, manage or correct hazardous materials,
or make all programs accessible to all stu-
dents. Other schools have more serious prob-
lems. About 14 million students are required
to attend the remaining one-third of schools
that have one or more entire buildings in
less-than-adequate condition, needing exten-
sive repair or replacement. These schools are
distributed nationwide.

Our survey results indicate that to com-
plete all repairs, renovations, or moderniza-
tions needed to put school buildings into
good overall condition and comply with fed-
eral mandates would require a projected in-
vestment of $112 billion. Continuing to delay
maintenance and repairs will defer some of
these costs but will also lead to the need for
greater expenditures as conditions deterio-
rate, further eroding the nation’s multibil-
lion dollar investment in school infrastruc-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

ture. In addition, if maintenance continues
to be deferred, a large proportion of schools
that are in only adequate condition and need
preventive maintenance or corrective repair
will soon deteriorate to less-than-adequate
condition.

As one survey respondent observed, ‘It is
very difficult to get local communities to ac-
cept this burden (facilities construction/ren-
ovation). Our district, one of the wealthiest
in the state, barely passed a bare bones budg-
et to renovate. It must be a national crisis.”

AGENCY COMMENTS

We spoke with Department of Education
officials at the National Center for Edu-
cational Statistics who reviewed a draft of
this report and found the report well done
and generally approved of the approach. In
addition, staff from the Office of the Under-
secretary provided us with technical com-
ments that we incorporated into our report.
They did not comment, however, on our
methodology, reserving judgment for the de-
tailed technical appendix in our forthcoming
report.

Copies of this report are also being sent to
appropriate House and Senate committees
and all members, the Secretary of Edu-
cation, and other interested parties.

If you have any questions about this re-
port, please contact Eleanor L. Johnson, As-
sistant Director, who may be reached at (202)
512-7209. A list of major contributors to this
report can be found in appendix VII.

Sincerely yours,
LINDA G. MORRA,

Director, Education and Employment Issues.

APPENDIX I
DISTRICT PROFILES

We visited 41 schools in 10 selected school
districts that varied by location, size, and
ethnic composition. During these visits, we
observed facility conditions and interviewed
district and local school officials to get in-
formation on facilities assessment, mainte-
nance programs, resources, and barriers en-
countered in reaching facilities goals. We
asked officials to show us examples of
“‘best,” ‘“typical,” and ‘“‘worst’ schools and
verified the reliability of these designations
with others. In some small districts, we vis-
ited all schools.

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS
Overview

TABLE 1.1.—CHICAGO, ILLINOIS

Enroll 400,000.
Number of schools ... 553
Racial composition ...

56 hercent black.
30 percent Hispanic.
14 percent other.

Students on free or reduced lunch ... 67 percent.
TYPE oot s Urban.
Minimum estimated to make all re- 2.9 billion.

pairs 17.

Chicago is a large urban district whose
school officials rated their school facilities,
overall, as in fair to poor condition. Wide-
spread disparities exist, however, between
schools in the best and worst condition.
About 15 percent of the schools were built
before 1900, and over half are more than 50
years old. Slightly more than 25 percent
were built during the fifties and sixties to
handle the baby boom, and 20 percent were
built during the last 25 years. However, a
number of the newer structures are tem-
porary buildings or ‘‘demountables’ (large
sections of prefabricated frames put together
on a cement slab). These buildings now show
major structural damage, and the seams of
the buildings are splitting apart. Permanent
buildings also have structural damage. For
example, we visited two schools that had
chained exit doors to prevent students from
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either being hit by debris from a cracking
exterior brick wall—in a ‘‘typical’” Chicago
school—or falling on collapsing front steps—
in a “worst’’ school.

Schools in the worst condition need new
exterior building envelopes (roofs, tuck
pointing, windows, and doors), have asbestos
or lead-based paint, suffer ceiling and floor
problems from leaky roofs, and need to re-
place outdated electrical and plumbing sys-
tems. Schools in the best condition tend to
be newer, need few or no repairs, have a more
flexible space design, contain electrical sys-
tems capable of housing new technology,
have air conditioning, and offer brightly col-
ored walls and low ceilings. However, condi-
tion does not depend on age alone; three
schools we visited typifying best, worst, and
typical were all over 60 years old.

Officials report that their biggest facility
issues are deferred maintenance and over-
crowding. They say that a shortage of funds,
caused by a lack of taxpayer support, hinders
the district from either upgrading or main-
taining its facilities. About 30 to 40 percent
of needed repairs have been deferred from
year to year for decades with priority given
to repairs that ensure student safety. Addi-
tionally, some federal mandates—particu-
larly lead and asbestos removal abatement
programs—have caused major expenditures
as most schools built between 1920 and 1979
contain asbestos, and all schools were paint-
ed with lead paint before 1980.

Overcrowding began in the seventies with a
great increase in the Hispanic population.
However, in some instances, individual
schools may be overcrowded, while neigh-
boring schools remain underenrolled. One of-
ficial told us that this is due in part to the
problems caused by gang ‘‘turf”’ and the
threat of extreme violence or even death to
individuals who wander into ‘‘enemy’’ terri-
tory. School officials are reluctant to reas-
sign students if the receiving schools are in
territory controlled by a different gang than
that of the overcrowded school the children
presently attend.

Facilities Financing

Officials estimate that they need $2.9 bil-
lion to put schools in good overall condition.
While the primary source of school funding
is local property taxes, smaller amounts of
state and federal funds are also used. Al-
though the 1994 school facilities budget is
$270 million (10 percent of the total edu-
cation budget), only about $50 million is used
for maintenance and repair. To obtain funds
for building and renovating, the district re-
lies on bonds, we were told, as politicians
hesitate to ask anti-tax voters for even a
minimal increase in taxes.

GRANDVIEW, WASHINGTON
Overview

TABLE 1.2.—GRANDVIEW, WASHINGTON

Enrollment ..o
Number of schools .
Racial composition .

67 percent Hispanic.
32 percent white.

1 percent other.

65 percent.

Students on free or reduced lunch ...

TYPE e reeeseesseessee s Small town, rural.
Minimum estimated to make all re-  $24.5 million.
pairs.

This small agricultural town in rural
Washington has five schools. While the high
school, built in 1978, is in excellent condi-
tion, the other four schools, built between
1936 and 1957, need to be totally renovated or
replaced over the next 10-20 years. In addi-
tion, a student population increasing annu-
ally at about 4 percent since 1986 has re-
sulted in overcrowding. Although Grand-
view’s middle school was built to house 475
students, current enrollment stands at about
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700. One elementary school designed for 375
students now has 464. Another crowded ele-
mentary school converted the gymnasium
into two classrooms. The district currently
has 14 portable classrooms in use and antici-
pates needing 4 more in the next 3 years.

Facilities Financing

Grandview schools have an annual budget
of $13.5 million, about 2 percent of which
goes for maintenance. They receive funding
from local tax levies and from the state and
general apportionment of about $4,000 per
student. They are also eligible for state
equalization funding contingent on passing
their levy. New construction and renovation
are funded by bond issues and state funding
assistance contingent on passing the bond
issue. An $11 million bond issue to build a
new middle school to alleviate crowding
failed in February 1994 and again in the fall
of 1994.

Funding problems include public resist-
ance to raising taxes and decreased state as-
sistance due to a reduction in the timber
sales on the public lands that support school
construction funding.

MONTGOMERY COUNTY, ALABAMA

Overview

TABLE 1.3.—MONTGOMERY COUNTY, ALABAMA

Enroliment
Number of schoals ..
Racial composition .

54.
45 percent black.
55 percent white.

Students on free or reduced lunch ... 58 percent.

TYPE oo Urban.

Minimum estimated to make all re- $150 million.
pairs.

Many of Montgomery County school facili-
ties are old but are generally in fair condi-
tion. However, approximately 10 percent of
the schools need to be replaced. In the last 20
years, about 8 schools were built. The oldest
building is a portion of an elementary school
built in 1904.

Schools built during the early 1900’s are
not air conditioned and need new roofs. At
one elementary school we visited, a ceiling
recently collapsed just 40 minutes after the
children left for the day. Some schools have
had students in ‘“‘temporary’ buildings for
years. In addition, many repairs and renova-
tions are needed to maintain schools, accom-
modate overcrowding and comply with fed-
eral mandates.

Overcrowding problems have resulted in
the use of 284 portable buildings to house
students. In the 1980’s, Montgomery County’s
student population increased, creating the
need for new elementary populations at some
schools through voluntary student move-
ment, through a minority to majority trans-
fer process. This process allowed minority
students to attend any school in the county
with a more than 50-percent majority of
white students. Primarily, we were told, mi-
nority students chose to attend schools on
the east side of town because the school fa-
cilities were better equipped and nicer. To
provide adequate instructional space for the
influx of children at the east side schools,
portable rooms were added.

Fagcilities Financing

Lack of money prohibits the district from
making needed facilities repairs. The oper-
ations and maintenance budget has dropped
10 percent in the past 3 to 4 years. The cur-
rent facilities budget is $1 million of a $6
million total education budget. The district
has no capital improvement budget. On June
28, 1994, voters defeated a local tax ref-
erendum for bond money the county had
planned to use to remove all portable build-
ings, make all needed repairs and renova-
tions and build new schools located so that
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children from the west side of town would
not have to travel so far for better school ac-
commodations.

NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA

Overview
TABLE |.4—NEW ORLEANS, LOUISIANA
Enrollment 85,000.
Number of schools ... e 124,
Racial position 90 percent black.
10 percent other.
Students on free or reduced lunch .......ccoooo...e. 85 percent.
Type Urban.
Minimum estimated to make all repairs ......... $500 million.

New Orleans’ public schools are rotting
away. Suffering from years of neglect due to
lack of funds for repair and maintenance,
New Orleans students attend schools suf-
fering from hundreds of millions of dollars’
worth of uncorrected water and termite dam-
age. Fire code violations are so numerous
that school officials told us, “We don’t count
them—we weigh them.”’

Most of the buildings have no air condi-
tioning, though the average morning relative
humidity in New Orleans is 87 percent. One
high school recently had an electrical fire
that started in the 80-year-old timbers in the
roof. No one was hurt but the students were
sent to other buildings for the rest of the
year. An elementary school, built in 1964,
was condemned and closed in 1994 due to
water and termite damage.

Facilities Financing

New Orleans uses local property taxes and
federal asbestos loans to upgrade its build-
ings. The district has submitted five bond
issues to the voters in the last 20 years, for
a total of $175 million, but only two of the
bond issues have passed. The school facilities
annual budget in 1994 is $6 million or 2 per-
cent of the total education budget. This has
decreased in the past 10 years from $9 million
(4 percent of the education budget).

NEW YORK, NEW YORK
Overview

TABLE 1.5.—NEW YORK, NEW YORK

Enrollment 700,000.
Number of SChOOIS ... 1,229.
Racial ition 38 percent black.

36 percent Hispanic.
19 percent white.
7 percent Asian.

Students on free or reduced lunch .......... 64 percent.
Type Urban.
Minimum estimated to make all repairs .. $7.8 billion.

New York has extremely diverse school fa-
cilities—while conditions are generally bad,
some schools are models for 21st century
learning. The ‘“‘best’” school we saw—a $151
million state-of-the-art science high school—
was only blocks away from an example of the
“‘worst’’—another high school in a 100-year-
old building that had served as a stable, fire
house, factory, and office building. This high
school’s elevators do not work, its interior
classrooms have no windows, it has little
ventilation and no air conditioning, and its
heating depends on a fireman’s stoking the
coal furnace by hand.

Overcrowding and generally poor condition
of the school buildings—many over 100-years-
old and in need of major renovation and re-
pair—are New York’s main facilities prob-
lems. Since the fiscal crisis in the 1970s,
maintenance and repair of the city’s school
buildings have been largely neglected. Twen-
ty years of neglect compound problems that
could have been corrected much more cheap-
ly had they been corrected earlier. As the
city seeks the funds for repairing leaking
roofs, plumbing problems that cause sewage
to seep into elementary school classrooms,
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and ceilings that have caved in, its school
enrollment is dramatically increasing. After
losing more than 10 percent of its population
in the sixties, a vast migration of non-
English speaking residents in the last 3 years
has resulted in overcrowding in 50 percent of
New York’s schools. One school is operating
at over 250 percent of capacity. Because
classrooms are unavailable while under re-
pair, in some cases improvements are post-
poned.
Facilities Financing

The New York City schools’ maintenance,
repair, and capital improvement budget is
approved annually by the city council. While
the state provides some loan forgiveness, the
city is largely responsible for all of the costs.

Each school is allocated a maintenance
and repair budget based solely on square
footage. As a result, schools—even new
schools—frequently cannot repair problems
as they arise, which often leads to costly re-
pairs in the future. In 1988, the estimated
cost of upgrading, modernizing, and expand-
ing the school system by the year 2000 was
over $17 billion. The total capital backlog at
that time was over $56 billion. The capital
plan for fiscal year 1990 through fiscal year
1994 was funded at $4.3 billion: barely 20 per-
cent of the amount requested.

POMONA, CALIFORNIA
Overview

TABLE 1.6.—POMONA, CALIFORNIA

Enrollment
Number of schools .
Racial composition .

67 percent Hispanic.
13 percent black.

12 percent white.

8 percent Asian-Pacific.

Students on free or reduced lunch ... 70 percent.

TYPE oo Suburban.

Minimum estimated to make all re- $200 million.
pairs.

Although district officials generally de-
scribe their school facilities overall as ‘‘ade-
quate to fair,” some individual schools are
excellent while others have severe problems.
The oldest school was built in 1932. The
worst schools were built in the mid-1950s to
early 1960s and face many repair problems—
poor plumbing, ventilation, lighting, leaking
roofs, and crumbling walls. In contrast, one
new school that opened last fall is state-of-
the art. Only three schools have been built in
the last 20 years.

Like many school districts in California,
Pomona’s biggest facilities issue is over-
crowding. Because the student body has in-
creased 37 percent in the last 10 years, the
district relies on what school officials call
“God-awful” portables—bungalows that are
ugly, not air conditioned, termite-ridden,
dark, and have too few electrical outlets.
The portables generally provide sufficient
classroom space but leave schools suffering
from a severe lack of common-use areas and
space for student movement. For example,
some schools have to schedule five lunch pe-
riods to handle overcrowded campuses.

Facilities financing

In 1991 the district passed a $62.5 million
bond measure—significantly short of the $200
million it says it needs to put its schools in
good overall condition. Officials attribute
their facilities’ financial problems to state
cutbacks, the passage of Proposition 13 in
1979, which greatly reduced local tax reve-
nues, and unfunded federal mandates that
drain the district’s budget. As a result, the
district must function without enough facili-
ties staff and continue to defer maintenance
and repair while using temporary ‘‘band-aid’’
measures. However, the passage of Pomona’s
1991 bond measure and two 1992 state bond
measures increased the district’s capital im-
provement budget to $14 million or about 16
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percent of the district’s $85 million edu-
cation budget. Pomona’s maintenance and
repair budget is usually about 2 percent of
the education budget.

RAMONA, CALIFORNIA

Overview
TABLE 1.7.—RAMONA, CALIFORNIA
Enrollment 6,500.
Number of SChOOIS ........crrvvveeerercriiicreccces 9.
Racial 78 percent white.

18 percent Hispanic.
4 percent other.

Students on free or reduced lunch ... 35 percent.
Type Small town, rural.
Minimum estimated to make all repairs ......... $4 million.

Ramona is a small but growing rural com-
munity in central San Diego County. Four of
its nine schools are more than 25 years old;
its oldest was built over 50 years ago. Al-
though Ramona’s oldest schools tend to be
well constructed, they suffer from seriously
deteriorating wiring and plumbing and inad-
equate or nonexistent heating, ventilation,
air conditioning, and communications sys-
tems. The school district also suffers from
the lack of an adequate, stable funding
source that would allow it to modernize and
expand its facilities. Consequently, most of
Ramona’s schools are underbuilt and must
rely on portables for overcrowding. One ele-
mentary school we visited was comprised of
only portables, with no cafeteria nor audito-
rium. One portable served as a library, com-
puter lab, music room, and art room. In con-
trast, two new schools were built in the last
5 years that are bright, have flexible space
and are wired for the latest technology. The
portables are difficult to maintain, and re-
pair costs are higher in the long run than if
real additions had been built in the first
place. The most common repair needs in Ra-
mona’s schools are roofs, signal systems
(alarms, bells, and intercoms), and paving.

Facilities financing

Officials attribute its facilities’ funding
problems to the community’s inability to
pass a bond issue—two attempts in the past
8 years have failed—their small rural dis-
trict’s competitive disadvantage in applying
for state funds, and the state’s emphasis on
building new schools rather than retro-
fitting.

The district’s facilities budget varies each
year but comprises (1) a new building pro-
gram that uses matching state funds, (2) a
routine maintenance budget that is about 2
percent of the district’s $30 million edu-
cation budget ($600,000), and (3) a deferred
maintenance budget that is 0.5 percent of the
education budget ($150,000) and is supposed to
be matched by the state but rarely is in full.

RAYMOND, WASHINGTON
Overview

TABLE 1.8.—RAYMOND, WASHINGTON

760.

3.

69 percent white.

21 percent Asian.

5 percent Hispanic.

5 percent Native American.

Enroliment
Number of schools .
Racial

Students on free or reduced lunch .......... 50 percent.
Type Small town, rural.
Minimum estimated to make all repairs .. $14 million.

Raymond is a western Washington town
that has not recovered from the timber in-
dustry downturn of the early 1980s. The town
and student populations have declined, and
the demographics have changed dramati-
cally. All three Raymond schools are old and
two may be unsafe. The high school was
built in 1925. It is a three-story structure of
unreinforced concrete that may not safely
withstand the possible earthquakes in the
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area. In addition, the buiding’s systems are
old and inadequate. Steam pipes are noisy
and provide too little or too much heat from
room to room. One 1924 elementary school is
built of wood—a potential fire hazard—and
will be closed in 2 years. A third school was
built during the 1050s and will received a
major remodeling and new addition next
year.
Facilities financing

Raymond recently passed its first bond
issue since the 1950s to fund the remodeling
of and addition for an elementary school. A
bond issue proposed in 1990 to build a new fa-
cility for grades kindergarten to 12 failed.
The public does not want to spend money on
school maintenance and construction, and
the tax base is too low to raise adequate
funding. According to the school super-
intendent, the Columbia Tower (a Seattle
skyscraper) has a higher assessed value than
the entire district of Raymond. The dis-
trict’s budget is $4 million, which is made up
of local levies and state funding. Over the
next 2 years, they will ask for a levy increase
of $75,000, specifically for needed repairs.

RICHMOND, VIRGINIA

Overview
TABLE 1.9.—RICHMOND, VIRGINIA
Enrollment 28,000
Number of schools ... 58

88 percent black.
12 percent other.

Racial composition ...

Students on free or reduced lunch ... 68 percent

TYPE ooereereeeerereressessseesssseseseennnes Urban.

Minimum estimated to make all re-  $100 million.
pairs.

Renovation presents the biggest facility
issue for the Richmond schools. Their 58
buildings are visually appealing yet old-fash-
ioned compared with 21st century learning
standards. Many, if not most, of the dis-
trict’s renovation needs are due to the build-
ings’ age: The average building was built
around the time of World War II. Ninety per-
cent of the buildings lack central air condi-
tioning; many schools close early in Sep-
tember and May/June because the heat and
poor ventilation creates breathing problems
for the children.

In the past 20 years, 20 schools have been
closed; only 2 new schools have opened.

Facilities financing

Richmond is a poor city: the average fam-
ily income is $17,700. The facilities director
says he usually asks for $18 million but only
gets $3 million and about 3 percent of the
education budget for maintenance. He says
city planners and voters view the buildings
as architectural landmarks and think of
them in terms of 1950s standards of learning.
Also, the money he would have used for ren-
ovations has been spent on meeting ‘‘federal
codes.”

The district has tried twice to get the
state to match funds for deferred mainte-
nance but was rejected each time. New con-
struction gets funded through bond issues.

WASHINGTON, DC
Overview

TABLE 1.10.—WASHINGTON, DC

Enrollment
Number of schools ...
Racial composition

85,000.

164.

95 percent black.
5 percent other.

62 percent.
1L Urban.
Minimum estimated to make all re-  $460 million.

pairs.

With a capacity of 140,000 students, many
of Washington’s school facilities are old and
underused. Only 22 schools of 164—mainly el-
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ementary—have been built in the last 20
yvears. According to the district’s facilities
manager, the average age of Washington’s
schools is 50 years. While structurally sound,
these older buildings house old—sometimes
original—systems, such as the heating and
air conditioning or electrical systems, which
have major repair problems.

Washington schools have many urgent re-
pair needs, according to the district facili-
ties manager. Old boiler systems have steam
leakages causing such infrastructure erosion
that whole school wings have been con-
demned and cordoned off; leaky roofs are
causing ceilings to crumble on teachers’ and
students’ desks; fire doors are warped and
stick. In addition, the district was under
court order to fix the most serious of an esti-
mated $90 million worth of fire code viola-
tions by the start of the 1994-95 school year.
These violations included locked or blocked
exit doors, defective or missing fire doors,
broken alarms, malfunctioning boilers, and
unsafe electrical systems. Many of the
schools also lack air conditioning and are so
poorly insulated that children must wear
coats to keep warm in winter weather.

Facilities financing

From the school district’s total operating
and capital budget of about $552 million in
fiscal year 1994, about $100 million (18 per-
cent) was allocated to school maintenance
and capital improvement. Of this, approxi-
mately $25 million (including salaries) goes
to the district’s facilities office, with the
balance given directly to the schools for
their on-site maintenance and operations.
The building maintenance budget has de-
clined from about 18 percent to 14 percent of
the total school budget in the past 10 years.

Funds for school maintenance and repair
and capital improvements come from the
District of Columbia’s general budget, over
which the Congress has authority. Until 1985,
the District’s capital improvement program
was financed only through money borrowed
from the U.S. Treasury. After 1985, the Dis-
trict was given authority to sell general obli-
gation bonds in the capital markets. From
1985 through 1994, the schools received $314
million to finance capital improvements:
$232 million through general obligation bond
issuances, $69 million borrowed from the U.S.
Treasury, and $23 million from District tax
revenue.
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velopment of our questionnaire; or (c) re-
viewing a draft report.

Allen C. Abend, Chief, School Facilities
Branch, Maryland State Department of Edu-
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Montgomery County (Maryland).

Greg Coleman,® Capital Asset Manage-
ment Administrator, Office of Infrastructure
Support Services, U.S. Department of En-
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Laurel Cornish,» Director of Facilities,
U.S. Department of Education, Impact Aid,
School Facilities Branch.

(Mr.) Vivian A. D’Souza,® Acting Director,
Division of Maintenance, Department of Fa-
cilities Management, Board of Education of
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Kenneth J. Ducote,bc Director, Department
of Facility Planning, New Orleans Public
Schools.
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Thomas E. Glass,? Professor, Department
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ies, Northern Illinois University.

Terence C. Golden,» Chairman, Bailey Re-
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Thomas Grooms,» Program Manger, Fed-
eral Design Office, National Endowment for
the Arts.

Shirley J. Hansen,» President, Hansen As-
sociates.

Alton C. Halavin,b Assistant Super-
intendent for Facilities Services, Fairfax
County Public Schools, Fairfax County, Vir-
ginia.

Bruce Hunter,> Executive Director, Amer-
ican Association of School Administrators.

Eddie L. King,® Auditor, Inspector General,
Department of Education.

Andrew Lemer,» President Matrix Group,
Inc.

William H. McAfee III> Facilities Man-
ager, Division of Facilities Management,
District of Columbia Public Schools.

Roger Scott,bc Program Director, South-
west Regional Laboratory.
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Facilities Services, Smithsonian Institution.
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cation Writers Association.

Tony J. Wall,bc Executive Director/CEO,
The Council of Educational Facilities Plan-
ners International.

William M. Wilder,? Director, Department
of Facilities Management, Board of Edu-
cation of Montgomery County (Maryland).

APPENDIX IV

G-AO QUESTIONNAIRE FOR LOCAL EDUCATION
AGENCIES

DEAR SURVEY RESPONDENT: The U.S. Gen-
eral Accounting Office (GAO) has been asked
by the United States Congress to obtain in-
formation about school facilities, such as
physical condition and capacity. While sev-
eral limited studies have been done recently,
no comprehensive national study of school
facilities has been done in 30 years.

The Congress needs this information to
shape the details of federal policy, such as
funding for the School Infrastructure Act of
1994. All responses are confidential. We will
report your data only in statistical sum-
maries so that individuals cannot be identi-
fied.

This questionnaire should be answered by
district level personnel who are very famil-
iar with the school facilities in this district.
You may wish to consult with other district
level personnel or with school level per-
sonnel, such as principals, in answering some
questions.

We are conducting this study with only a
sample of randomly selected schools, so the
data on your school(s) is very important be-
cause it represents many other schools.
Please respond even if the schools selected
are new. If you have questions about the sur-
vey, please call Ms. Ella Cleveland (202) 512—
7066 or Ms. Edna Saltzman (313) 256-8109.

Mail your completed questionnaire in the
enclosed envelope within 2 weeks to: Ms. Ella
Cleveland, U.S. General Accounting Office,
NGB, Suite 650, 441 G St., NW, Washington,
DC 20548.

Thank you for your cooperation in this
very important effort.

Sincerly yours,
LINDA G. MORRA,
Director, Education and Employment.
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SECTION I.—DISTRICT INFORMATION

1. What would probably be the total cost of
all repairs/renovations/modernizations re-
quired to put all of this district’s schools in
good overall condition? Give your best esti-
mate. If all of this district’s schools are al-
ready in good (or better) overall condition,
enter zero.

Overall condition includes both physical
condition and the ability of the schools to
meet the functional requirements of instruc-
tional programs. Good condition means that
only routine maintenance or minor repair is
required.

.00
2. On which of the sources listed below is
this estimate based? Circle ALL that apply.
Does not apply—all schools already
in good (or better) overall condi-
tion
Sources
Facilities inspection(s)/assessment(s)
performed within the last three
years by licensed professionals ....... 1
Repair/renovation/modernization
work already being performed and/
or contracted for ..........coeeveiiiinians 2
Capital improvement/facilities mas-

ter plan or schedule ...........cceeeevenenen 3
My best professional judgment .......... 4
Opinions of other district administra-

BOTS e 5
Other (specify: ) 6

3. During the last 3 years, how much
money has been spent in this district on the
federal mandates listed below? Include
money spent in 1993-1994. If exact amounts
are not readily available, give your best esti-
mate. Enter zero if none. Circle ‘1’ if spend-
ing was not needed.

Spending
Federal mandates not needed Amount spent

Accessibility for student with disabil-

O 1§ .00
Managing/correcting:

Asbestos 1 3 .00
Lead in water/paint .. 1§ .00
Underground storage 1 $ .00
13 .00
1§ .00

4. How much money will probably need to
be spent in this district during the next 3
yvears on these federal mandates? If exact
amounts are not readily available, give your
best estimate. If spending will not be needed,
circle ““1.” If unknown, circle “‘2.”

Spending
Federal mandates will not be An;ount Probably need-
needed unknown ed
Accessibility for students with
disabilities .......oooooerererrrrrrrrnnns 1 2 $ .00
Managing/correcting:
Asbestos 1 2§ .00
Lead in water/paint .......... 1 $ .00
Underground storage tanks
(USTs) . 1 2 3 .00
Radon ...... 1 2§ .00
Other (specify: 1 2 .00

5. Are these spending needs for federal
mandates included in your answer to ques-
tion 1? Circle one for each mandate listed.

Does not
apply— Yes— No—not
Federal mandates not needed/ included  included
unknown
Accessibility for students with
disabilities ..o 1 2 3
Managing/correcting:
Asbestos 1 2 3
Lead in water/paint .. . 1 2 3
Underground storage tanks
(USTs) . . 1 2 3
Radon ...... 1 2 3
Other (specify: 1 2 3

6. In what year was a bond issue most re-
cently passed for this district? Enter the last
two digits of the year.
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19 .

7. What was the total amount of this most
recently passed bond issue?

$ .00

8. How much money did this most recently
passed bond issue provide for the items listed
below? Enter zero if none.

Items

Amount Provided

Construction of new schools ........ $ .00
Repair/renovation/modernization
of existing schools ...........cccevevee $ 00

Asbestos removal .......ccoceeveiniennne. $ .00
Removal of Underground Storage

Tank (USTS) ceeveenveinieiieiineennnens $ 00
Removal of other environmental

conditions .......ccovvviiiiiiiiiiinininns $ 00
Purchase of computers ................ $ 00
Purchase of telecommunications

equipment ........ocoeieiiiiiiiiiiiiennn $ .00
Access for students with disabil-

It1es e $ .00

9. During the last 10 years, how many bond
issues have failed to pass?
bond issues failed to pass
10. Do you currently have a bond issue be-
fore the electorate? Circle one.
Yes 1

SECTION II.—SCHOOL INFORMATION

This section asks about the first school
shown on the Instruction Sheet enclosed
with this survey.

1. Name of school: Please enter the name of
the first school shown on the Instruction
Sheet.

School’s survey identification number:
Please enter the survey identification num-
ber of the first school shown on the instruc-
tion sheet.

2. If any of the following statements are
true for this school, please circle the number
of the appropriate answer. Circle all that
apply.

This school teaches only postsec-
ondary (beyond grade 12) or adult

education students .............c...c..o 1
This school is no longer in operation 2
This school is a private school, not a

public SChOOL ..c.cviviiiiiiiieieeeeeanes 3
This institution or organization is

not a sChool .......ccoevviiiiiiiiiiiinininnn. 4

3. Which of the following grades did this
school offer around the first of October, 1993:
Circle all that apply.

Grade 1 ...cooevvvevviiiiiniiieecie e, 1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Grade 9 .... 9

Grade 10 .. 10

Grade 11 .. 11

Grade 12 ............ 12

Pre-kindergarten ...........ccccoeevivvinennnn. 13
Ungraded (including upgraded special

education students) .........cceeeenennnnn. 15

Stop! If you marked any of the above state-
ments go to the next school information sec-
tion.

4. What was the total number of Full Time
Equivalent (FTE) students enrolled in this
school around the first of October 19937

total FTE students

5. Does this school house any of its stu-
dents in instructional facilities located off of
its site, such as rented space in another
school, church, etc.? Circle one.
Yes...1
No...2----> go to question 8

6. How many of this school’s Full Time
Equivalent (FTE) students are housed in off-
site instructional facilities?

FTE students housed off-site
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7. How many total square feet of off-site
instructional facilities does this school
have? If exact measurements are not readily
available, give your best estimate.

total square feet off-site

8. How many original buildings, attached
and/or detached permanent additions to the
original buildings, and temporary buildings
does this school have on-site? If this school
does not have any permanent additions or
any temporary buildings on-site, enter zero
for these categories.

On-Site Buildings—Number

Original buildings— -

Attached and/or detached permanent addi-
tions to original buildings—

Temporary buildings—

9. How many total square feet do the origi-
nal buildings, the attached and/or detached
permanent additions, and the temporary
buildings have? If exact measurements are
not readily available, give your best esti-
mate. If this school does not have any per-
manent additions or any temporary build-
ings on-site, enter zero for these categories.
On-Site Buildings—Total Square Feet
Original buildings—

Attached and/or detached permanent addi-
tions to original buildings—
Temporary buildings—

10. What is the overall condition of the
original buildings, the attached and/or de-
tached permanent additions, and the tem-
porary buildings? Refer to the rating scale
shown below, and circle one for each cat-
egory of building. If this school does not
have any permanent additions or any tem-
porary buildings onsite, circle <‘0.”

Overall condition includes both physical
condition and the ability of the buildings to
meet the functional requirements of instruc-
tional programs.

Rating Scale

Excellent: new or easily restorable to ‘‘like
new’”’ condition; only minimal routine main-
tenance required.

Good: only routine maintenance or minor
repair required.

Adequate: some preventive maintenance
and/or corrective repair required.

Fair: fails to meet code and functional re-
quirement in some cases; failure(s) are in-
convenient; extensive corrective mainte-
nance and repair required.

Poor: consistent substandard performance;
failure(s) and disruptive and costly; fails
most code and functional requirements; re-
quires constant attention, renovation, or re-
placement. Major corrective repair or over-
haul required.

Replace: Non-operational or significantly
substantial performance. Replacement re-

quired.
School Ex-
. o does Ade- : Re-
On-site buildings not Iceerln Good quate Fair ~ Poor place
have

Original buildings N/A 1 2 3 4 5 6
Attached and/or
detached per-

manent addi-

tions to original

buildings .......... 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Temporary build-

LTS — 0 1 2 3 4 5 6

11. What would probably be the total cost
of all repairs/renovations/modernizations re-
quired to put this school’s on-site buildings
in good overall condition? Give your best es-
timate. If this school’s on-site buildings are
already in good (or better) overall condition,
enter zero.
$ .00

12. On which of the sources listed below is
this estimate based? Circle ALL that apply.

Does not apply—already in good (or
better) overall condition
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Sources
Facilities inspection(s)/assess-
ments(s) performed within the last
three years by licensed profes-
sionals
Repair/renovation/modernization
work already being performed and/
or contracted for ..........coooveiiiinians 2
Capital improvement/facilities mas-

ter plan or schedule ...........ccceeevenenen 3
My best professional judgment ... 4
Opinions of other district administra-

BOTS i 5
Other (specify: ) s 6

13. During the last 3 years, how much
money has been spent on the federal man-
dates listed below for this school’s on-site
buildings? Include money spent in 1993-1994.
If exact amounts are not readily available,
give your best estimate. Enter zero if none.
Circle “‘1” if spending was not needed.

Federal mandates—spending not needed
Amount spent

Accessibility for students with
disabilities—1 .....ccoeveiieinennennnns $ 00
Managing/correcting
Asbestos—1 ........ .8 00
Lead in water/paint—1 ................. 3. .00
Underground storage tanks
(USTS)—1 eeeieiiiiieiieeieeieeee 3 .00
Radon—1 ....... 3. 00

Other (specify: —1... 3. .00

14. How much money will probably need to
be spent during the next 3 years on these fed-
eral mandates for this school’s on-site build-
ings? If exact amounts are not readily avail-
able, give your best estimate. If spending
will not be needed, circle ‘‘1.”” If unknown,
circle “2.”

Spend-
Federal mandates '253;'8” Unknown A:E)?;T]tegégg'
needed
Accessibility for students with dis-
ADIlIES eovveeeeecceeec 1 2 3 .00
Managing/correcting:
Asbestos 1 2 $ .00
Lead in water/paint .. 1 2 $ .00
Underground storage tanks
(USTs) . 1 2 3 .00
Radon 1 2 $ .00
Other (spec 1 2 $ .00

15. Are these spending needs for federal
mandates included in your answer to ques-
tion 117 Circle one for each mandate listed.

Does not
apply— Yes—  No—Not
Federal mandates negg(ted/ Included  included

unknown

Accessibility for students with dis-
ADIITHIES .vovvvvevrrerriviveevnrrns 1 2 3
Managing/correcting:

Asbestos 1 2 3
Lead in water/paint .. 1 2 3
Underground storage tanks (USTs) ... 1 2 3
Radon ... 1 2 3

Other (specify:

16. Overall, what is the physical condition
of each of the building features listed below
for this school’s on-site buildings? Refer to
the rating scale shown below, and circle one
for EACH building feature listed.

Rating Scale

Excellent: new or easily restorable to ‘‘like
new’”’ condition; only minimal routine main-
tenance required.

Good: only routine maintenance or minor
repair required.

Adequate: some preventive maintenance
and/or corrective repair required.

Fair: fails to meet code or functional re-
quirement in some cases; failure(s) are in-
convenient; extensive corrective mainte-
nance and repair required.

Poor: consistent substandard performance;
failure(s) are disruptive and costly; fails
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most code and functional requirements; re-
quires constant attention, renovation, or re-
placement. Major corrective repair or over-
haul required.

Replace: Non-operational or significantly
substandard performance. Replacement re-
quired.

Building feature Ef:;tl Good (ﬁld;e Fair ~ Poor pT:ce
ROOTS oo 1 2 3 4 5 6
Framing, floors, founda-

tions ..... 1 2 3 4 5 6
Exterior walls finishes,

windows, doors 1 2 3 4 5 6
Interior finishes, trims 1 2 3 4 5 6
Plumbing 1 2 3 4 5 6
Heating, ventilation, air

conditioning ... 1 2 3 4 5 6
Electrical power . 1 2 3 4 5 6
Electrical lighting 1 2 3 4 5 6
Life safety codes ... 1 2 3 4 5 6

17. Do this school’s on-site buildings have
sufficient capability in each of the commu-
nications technology elements listed below
to meet the functional requirements of mod-
ern educational technology? Circle one for
EACH element listed.

Mod-

Very  erate- Sv‘;rTaet- Not

Technology elements suffi- ly i suffi-

cient suffi-  SUITT cient

cient cient
Computers for instructional use ............ 1 2 3 4
Computer printers for instructional use 1 2 3 4
Computer networks for instructional use 1 2 3 4
Modems ......ccoocovcrccccrennnnnne 1 2 3 4
Telephone lines for modems 1 2 3 4
Telephones in instructional areas 1 2 3 4
Television sets ........... 1 2 3 4
Laser disk players/VCRS . 1 2 3 4
Conduits/raceways for computer/com-

puter network cables .. 1 2 3 4
Fiber optic cable ....... 1 2 3 4

Electrical wiring for computers/commu-
nications technology
Electrical power for computers/commu-
nications technology ............ccoevveenenns 1 2 3 4

N
w
~

18. How many computers for instructional
use does this school have? Include computers
at both on-site buildings and off-site instruc-
tional facilities.

computers for instructional use

19. How well do this school’s on-site build-
ings meet the functional requirement of the
activities listed below? Circle one for EACH
activity listed.

Some-  Not
Activity xgﬁ Mmi(:erﬁ“ey what  well
well  at all
Small group instruction .................. 1 2 3 4
Large group (50 or more students)
INSEIUCHION ...ovvoeoecicceccians 1 2 3 4
Storage of alternative student as-
t materials 1 2 3 4
Display of alternative student as-
materials 1 2 3 4
Parent support activities, such as
tutoring, planning, making mate-
rials, etc. ..ooocierrinnnns 1 2 3 4
Social/Health Care Services 1 2 3 4
Teachers’ planning 2 3 4
Private areas for student counseling
and testing ........ 1 2 3 4
Laboratory science . 1 2 3 4
Library/Media Center .. 1 2 3 4
Day care ... 1 2 3 4
Before/after 1 2 3 4

20. How satisfactory or unsatisfactory is
each of the following environmental factors
in this school’s on-site buildings? Circle one
for each factor listed.

Very . . Very un-
Environmental factor satisfac- fSaacttIDs- Uf';i?;ls' satisfac-
tory vy "y tory
Lighting . 1 2 3 4
Heating .. 1 2 3 4
Ventilation . 1 2 3 4
Indoor air quality 1 2 3 4
Acoustics for noise control ..... 1 2 3 4
Flexibility of instructional
space (e.g., expandability,
convertability, adaptability) 1 2 3 4
Energy efficiency ..........ccooocuun. 1 2 3 4
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. Very un-

Satis- ;
satisfac-

factory to

Unsatis-

Environmental factor factory

Very
satisfac-
tory

Physical security of buildings 1 2 3

21. Does this school have air conditioning
in classrooms, administrative offices, and/or
other areas? Circle ALL that apply.

Yes, in classrooms
Yes, In ative offices 2
Yes, in other areas
No, no air conditioning in

is school at a 4 (go to question 23)

22. How satisfactory or unsatisfactory is
the air conditioning in classrooms, adminis-
trative offices, and/or other areas? Circle one
for each category listed.

Very . . Very un-
- Satis-  Unsatis- ;
satisfac- satisfac-
o factory  factory tory
Air conditioning in:
Classrooms 1 2 3 4
Administrative offices 1 2 3 4
Other areas .. 1 2 3 4

23. Does this school participate in the Na-
tional School Lunch Program? Circle one.
Yes .. 1
No ... 2

24. Regardless of whether this school par-
ticipates in the National School Lunch Pro-
gram, around the first of October, 1993, were
any students in this school eligible for the
program? Circle one.

YES i 1
No 2 (go to question 27)
Don't KNOW —..oveee e 3 (go to question 27)

25. Around the first of October, 1993, how
many applicants in this school were ap-
proved for the National School Lunch Pro-
gram? Enter zero if none.

applicants approved

26. Around the first of October, 1993, how
many students in this school received free or
reduced lunches through the National School
Lunch Program? Enter zero if none.

recipients

27. How many students in this school were
absent on the most recent school day? If
none were absent, please enter zero.

students absent

28. What type of school is this? Circle one.
Regular elementary or secondary ...... 1
Elementary or secondary with spe-

cial program emphasis—for exam-

ple, science/math school, per-

forming arts high school, talented/

gifted school, foreign language im-

mersion school, ete. ...... 2
Special education—primarily serves
students with disabilities ............... 3

Vocational/technical—primarily
serves students being trained for
0CCUPALIONS .ovvviviiiiiieeeea 4
Alternative—offers a curriculum de-
signed to provide alternative or
nontraditional education; does not
specifically fall into the categories
of regular, special education, or vo-
cational school ........cccccoeeviiiiiinnnnn. 5

29. Does this school offer a magnet pro-
gram? Circle one.
Yes ..
No .

If this is the last school listed on your in-
struction sheet, please go directly to the last
page of this questionnaire.

COMMENTS

Do you have any comments you would like
to make about school facilities? Circle one.

Yes 1—Please use the space below.

No 2

1

APPENDIX V
DATA POINTS FOR REPORT FIGURES

Tables in this appendix provide data for
the figures in the report.
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TABLE V.1.—DATA FOR FIGURE 1: SCHOOL OFFICIALS RE-
PORT BILLIONS NEEDED FOR REPAIRS AND TO COMPLY
WITH FEDERAL MANDATES IN THE NEXT 3 YEARS

Amount needed to All schools
Make all repairs required to put schools in good
overall condition $101,200,000,000

Provide accessibility for disabled students 5,183,407,780

Manage/correct asbest 2,395,445,006
Manage/correct lead in water and paint .. 386,647,141
Manage/correct underground storage tanks .. 303,004,301
Manage/correct radon ................ 31,521,318
Manage/correct other requirements 2,380,065,108

TABLE V.2.—DATA FOR FIGURE 2: AMOUNT SCHOOLS RE-
PORTED SPENDING OVER THE LAST 3 YEARS AND NEED
IN THE NEXT 3 YEARS TO FULFILL FEDERAL MANDATES

Reported needed
in the next 3
years

Reported spent in

Federal mandate the last 3 years

Accessibility for students with

disabilities $1,519,755,380 $5,183,407,780
Manage/correct asbestos 1,728,277,353 2,395,445,006
Manage/correct other require-

LT L 200,885,750 2,380,065,108
Manage/correct lead in water/

E 1L 146,241,652 386,647,141
Manage/correct underground stor-

age tanks 302,014,949 303,004,301
Manage/correct radon 13,854,263 31,521,318

TABLE V.3.—DATA FOR FIGURE 3: PERCENT OF BUILD-
INGS REPORTED IN LESS-THAN-ADEQUATE OVERALL

CONDITION

Percentage of
Type of building less-than-ade-
quate buildings
Temporary buildi 219
Original buildi 26.2

Attached and/or detached permanent additions to original
buildi 17.9

TABLE V.4.—DATA FOR FIGURE 4: BUILDING REPAIRS
REPORTED NEEDED IN AMERICA'S SCHOOLS

Percentage of
schools report-

Type of building '"gaézzsu;?:"
building fea-
tures
HVAC 36.4
Plumbing 29.8
Roofs 21.3
Exterior walls, finishes, windows, doors ..........c.ccoeecvveenenns 26.6
Electrical power 26.4
Electrical lighting 25.4
Interior finishes, trims 24.1
Life safety codes 19.0
Framing, floors, foundations ............ccoevevevemrvvcresriiseseriennnns 179

TABLE V.5.—DATA FOR FIGURE 5: PERCENTAGE OF
SCHOOLS REPORTING UNSATISFACTORY OR VERY UN-
SATISFACTORY ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS

Percentage of
schools report-

. " ing less-than-
Type of environmental condition adequate envi-

ronmental

conditions
Acoustics for noise CONrol ..........cccooovveurorccerveeecrnrcciiriiiennes 28.1
Ventilation 27.1
Physical security of buildi 24.2
Indoor air quality 19.2
Heating 189
Lighting 15.6
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FOOTNOTES

1Education Writers Association, ‘““Wolves at the
Schoolhouse Door: An Investigation of the Condi-
tion of Public School Buildings’ (Washington, D.C.:
1989); American Association of School Administra-
tors, ‘*‘Schoolhouse in the Red: A Guidebook for Cut-
ting Our Losses’ (Arlington, VA.: 1992).

2Subsequent reports will address (1) the capability
of schools to meet education reform goals and the
needs of 21st century education, (2) state role in
school facilities, and (3) the relationship of facility
conditions to select school and staffing data.

3Sampling error is * 6.61 percent.

4No complete national data has been compiled for
current replacement value of school buildings. Re-
searchers have used the $422 billion estimate made
by the Education Writers Association in ‘“Wolves at
the Schoolhouse Door.”

5“Good” condition means that only routine main-
tenance or minor repair is required. ‘‘Overall’” con-
dition includes both physical condition and the abil-
ity of the schools to meet the functional require-
ments of instructional programs.

6 Any one school may have more than one building.

7Pauley v. Kelly, No. 75-C1268 (Kanawha County
Cir. Ct., W. Va., May 1982).

8The Education Infrastructure Act of 1994 was in-
troduced by Senator Carol Moseley-Braun and was
passed as part of Improving America’s Schools Act
(P.L. 103-382, Oct. 20, 1994).

9The National Education Goals are set forth in
Goals 2000: Educate America Act (P.L. 103-227,
March 31, 1994). The goals concern (1) school readi-
ness; (2) school completion; (3) student achievement
and citizenship; (4) teacher education and profes-
sional development; () math and science achieve-
ment; (6) adult literacy and lifelong learning; (7)
safe, disciplined, and alcohol- and drug-free schools;
and (8) parental participation.

10¢‘School Construction Specification and Financ-
ing, National Survey Data 1994, MGT of America,
Inc., prepared for Hawaii’s State Department of
Education (Tallahassee, Fla.: 1994). See also our
forthcoming report on state role in school facilities.

11The Impact Aid program is administered by the
Department of Education and provided $12 million in
fiscal year 1994 for constructing and renovating
schools in districts that educate ‘‘federally con-
nected’” children, such as those whose parents live
and/or work on military installations and Indian
reservations.

12¢Toxic Substances: Information on Costs and Fi-
nancial Aid to Schools to Control Asbestos” GAO/
RCED-92-57F'S, Jan. 15, 1992).

13Building features include roofs; framing, floors,
and foundations; exterior walls, finishes, windows,
and doors; interior finishes and trims; plumbing,
heating, ventilation, air conditioning; electrical
power; electrical lighting; and life safety codes.

14 Environmental factors include lighting, heating,
ventilation, indoor air quality, acoustics for noise
control, energy efficiency, and physical security of
buildings. Although flexibility of instructional space
is included as an environmental factor in our ques-
tionnaire (see app. IV), we are not addressing those
issues in this report. They will be addressed in a
forthcoming report.

15We are referring to maintenance as the upkeep
of property and equipment while repair is work to
restore damaged or worn-out property to a normal
operating condition.

16 <‘Repair and Maintenance of School Buildings,”
(National Audit Office, Report by the Controller and
Auditor General, London, England, Ordered by the
House of Commons to be printed July 25, 1991).

17We asked district officials what would probably
be the total cost of all repairs and renovations re-
quired to put all of the district’s schools in good
overall condition.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I wish to thank the GAO staff for
their exhaustive work in an area that
Senator HARKIN and I have recognized
as a critical issue of readiness for edu-
cational excellence in this country.
And that is what I call the dirty little
secret of the condition of America’s
schools.

The GAO report makes it clear what
the American people already know: our
schools are deteriorating and we need
to fix them. Infrastructure investment
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is just another way of saying the obvi-
ous; that we need to reverse the dec-
ades-long habit of trying to ignore the
decay while we struggle to eke out
money for programs. We have delayed
maintenance for too long in too many
schools and now the results of that ne-
glect are unmistakable. The chickens,
literally, have come home to roost.

Some 14 million children, Mr. Presi-
dent, attend schools that are reported
needing extensive repair or replace-
ment. These schools are distributed na-
tionwide. Recent research has con-
cluded that facilities in poor condition
may contribute to students’ poor per-
formance. It is inherently unfair to
hold youngsters to nationwide stand-
ards for achievement if they do not
have an equal opportunity to learn. It
is frightening that major repair and
renovation needs exist in fully a third
of the 80,000 schools in our country and
that over 60 percent of that number re-
ported at least one major feature in
disrepair, needing extensive overhaul if
not replacement. Most schools reported
multiple problems of this nature.

These are not just cosmetic concerns.
And I would like my staff to put up
some pictures.

This is a series of pictures showing
classroom conditions. You will notice
that this science lab looks like it has
been the victim of a failed science ex-
periment. But can you imagine our
youngsters trying to study the sciences
and be competitive in this world econ-
omy trying to learn in facilities like
that.

Here is one with peeling lead-based
paint; burned out lights; unrepaired
fire damage. Here is one: Water damage
caused buckling floors and missing
tiles; more water damage; termites
eating out the school library shelves.
Here is a basement in a school in Chi-
cago. Here is one of peeling lead-based
paint and burned out lights, which is
not replaceable. But the irony of it,
Mr. President, is the little sign here on
the blackboard that says ‘‘academic
success.”” It is hard to think that some-
one can achieve academic success in a
setting like this.

These are not just cosmetic concerns.
When we speak of major repair needs,
we are referring to conditions that are
unsafe or even harmful to children’s
health. The GAO report estimates that
the Nation’s schools need $112 billion
to repair and upgrade America’s invest-
ment in school facilities to bring them
to good overall condition. Just to com-
ply with the Federal mandates to re-
move asbestos, or lead paint, or radon
and pesticides and hazardous materials
is estimated to require $11 billion. We
are courting disaster if we fail to rec-
ognize that these capital needs relate
directly to the health and safety of our
children in the environment second in
importance only to the home.

For example, some 7 million children
attended schools with life safety code
violations, some 11 million in schools
with electrical problems, 15 million in
schools with heating and air quality
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problems, and 12 million with plumbing
problems; 11.9 million children attend
schools with leaky roofs, and 7 million
with hazardous floors. We have allowed
the deterioration to continue to a
point that the courts are beginning to
step in, as was done here in the Na-
tion’s Capitol and in New York, to re-
quire that life-threatening conditions
be rectified. Sometimes, as in a recent
student strike in Chicago, the children
take matters in their own hands.

The Education Infrastructure Act is
a small, first step toward putting Fed-
eral support where the needs are. It is
included in Goals 2000, and was appro-
priated last year at the $100 million
level. I hope we will have the support
of the President to keep this money in
the budget, and to increase the appro-
priation this year. Time is not on our
side, deferred investment will just
make it more, not less expensive to
correct. I hope to have the support re-
quired to give this initiative the pri-
ority it deserves.

I first became aware of the problems
facing our Nation’s education infra-
structure while serving in the Illinois
House of Representatives. Throughout
my 2% terms in office, I visited school
districts across the State and wit-
nessed the deteriorating condition of
public school facilities in both urban
and rural districts alike.

Yet, it was not until I began working
on education legislation in the U.S.
Senate, that I learned that the Federal
Government had not collected data on
the condition of our Nation’s public
school facilities since 1965.

Knowing that my efforts to improve
our Nation’s education infrastructure
would be limited by insufficient data, I
sent a letter to the General Accounting
Office last year, which was cosigned by
Senators KENNEDY, PELL, SIMON, and
WELLSTONE, requesting a comprehen-
sive, nationwide study on the condition
of our Nation’s public school facilities.

In responding to my request, the
General Accounting Office surveyed a
random sample of our Nation’s 15,000
school districts and 80,000 public
schools from April to December 1994.
GAO staff members also visited 41
schools in 10 school districts across the
country to supplement their quan-
titative data with personal observa-
tions.

Based on responses from 7.8 percent
of the schools sampled, GAO concluded
that our Nation’s public schools need
$112 billion to restore their facilities to
good overall condition—including $6
billion to make programs accessible to
all students and $5 billion to correct or
remove hazardous substances.

More specifically, GAO found that
out of the 42 million public school stu-
dents in the United States: 14 million
or 33 percent of all students attend
schools that need to extensively repair
or replace one or more buildings; 59
percent attend schools that need to re-
pair or replace one or more building
features; and 52 percent attend schools
that have at least one unsatisfactory
environmental condition.
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As I said, we are not speaking of cos-
metic concerns. We are referring to
conditions that are unsafe or even
harmful to the safety and well being of
our children.

According to the GAO report, this
situation is one that is pervasive, it is
widespread, and runs the gamut in
terms of conditions. I would like my
staff to take this set of pictures down
and put up the one regarding plumbing
conditions and the like.

Mr. President, I am going to digress
for a moment while my staff displays
the next set of pictures. I have a teen-
age son. If anything, the youngsters
know this. This is not a surprise to any
of the pages sitting here. They know of
some school in the community from
which they come that has this kind of
problem. It is a widespread problem. It
is a nationwide problem. It is an urban
as well as rural problem. These pic-
tures are from urban school districts
specifically.

Here is a toilet used to redirect sew-
age from a broken pipe in the wall here
in Washington, DC—our Nation’s Cap-
ital. This is the kind of infrastructure
disrepair that youngsters must try to
learn in on a daily basis. Can you imag-
ine the activities in the classroom
right next-door to this bathroom?

This next picture is of a home eco-
nomics sink—small wonder you could
not do very well in home economics, if
that is the kind of conditions in which
you have to work.

Mr. President, in addition to these
plumbing concerns, I would also like
you to take an opportunity to look at
some of the external problems. Young
people do not cause the fascia to crack
or the structural damage. Here is one
of a front door which is a life and safe-
ty violation. The front door is chained
so the students cannot be injured by
the holes in the crumbling front steps
of this particular school.

This picture shows structural dam-
age which I can see in the brickwork,
in the fascia. Again, a function of the
failure to invest in repairs and mainte-
nance over time. This picture is of a 30-
year-old portable classroom in New Or-
leans that was built to last for 10 years.
It was designed to be temporary. A
portable classroom that was designed
to be temporary. It is still there and
that is the condition in which it is in—
coming apart at the seams. This pic-
ture shows a demountable classroom
held in place by a steel plate and the
wall, of course, is crumbling under the
windows.

Mr. President, 7 million students at-
tend schools with life safety code viola-
tions; 11 million attend schools with
electrical problems; 15 million attend
schools with heating, ventilation, and
air-conditioning problems; 12 million
attend schools with plumbing prob-
lems; and 11.9 million students attend
schools with leaky roofs.

Mr. President, in preparing their re-
port, GAO staff members traveled
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across the country to examine public
school facilities in America’s urban
communities and found that: In New
York City, A $151 million state-of-the-
art science high school is only blocks
away from another high school housed
in a 100-year-old building which has
served as a stable, fire house, factory,
and office building; this school’s ele-
vators do not work, its interior class-
rooms have no windows, it’s ventila-
tion system needs major repairs, and
its heating depends on a fireman’s
stoking the coal furnace by hand. In
Chicago, a leaking roof at one elemen-
tary school caused floors to buckle and
plaster on the walls and ceilings to
crumble; since the leaking roof also
flooded parts of the electric wiring sys-
tem, one teacher would not turn on her
lights during rainstorms for fear of
electric shock—or fire. In Washington,
DC, water damage from an old steam-
heating system at a 60-year-old junior
high school has caused so much wall
deterioration that an entire wing has
been condemned; steam damage is also
causing lead-based wall paint to peel.
And, in New Orleans, most of the
school buildings have no air-condi-
tioning although the average morning
relative humidity in New Orleans is 87
percent; Formosan termites have also
deteriorated the structure of many
schools; in one elementary school, ants
ate books on shelves as well as the
shelves themselves.

GAO staff members also visited pub-
lic school facilities in America’s rural
communities and found similar prob-
lems.

In Raymond, WA, one elementary
school is made of wood, a potential fire
hazard, and the 70-year-old high school
is made of unreinforced concrete that
probably can not withstand earth-
quakes.

In Ramona, CA, one elementary
school is comprised solely of portable
classrooms with no cafeteria or audito-
rium; one portable room serves as a li-
brary, computer lab, music room, and
art room. and, in Grandview, WA, the
middle school, which was built to
house 475 students, currently enrolls
700, while the elementary school de-
signed for 375, now enrolls 464 students.

At this point I would also like to
raise the issue of school overcrowding,
because, this issue also causes facili-
ties to become inadequate. So you have
damage as we see here in these pictures
exacerbated by just the numbers of
children that are crowding into inad-
equate facilities.

Mr. President, the American system
of public education has historically
given local school boards primary re-
sponsibility for maintaining our Na-
tion’s education infrastructure.

For a long time, local school boards
were able to meet that responsibility.
However, the ability of local school
boards to continue to meet that re-
sponsibility has steadily declined, in
large part because of escalating costs
in the operating budget.

To build schools, local school boards
rely on local property taxes. And, as we
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all know, school boards in every State
in the country are finding it increas-
ingly difficult to support their instruc-
tional programs, much less their school
facilities, with local property taxes.

Local property taxes are an inad-
equate source of funding for public edu-
cation because they make the quality
of public education dependent on the
local property wealth.

Two districts in Illinois illustrate the
gross disparities created by our current
school financing system.

In 1990, the owner of a $100,000 home
in a prosperous community paid $2,103
in local property taxes. This commu-
nity spent an average of $10,085 per
child in its public schools. On the other
hand, the owner of a $100,000 home in a
low- and moderate-income community
paid $4,139 in local property taxes, al-
most twice as much, but was only able
to spend $3,483 per child in its public
schools—less than one-third of the
money the more prosperous commu-
nity was spending, and for a host of
reasons that goes to local schools.

In their responses to the GAO survey,
school officials reported that they have
difficulty raising money for needed re-
pairs and renovation, in large part, be-
cause of the demands of their operating
budgets as well as an antitax senti-
ment among voters resulting in the
failure of bond issues.

In other words the local property tax
is an inadequate, inelastic base for
funding schools generally, but it has
the particularly Draconian effect with
regard to infrastructure and facilities
because the school districts do not
want to have to go back to the tax-
payers in order to meet these kinds of
repairs.

In fact, 33 percent of school districts
reported that they have had an average
of two bond issues fail in the past 10
years and that bond proceeds are often
much less than needed for repairs. For
example, GAO found that: In Mont-
gomery, AL, voters defeated a local tax
referendum to remove all portable
buildings and build new schools on
June 28, 1994; and, in Pomona, CA, a
$62.5 million bond issue was submitted
to the voters after a survey indicated
that the $200 million needed for repairs
would be rejected by the voters.

In short, one survey respondent com-
mented that:

The current public attitudes about the
economy and education are generally so neg-
ative that passing a bond referendum is a
fantasy.

Mr. President, the Federal Govern-
ment, as well as most States, continue
to force local school districts to rely
increasingly on local property taxes for
public education, in general, and for
school repair and construction
projects, in particular.

In Illinois, for example, the local
share of public education funding in-
creased from 48 percent during the
1980-81 school year to 58 percent during
the 1992-93 school year, while the State
share feel from 43 to 34 percent during
this same period.
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So what we see is a continuing shift-
ing of the burden to the local property
taxpayer, and the local property tax-
payer is not able to go any further to
meet this need.

At the same time, State support for
the repair, renovation, alternation, and
construction of public school facilities
has fallen even more dramatically in
illinois—one of 23 State that provides
little or no funding for school facilities
projects.

Although the Illinois General Assem-
bly created the Capital Assistance Pro-
gram in the early 1970’s to help local
school districts finance school repair
and construction projects, support for
this program has diminished rapidly.

During fiscal years 1985 through 1990,
the State of Illinois appropriated only
$18 million for local school repair and
construction projects, and then only on
an individual direct-grant basis.

I point out also that the last time
this issue even was reviewed at a State
level in our State was in 1987 when the
Illinois Board of Education that our
rural districts alone needed over $500
million to restore their facilities to
good overall conditions. The GAO re-
port found that Chicago public schools
need $2.9 billion.

Mr. President, the Federal Govern-
ment must accept a share of the blame
for failing to provide our Nation’s chil-
dren with school environments which
are conducive to learning.

In just the last decade alone, the
Federal Government’s share of public
education funding has dropped from 9.8
to 6.1 percent.

That could make a lot of difference
when it comes to providing an environ-
ment in which young people can learn.

The Federal Government has histori-
cally addressed the problems facing our
Nation’s public schools by passing im-
portant legislation including: Section
504 of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973;
the Asbestos Hazard Emergency Re-
sponse Act of 1986; and the Americans
with Disabilities Act of 1990. While
these laws have laudable goals, they
have the effect of passing on even
greater costs to already overburdened
school districts.

The GAO report states clearly that
these mandates alone, account for $11
billion of the $112 billion needed to fix
our schools.

Last year, Congress passed the Goals
2000: Educate America Act which Presi-
dent Clinton signed into law on March
31, 1994. I supported this legislation be-
cause it promises to create a coherent,
national framework for education re-
form founded on the national education
goals.

Since one essential building block of
reform is better school facilities, I am
pleased that Goals 2000 includes an
amendment I introduced that directs
the national education standards and
improvement council to develop vol-
untary national opportunity-to-learn
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standards which address the condition
of school facilities.

Nonetheless, I firmly believe that it
is inherently unfair to expect our chil-
dren to meet national performance
standards if they do not have an equal
opportunity to learn.

That is why I introduced the Edu-
cation Infrastructure Act last April.
This legislation, which was included in
the reauthorization of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act [ESEA],
is specifically designed to help local
school districts ensure the health and
safety of students through the repair,
renovation, alteration, and construc-
tion of school facilities.

With the help of my distinguished
colleague from Iowa [Mr. HARKIN], I
was able to include $100 million in the
1995 Department of Education budget
for the education infrastructure pro-
gram. While this appropriation level
represents a drop in the bucket in
terms of our Nation’s education infra-
structure needs, it is significant, none-
theless, because it is the first drop.

The Education Infrastructure Act re-
quires the Secretary of Education to
award funds to school districts with at
least 15 percent child poverty rates and
urgent repair and renovation needs.

This legislation further targets pro-
gram funds by requiring the Secretary
to award funds among eligible school
districts on the basis of:

The number or percentages of chil-
dren in poverty;

The extent to which they lack the
fiscal capacity to undertake the
project without Federal assistance;

The threat the physical condition of
the plant poses to the safety and well-
being of students; and

The age of the facility to be replaced.

Mr. President, the Education Infra-
structure Act does not infringe upon
local control over public education in
any way. Rather, it seeks to supple-
ment, augment, and assist local efforts
to support education in the least intru-
sive way possible by helping local
school boards support the repair, ren-
ovation, alteration, and construction
of our Nation’s public elementary and
secondary school facilities.

Mr. President, the Education Infra-
structure Act will help our children
learn by providing an environment con-
ducive to learning. In her research at
Georgetown University, Maureen Ed-
wards found that students in poor
school facilities can be expected to fall
5.5 percentage points below those in
schools in fair condition and 11 per-
centage points below those in schools
in excellent condition.

For all of these reasons, the Edu-
cation Infrastructure Act was enthu-
siastically endorsed by the National
PTA, the National Education Associa-
tion, the National School Boards Asso-
ciation, the American Association of
School Administrators, the Council of
Great City Schools, the National Com-
mittee for adequate School Housing,
the City University of New York, the
AFL~-CIO Building and Trades Commis-
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sion, the Military Impacted Schools
Association, the American Library As-
sociation, the American Federation of
Teachers, the National Association of
Federal Education Program Adminis-
trators, ASPIRA, the Council of Edu-
cation Facilities Planners Inter-
national, and the American Federation
of School Administrators.

Mr. President, I have taken the time
today to highlight the results of the
GAO report as well as the merits of the
Education Infrastructure Act because
Republican Members of Congress are
currently preparing legislation that
would rescind the $100 million appro-
priated for the Education Infrastruc-
ture Act in 1995.

Needless to say, I am vehemently op-
posed to any proposal that would force
Congress to take this giant leap back-
ward. In my view, it would be uncon-
scionable for Congress to withdraw
funding for the Education Infrastruc-
ture Act—especially now given the re-
sults of the GAO report.

Mr. President, I would like to con-
clude my remarks by urging my col-
leagues to read the ‘‘Condition of
America’s Schools” report for them-
selves and to join me in working to se-
cure funding for the Education Infra-
structure Act in 1995 and 1996.

Rather, I believe that President Clin-
ton should include at least $200 million
for the Education Infrastructure Pro-
gram in his fiscal year 1996 budget re-
quest and that Congress should meet
this request.

By providing this needed and long
overdue support, we will begin to ad-
dress our failure to adequately engage
Federal resources in behalf of pre-
paring our children for competition in
this global economy and securing the
future of our Democratic institutions.
This is not our children’s interest; this
is in our national interest.

Mr. SHELBY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alabama is recognized.

BALANCED BUDGET AMENDMENT
TO THE CONSTITUTION

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the joint resolution.

Mr. SHELBY. Mr. President, we are
involved here in a truly historic de-
bate. The proposed balanced budget
amendment will decide the fate of
America for years to come. Our deci-
sion will dictate whether our children
and grandchildren will live free and
prosper from the fruits of their labor
or, on the other hand, live in a Third
World economy subservient to the eco-
nomic leaders of other industrialized
nations in the world.

Debtors are never free to choose.
They are never free to choose. They are
only subject to the dominion of their
creditors. We all know this.

Interest payments on the national
debt now are expected to be $310 billion
this year. Interest payments on the na-
tional debt are expected to be $310 bil-
lion. Think of it. That comes out to be
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about $4,600 per family, or 52 percent of
all individual income taxes collected in
America this year. The national debt
itself is over $4.75 trillion, going on $5
trillion. Gross domestic product is only
about $6.5 trillion.

Combined, these numbers produce a
debt-to-GDP ratio of 73 percent. As the
debt continues to grow, so inevitably
does the tax burden on the American
people. Granted, Mr. President, we
have gotten away with debt in the
past, but the time to pay the bill is
rapidly approaching. The global mar-
kets are beginning to experience a cap-
ital crunch. European economies are
expanding and picking up steam.
Southeast Asian markets are booming.
Japan is calling on its reserves to re-
build infrastructure after the earth-
quake.

In short, Mr. President, demand for
capital is simply growing faster than
can be supplied and, as a result, inves-
tors are being more selective about
which markets they place their money
in, as they should be.

A very clear and primary concern of
financial markets is a nation’s poor
economic policies and its debt struc-
ture. I submit here today that the lack
of budget discipline we display here in
the United States is not highly re-
garded among any investor in the
world. Our current account stood at
$104 billion in 1993. This means we ei-
ther sold $104 billion in assets to for-
eign entities, borrowed $104 billion
from foreign entities, or a combination
of the two.

Although a current account deficit in
and of itself is not a bad thing, the ac-
cumulation of persistent current ac-
count deficits, over time, leads to a
great big external debt. These deficits
identify a systematic shortfall of sav-
ings below investment, due to an ex-
pansion of consumption relative to in-
come. The implication is that we bor-
row to finance current consumption ex-
penditures that have no effect on eco-
nomic growth or future income in this
country. In other words, the Govern-
ment is borrowing abroad to finance an
excess of expenditures over income. We
are living beyond our means.

Projections of higher current account
deficits run well into the foreseeable
future. The former Chairman of the
Federal Reserve Board, Paul Volcker,
for whom we all have great respect, has
warned of the current account deficit
addiction, as he calls it.

He said:

* % % we simply cannot afford to become
addicted to drawing on increasing amounts
of foreign savings to help finance our inter-
nal economy. Part of our domestic indus-
try—that part dependent on exports, or com-
peting with imports—would be sacrificed.
The stability of the dollar and of our domes-
tic financial markets would become hostage
to events abroad. If recovery is to proceed
elsewhere, as we want, other countries will
increasingly need their own savings. Al-
though we do not know when, the process
eventually would break down.

Those are not my words. They are
the words of Dr. Volcker. We cannot,
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