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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Long Range Educational Facilities Plan (LREFP)
outlines options for providing educational facilities to
meet its new educational specifications. The plan was
developed in a joint effort between Alexandria City
Public Schools (ACPS) and the City of Alexandria to
forecast changes in student enrollment, to identify the
types of facilities that can best meet educational needs
over the next 25 years, and to identify options to make
those facilities available when they are needed as
enrollment changes over time.

RAPID ENROLLMENT GROWTH

Since 2007, ACPS has faced rapid increases in enrollment,
averaging nearly 4% per year from 2007 through 2014.
This is a 35% growth in K-12 enrollment from a low of
10,246 in 2006 to the 2014 fall enrollment of 13,847, a
level not previously exceeded since 1975. (Figure 1.1)

Long-Term Enrollment Forecast Scenarios
25,000

20,689

20,000
17,419 18,131

®
16,664

15,000 13,847

K-12 Total Enroliment

10,000 1 1
Sustained Growth, High Enrollment Growth
mmmmRecommended Planning Forecast
5,000 | wmm ACPS Mid-Term Projection
'Sustained Growth, Moderate Enrollment Growth
K-12 Enroliment Through 2014

2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Enroliment Year

Figure 1.1

The engine of this enrollment growth was not new
development. Nearly all recent growth in enrollment
came from an increase in the number of students living in
housing that had been built prior to the enrollment spurt.
While much of this enrollment growth seems to have
resulted from temporary economic conditions, many of the
families whose children now attend Alexandria public
schools because of those conditions are expected to keep
them there through graduation.

Over the longer term, the increase in senior citizens as a
share of population, and a nationwide trend to lower birth
rates among those ethnic and racial groups that currently
have the highest birth rates, are expected to bring the
city’s enrollment growth rate down to 1% per year or less
by 2030, and ultimately to a slow decline in enrollment

each year. While the first wave of this growth was
absorbed by growing into space that had been
underutilized during the enrollment decline from 2000 to
2006, the increase has required construction of additional
classrooms at some schools. Class size targets were also
increased by two students per classroom, which added to
the nominal capacity of the system for students.

INADEQUATE EXISTING SCHOOL FACILITIES

Most of the City’s public schools were constructed prior
to 1960 and currently require a relatively high level of
maintenance and repair expenses just to keep basic
systems operating and structures safe and sound.

In order to identify the scale of the problem, an analysis of
the ability of existing school facilities to meet newly
defined educational specifications was conducted. Based
on the anticipated 2020 enrollment forecast for each
school, the analysis determined that meeting those
standards would require substantial additional investment
at many of these schools even without increases in
enrollment beyond 2020. Mini-Master Plans were
prepared for each school to illustrate a means of meeting
these standards and accommodating the mid-range
increase in enrollment anticipated on the current school
sites.

ACPS is pursuing a modernization plan in order to address
capacity and building conditions. In some cases,
replacement may be a better long-term option than
expanding or reconstructing existing buildings. Because
space is tight in a nearly fully built-out city such as
Alexandria, reconstruction on some school sites is likely
to require temporarily housing students at other locations
while buildings are rebuilt.

While some schools can be enlarged to provide more
capacity, some of the City’s schools have already grown
well beyond the size considered optimal for the grade
levels they serve, and more are expected to have
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enrollment above that number by 2020. New sites, or
construction of additional schools on existing or
expanded school sites, will be needed if recommended
school size is to be maintained.

SITES FOR NEW FACILITIES

Other than two small sites set aside in North Potomac Yard
and near Simpson Stadium Park, there are no designated
sites for new schools in Alexandria. A combination of new
school sites, enlargement of existing schools, and
construction of additional schools on some existing school
sites is likely to be required. The plan includes
recommendations for the best locations to pursue each of
these options and provides guidelines for adapting schools
to the smaller sites likely to be available for urban schools.

RECOMMENDATIONS

This plan provides a range of options for providing
educational facilities that meet the needs of future
enrollment in 21st century learning environments. While

the recommendations are fiscally unconstrained, the fiscal
challenges are clearly documented in Chapter 5. The Plan
is intended to be used for both long range planning and for
making short term decisions as part of the annual Capital
Improvement Program process. It is also intended that the
plan be updated with new enrollment data and revised
enrollment forecasts on a yearly basis.

ACPS and the City of Alexandria have determined the
following eleven items as overall recommendations:

1.

Set maximum school size

a. Elementary schools - 850 students for new schools
with School Board flexibility for expanding an
existing facility beyond 850 students

b. Middle Schools - 1200 students for new schools

with School Board flexibility for expanding an
existing facility beyond 1200 students

Locate a new elementary school on the west side of
the city as four of the elementary schools on the west
side are expected to exceed 850 by 2020. A second
new elementary school should be considered if growth
continues to increase and in absence of pursuing other
options to address capacity.

Locate a new middle school in the city as Francis C.
Hammond is expected to exceed 1,500 students in
2020 and George Washington will be over 1,400
students in 2020.

Consider options for new school sites:
a. On the east side of city —

= Retain two existing elementary sites for future
determination — one near Simpson Stadium Park and
one in North Potomac Yard.

This plan does not call for a school on either site in
the near-term. This Plan supports the continued use
of the Simpson Stadium Park site as open space
utilized for active recreation purposes.

b. On the west side of city —

o  Reserve a site in the Eisenhower West Small Area
Plan

o Consider the Lower Hammond site

c. Consider retrofitting an existing commercial
building and continue to consider a K-8 model as a
facility solution when the programmatic
instruction is appropriate

d. New schools should consider an urban school
model

Renovate and/or replace Douglas MacArthur
Elementary School to alleviate failing infrastructure
and capacity issues, allowing the new building to
house up to 850 students as the zoning, site and
educational program allows. Additional information
can be found in Chapter 4.

Renovate interior East side schools to meet the
Educational Specifications (Ed Specs) and allow
Cora Kelly and Jefferson-Houston Schools to
absorb overages from Matthew Maury and Mount
Vernon schools. Short and mid-term
recommendations are shown, by site, in Chapter 4.
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7. Continue to renovate all schools to meet the Ed
Specs through the Capital Improvement Plan.
Short and mid-term recommendations are shown, by
site, in Chapter 4.

8. Recalculate enrollment projections and capacity
utilization annually. Schools that are projected to
be at or above 120% utilization within three years
should be considered for portable classrooms, a
capacity project and/or a boundary study or other
policy considerations.

9. Consider schools in future small area planning
efforts as outlined in Chapter 1.

10. Consider schools in the development review
process as outlined in Chapter 1.

11. Implement a joint City/Schools Transportation
Demand Management Program to encourage use
of alternative modes of transportation as outlined in
Chapter 1.

NEXT STEPS

This report does not include an analysis of high school
capacity. Given the current and projected growth at the
high school level, additional analysis should be
undertaken to develop recommendations for addressing
future high school enrollment.

Discussions between the City and ACPS should continue
regarding the delivery of Pre-K instruction. Programs
housed in neighborhood schools and centralized
locations impact future educational facilities and
capacity.
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CHAPTER 1

PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION POLICIES

CITY OF ALEXANDRIA MASTER PLAN

The City of Alexandria’s comprehensive Master Plan is
comprised of individual Small Area Plans developed for
neighborhoods throughout the City and contains chapters
on topics of citywide relevancy including Transportation
and Open Space (See Figure 1.1).

The Alexandria Master Plan was first adopted by the City
Council on June 13, 1992. Chapters within the document
are updated on a regular basis with new chapters added as
needed through Master Plan amendments. Many Small
Area Plans, such as Taylor Run/Duke Street, Seminary
Hill/Strawberry Hill and North Ridge/Rosemont are still
based largely on the 1992 Plan with few amendments
(Figure 1.1). Since 1992, a few areas have been divided
with new plans prepared, including Beauregard and
Eisenhower East. In addition, many overlay plans, which
are supplemental plans and amendments to existing Small
Area Plans, have been adopted over the years. Examples of
overlay plans include the Landmark/Van Dorn Corridor
Plan, the Arlandria Neighborhood Plan, and the Hunting
Creek Area Plan.

While the 1992 Small Area Plans clearly documented
locations of both public and private schools, they

contained little guidance on the subject of future school
needs and facilities. Recently prepared Small Area Plans
have more carefully evaluated educational needs and
facilities:

= The Beauregard Small Area Plan includes an analysis
of existing schools in that area and projections of
future students based on redevelopment.
Redevelopment within the Beauregard area is expected
to reduce the number of public school students.
Housing units that are newer with higher density, and/
or are more expensive, generate fewer students than
older housing units that are less dense and/or are more
affordable. While it did not propose a new school in
the area, the Beauregard Plan did propose active
recreation improvements at William Ramsay
Elementary School and recommended open space
improvements to the adjoining schools and parks.
Additionally, the Plan recommended that the open
space within the Adams neighborhood be designed to
potentially accommodate school use.

= The Landmark/Van Dorn Corridor Plan estimated that
total development potential over the 20 year Plan build
-out could generate the need for elementary school
space by eight to twelve classrooms—about four
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elementary school students for every 100 units. The
Plan did not identify a school site, but recommended
that as the City reviews development applications for
major parcels in the area, the Alexandria City Public
Schools (ACPS) be involved in evaluating the
potential for that project to include a school site or
contribute to school facilities. While projects in the
catalyst phase of the Plan implementation will have
limited ability to contribute to school facilities, for
later phases the City will request a pro-rata share of
capacity costs to mitigate the impact of new
development on school facilities and will allocate
those funds for school facilities.

= The North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan includes a
thorough analysis of potential future students and
educational needs in North Potomac Yard. The Plan
reserves Block 4 for a possible school site in an urban
form (Figure 1.2). An update of the North Potomac
Yard Small Area Plan is scheduled to begin in 2016.
As part of that Small Area Plan update, Block 4 as
well as other sites in North Potomac Yard will be
carefully evaluated for a future school location. The
North Potomac Yard Small Area Plan also
contemplates construction, expansion or reconstruction
of a new school at an off-site location. For example,
Cora Kelly STEM School could be expanded to
accommodate additional students.

NORTH POTOMAC YARD SMALL AREA PLAN
Block Plan

Figure 1.2

For new Small Area Plans, the City of Alexandria’s
Department of Planning and Zoning is committed to
including information and guidance on existing and future
schools. The Long Range Educational Facilities Plan will
form the basis for this analysis. The public will be actively

engaged in all aspects of the planning process including
the exploration of new and expanded school sites.
Planning and Zoning staff will work closely with ACPS
staff on planning for schools in Small Area Plans. New
Small Area Plans will analyze the overall city-wide
demand for schools, the existing demand for schools in the
area, and the demand for schools as a result of new
development proposed in the plan. Potential sites for a
school in the Small Area will be evaluated and the Small
Area Plans will include a strategy for funding school
acquisitions and construction, potentially through
developer contributions as described below.

In order to determine the demand for school seats as a
result of new development, City staff will use the number
of students generated from each type of new housing unit
as summarized in Figure 1.3 and further detailed on
Figures 2.4 and 2.11.

ACPS K-12 STUDENT GENERATION BY HOUSING TYPE

Type of Unit Students per Unit
Single-Family Detached 0.2
(market rate)

Townhouse/Duplex 0.1
(market rate)

Low-Rise Apt./Condo 0.03
(market rate)

Midrise Apt./Condo 0.03
(market rate)

Highrise Apt./Condo 0.03
(market rate)

Public Housing* 1.0
Other Income-Restricted 0.6
Housing* (verify)

*Excludes senior housing Figure 1.3

(These student generation factors will be regularly updated
[see the timeline in Figure 1.5] so that they reflect current
enrollment patterns.)

As part of their implementation measures, recent Small
Area Plans have acknowledged that when the new
development proposed in the Small Area Plan takes place,
public improvements will likely need to be provided to
mitigate the impacts of the new development. These public
improvements typically include street and pedestrian
improvements, enhanced landscaping, parks, and
affordable housing. Developers, who cause the need for
new facilities and improvements through their
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developments, are asked to mitigate the impacts by making
contributions towards these public improvements.
Developer contributions can be financial contributions or
contributions of land.

One successful example of this approach was the
establishment of the Braddock Metro Neighborhood Plan
Open Space Fund and the Community Amenities Fund.
Developer contributions in the Braddock area are used to
fund the acquisition and construction of a new park, and
for streetscape improvements on plan-identified walking
streets.

In the Beauregard Plan, developer contributions are
targeted toward a variety of public improvements
including construction of a new Fire and EMS Station at
North Beauregard and Sanger and construction of the
Ellipse to replace the Seminary and North Beauregard
Intersection.

New Small Area Plans will include schools among the
public facilities to be evaluated. Each plan will identify the
public infrastructure needs in the plan area due to
increased development and prioritize them through the
planning process. Identified needs and projects will then
become the focus of developer contributions. In future
Small Area Plans, where, due to increased development,
there is an identified need for a new school, a school
addition, or a school improvement, the plan could direct
developer contributions toward funding for these school
facilities.

At this time, the City of Alexandria is actively preparing a
plan for the Eisenhower West Area. This will be a new
plan for a portion of the Landmark/Van Dorn Small Area
Plan (Figure 1.4).

EISENHOWER WEST SMALL AREA PLAN

‘Small Area Plan
Boundary

Figure 1.4

Landmark/ Van Do Landmark/Van
‘Small Area Plan Pl

The west end of Alexandria already has a great need for
elementary school seats (See Executive Summary) and the
enhanced development currently being promoted in this
small area plan will likely create a greater need for school
seats. This Small Area Plan process represents a unique
opportunity for the City to secure a school site where it is
most needed. As described above, City staff will work
closely with ACPS staff to analyze current school needs in
the area and future needs due to development proposed in
the plan. The Plan will provide criteria for identifying
potential school sites in Eisenhower West and will include
the school as a public improvement to be funded by
developer contributions.

CITY OF ALEXANDRIA DEVELOPMENT REVIEW PROCESS

All major development projects in the City of Alexandria
go through a rigorous review process led by the
Department of Planning and Zoning. This process
incorporates a high degree of public outreach with active
participation from residents and civic groups. Planning and
Zoning staff ensure that development proposals are
consistent with the Master Plan and Zoning Ordinance,
consist of the highest quality building design, urban design
and site planning, and provide an overall public benefit.

Developments requiring a Rezoning or a Development
Special Use Permit with Site Plan (DSUP), receive the
highest level of scrutiny, which includes discretionary
review standards. The Planning Commission hears
requests for Rezoning and DSUPs during public hearings
before forwarding its recommendation to the City Council.
The City Council holds an additional public hearing on
these applications prior to taking final action.

Much of the new development proposed in the City is
supported by Small Area Plans (Figure 1.1).The more
recent Small Area Plan include an evaluation of
educational needs. When a relevant Small Area Plan
directly addresses educational needs, it becomes part of the
evaluation of future development application. For
example, for the Landmark/Van Dorn Corridor Plan, and
more specifically, projects in later phases, the City will be
requesting a pro-rata share of school capacity costs as
developer contributions to mitigate the impacts of the new
development, and allocating these funds for school
facilities.

In cases where major development project are proposed in
areas where the Small Area Plan does not include a review
of educational needs, Planning and Zoning staft will first
quantify the effects of any proposed residential
development on school facilities, examining the number of
students generated (see Figure 1.3) and the capital costs
per student for school facilities. City Staff will work with
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ACPS staff to review the recommendations of the Long
Range Educational Facilities Plan, specifically any
improvements proposed in the area of the proposed
development. The City may seek a proportional share of
the costs to mitigate the impacts of the new development,
balancing these against other community improvements
needed in the area.

In limited situations, development applications have
directly provided educational facilities, as in the case of
the Coordinated Development District (CDD) for Potomac
Yards/Greens CDD #10. In this CDD, a portion of the
Potomac Yard Park, not to exceed three acres, was
reserved and made available for the construction of a new
public school. Depending on future needs, up to two acres
of adjacent land will be made available for this new
school. Although this Long Range Educational Facilities
Plan does not call for a school on this site (Simpson
Stadium Park) at present, it may be needed in the future.
This Plan supports the continued use of the site as open
space utilized for active recreation purposes. CDD #10
also provided improvements to Braddock Fields, which
includes land that is part of George Washington Middle
School.

ZONING

The City of Alexandria Zoning Ordinance divides the City
into zoning districts and regulates the use, density, height,
setbacks, floor area ratio (FAR) and other building and site
characteristics of all properties in the City. As part of the
process of creating the Mini-Master Plans, the ACPS
school sites were analyzed for conformance with the
Zoning Ordinance. A number of zoning issues were
revealed and these are highlighted below:

= The following schools exceed their allowable FAR per
their existing zoning district and site. Any additions or
significant renovations will require either an exception
to the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance or a
rezoning to a different zoning district:

s Mount Vernon
o John Adams
o Samuel Tucker

= The following schools would likely exceed their
allowable FAR should an expansion or addition be
considered:

o Douglas MacArthur — the size of the proposed
new/renovated school shown in the Mini-
Master Plan would significantly exceed the
allowable FAR.

o William Ramsay

o Matthew Maury — exceeding the allowable
FAR may be offset by consolidating lots
owned by ACPS. Further study would be
required.

= The following school building currently overlaps an
adjacent property that is in the Public Open Space
(POS) zone:

o Cora Kelly

= George Washington — a portion of the existing eastern
recreational field is within the Coordinated
Development District (CDD) #10 for Potomac Yard -
an upcoming dedication and rezoning action may be
required.

The individual school solutions in the Mini-Master Plans
have been provided at a very conceptual level. As
planning and design work continues, addition or
renovation projects may exceed the allowable FAR at a
later stage in the process. Evaluating the projects for
compliance with the zoning requirements will be
necessary.

Options for addressing these zoning issues include:
individual zoning district map amendments for each school
site to be considered at the same time as the Development
Special Use Permit (DSUP) for that school improvement,
one or more zoning ordinance text amendments to make
existing zones more accommodating to school expansions,
or the creation of a new zone in the zoning ordinance
specifically for public schools. A new zone specifically for
public schools would provide for appropriate attention to
neighborhood issues while also providing flexibility not
available in the various zoning districts in which the
schools are currently located.

TRANSPORTATION DEMAND MANAGEMENT

Transportation Demand Management (TDM) is a set of
low cost policies, strategies, or programs that promote the
more efficient use of existing transportation systems (i.e.
roadways, bridges) and have an ultimate goal of reducing
drive alone travel. Alexandria has a long-range city-wide
TDM Plan with a broad set of strategies to reduce the
number of cars on the City’s roads.

ESTABLISHING TDM PLANS WITHIN ALEXANDRIA CITY
PUBLIC SCHOOLS

ACPS and the City share the same vision of creating a
transportation system that encourage use of alternative
modes of transportation, thus reducing dependence on the
private automobile. This system will lead to the
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establishment of transit-oriented, pedestrian-friendly
village centers, focused on neighborhood preservation and
increased community cohesion, forming a more urban,
vibrant and sustainable Alexandria.

The City promotes a balance between travel efficiency and
quality of life, providing Alexandrians with transportation
choice, continued economic growth and a healthy
environment. TDM programs are an important tool for
implementing this vision, and ACPS facilities would
benefit greatly from reducing single occupancy vehicle
(SOV) travel in terms of parking capacity and congestion.
As such, TDM initiatives are an integral component of this
long range facility planning effort, and ACPS seeks to
collaborate with the City’s Local Motion initiative to
advance these programs in Alexandria’s schools. This
partnership between ACPS and Local Motion aims to
promote existing TDM programs offered in the City and
the Region, and expand their presence throughout the
school system.

The establishment of TDM programs in Alexandria school
facilities will occur on a rolling basis, and ACPS will
create a process to identify which schools are in need of
these programs. Items that may warrant the creation of a
TDM program include, but are not limited to:

= Anincrease in staff or student enrollment
= Identified parking or circulation issues
= Changes in parking capacity

Once a school has been identified as needing a TDM
program, ACPS will work with the City’s Transportation
& Environmental Services Department (T&ES) to tailor
program options specific to that particular school. A wide-
range of TDM program options exist. Some examples that
could be implemented at Alexandria schools include, but
are not limited to:

LREFP ANNUAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCESS

The timeline in Figure 1.5 summarizes the proposed
annual implementation process for the Long Range
Educational Facilities Plan.

September — City creates long-term, population and

January housing forecasts which input into new
development projections. Demographic
data also informs long range forecast.

October ACPS enrollment numbers received.

October—January

ACPS develops short— and mid-term
projections (informed by City data on
development).

City/ACPS staff works on long-term
enrollment forecast based on city’s
population changes and new develop-
ment data.

December

New birth data received.

December—
January

City/ACPS staff meet to review/analyze
data as it relates to enrollment.

February

Work group (and/or City/ACPS Sub-
committee) meets with staff to deter-
mine any adjustments, at which time

ACPS can report on other issues with
facilities that relate to the LREFP.

City updates student generation factors
for future development projects and
small area plans based on September
enrollment and updated building data if
needed.

Recommendations can inform ACPS
and City CIP processes.

March

ACPS March enrollment figures are
released. Staff and work groups can
monitor as they may be a precursor to
upcoming fall enrollment.

= Safe Routes to School initiatives Figure 1.5
= Incentives and prizes for walking, biking, or
using transit
= Marketing local or regional commuting
programs
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= Transit fare subsidies

= Walk/bike to work subsidy program

= Information dissemination

= TDM/Environmental integration into
curriculum

A TDM program coordinator will be assigned to each
school by ACPS. The coordinator will be responsible for
administration and execution of the TDM programs at the
school, and will serve as the point of contact for students,
employees, and parents on questions related to those
programs. The coordinator will produce annual reports
and transportation surveys in collaboration with T&ES to
track progress and collect information on which programs
are in demand.

The transportation surveys are an important tool that can
provide valuable information relating to the commuting
behaviors of employees, parents, and students. These
surveys will help inform the TDM program selection and
also facilitate ride-matching and car-pooling opportunities.
T&ES will provide the survey questions, access to the
platform (software), and analyze the results. ACPS will be
responsible for distribution of the surveys within the
schools.
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CHAPTER 2

ENROLLMENT TRENDS AND FORECASTING

BACKGROUND
CURRENT RAPID GROWTH IN ENROLLMENT

Enrollment in Alexandria City Public Schools
(ACPS) is currently in a period of rapid growth of
approximately 4% per year that began in 2006 and
has produced a 35% increase in enrollment over
eight years. This growth was preceded by a period
of slowly declining enrollment at all grade levels
from 2000 to 2006. Growth began when the crisis
in housing finance in 2006 abruptly reduced the
ability of growing families to move to new housing
with more space in the outer suburbs. Although this
bump in births and enrollment will gradually work
its way through to graduation, a share of this
growth is expected to be supported and sustained
by more families choosing to live in smaller
housing units at higher densities in inner suburbs

and central cities. Anecdotal evidence supports the
idea that families are choosing urban living for its
convenience, cultural richness and lower
transportation cost compared to more distant
suburbs.

LONG-TERM ENROLLMENT FORECAST

Three potential long-term enrollment scenarios,
together with the 2014 ACPS mid-term enrollment
projection are shown in Figure 2.1 below. The
scenario recommended for use in long-range
planning is termed the Recommended Planning
Forecast. All three scenarios are based on the city’s
and the region’s current population growth
assumptions of the regional cooperative forecasting
program through 2040. The birth rate and other
assumptions of the recommended planning forecast
result in a decline from the recent rapid enrollment

Long-Term Enroliment Forecast and Alternate Scenarios
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Figure 2.1. Three long-term enrollment scenarios are shown with the 2014 ACPS mid-term enrollment projection. The
recommended forecast for use in long-range planning is shown in red.
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ACPS K-12 School Enroliment and Population Since 1960
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Figure 2.2. Alexandria population and public school enrollment since 1960. School enrollment
peaked at over 17,000 students in 1970 as the last of the baby boomers enrolled in first grade.

growth rate over the next 10 to 15 years to a rate
that approximates the 1% per year growth of the
city’s population as a whole. Enrollment is then
expected to fall below the city’s growth rate, and
potentially to decline in absolute numbers slightly
each year. In spite of the expected slowing rate of
enrollment growth, enrollment is expected to
continue to rise to peak at between 18,000 and
19,000 ACPS students in the next 15 to 20 years
before declining.

The remainder of this chapter provides background
on the history of enrollment in ACPS, the key
contributing factors that determine ACPS
enrollment each year, and how ACPS short-term
projections and the long-term forecasts used to
estimate future facilities needs were developed.

ACPS ENROLLMENT HISTORY

Figure 2.2 above shows ACPS enrollment since
1960 together with city population. School
enrollment peaked in 1970 as the last of the baby
boomers reached school age and the earliest baby
boomers had recently graduated from college. In
spite of a 15% increase in the number of
households from 1970 to 1980, the city’s
population fell that decade by 7%, and enrollment
in city schools dropped by nearly 37% as
Alexandria’s households sent their children off into
the world. Some came back to fill a rapidly

growing inventory of new apartments in the city,
convenient to serve the offices and industries of the
region. The city’s average household size declined
from 2.57 in 1970 to 2.07 in 1980, 2.04 in 1990,
and 2.03 people per household in 2000 and 2010,
among the lowest of all cities in the U.S.

FORECASTING FUTURE ENROLLMENT
ENROLLMENT DYNAMICS

The basic mechanism by which births in Alexandria
become students in school, and how those students

Births Kindergarten Cohort Survival
Capture

In-migration

In-migration

From private
school,
home schooling

Births 5-year-olds To next grade

Women of
childbearing
age

To private or

home school To private or

home school

Out-migration

Out-migration

Figure 2.3. Enrollment factors. Because of substantial and
variable migration by young families in and out of Alexandria,
kindergarten capture is difficult to predict reliably. Once chil-
dren are in ACPS schools, migration effects are generally low-
er than between birth and age 5.
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progress through the grades is illustrated in Figure
2.3. Enrollment forecasting involves modeling this
process mathematically, beginning with the
recorded number of births each year. Information
on in-migration and out-migration is poor in
Alexandria, so these numbers are not modeled
directly. Instead, the kindergarten capture rate (the
number of kindergarten students each year per birth
five years before) is used, with that figure averaged
to smooth out random variations from year to year
to estimate the future capture rate. Since 1975, that
rate has averaged 56% per year, indicating a net
loss to out-migration of about 7% to 8% of children
born in Alexandria each year before they reach
kindergarten. While census data indicates that
about 15% to 18% of Alexandria’s school-age
children attend private school or are home
schooled, compared to 9% to 12% in other
Northern Virginia jurisdictions, net out-migration
plays a much larger role in the low rate of
kindergarten capture.

Similarly, the ratio of the number of students
enrolled in each grade to the number enrolled the
prior year in the earlier grade, termed the cohort
survival rate, is used to estimate the enrollment in
each grade in the future. Net loss grade-to-grade
currently varies significantly by grade, but averages
2% to 3% per grade over all grades. Ninth and 10th
grades gain students shifting from private school to
ACPS, and show a cohort survival rate of greater
than 100%.

Outside factors such as the recent housing market
crisis, job prospects, transportation costs, and
changes in public perception of the quality of local
schools can all change people’s decisions on where
to live, public vs. private school, and whether or
not to have children from year to year. Modeling
based on past trends in kindergarten capture and
cohort survival does not anticipate such changes.
Such modeling also does not reflect changes in the
rate or type of new development. In Alexandria’s
enrollment forecasts, a separate calculation is made
of where changes in enrollment are expected based
on expected new units to be constructed and
existing units to be demolished.

The year 2014-15 enrollment statistics indicate that
the total ACPS student enrollment has increased

4.4% compared to school year 2013-14. The
average annual growth between September 2006
(FY 2007) and September 2014 (FY 2015) for the
division is 4.13%. The highest percentage increase
is seen in middle school at 6%, followed by high
school at 5.8% and elementary school at 3.2%. The
lower rate of increase in elementary enrollment is a
change from the initial years of the recent
enrollment increase, and is seen as a confirmation
that the recent growth in enrollment is likely to
slow over the next few years, first presaged by a
6.5% drop in kindergarten enrollment in 2013.

UNCERTAINTY IN ENROLLMENT FORECASTING

Alexandria’s close-in urban location, demographics
and housing stock combine to make future changes
in enrollment difficult to anticipate. Of the current
population of the city, more than 15% has moved
into the city in the past year, and about 15% of
those who lived here a year ago have moved out.
This high rate of geographic mobility each year is
more than double the national average of 6.1%.
When high mobility is combined with the city’s
small share of the regional population (less than
3%), small changes in regional or national
economic factors can be magnified into big swings
in Alexandria’s school enrollment.

The drop in enrollment from 2000 to 2006 was not
anticipated by school planners, and while the
effects of the housing finance crisis and recession
on delaying families’ moving plans could have
been expected, the depth and duration of the
economic disruptions resulted in a more significant
and longer term effect than was initially foreseen.

In addition, there is at least anecdotal evidence that
more families are choosing an urban environment
in which to bring up their children, and walkable
places like Alexandria with good public
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transportation and a wide range of local cultural
activities and nearby jobs are the kinds of places
many of them seek. Sorting this effect out from

recession effects will take more time.

School enrollment statistics are very accurate data,
and a leading indicator often used to estimate how
population is changing. There are no comparably
complete, reliable predictive data that can be used
to anticipate changes in direction of school
enrollment trends with the precision needed to
identify school needs 3 to 4 years in advance, the
minimum notice needed to design and build new
permanent school facilities.

While the number of births five years ago is used
to predict kindergarten enrollment each year, the
share of births that become kindergarten students
varies widely from year to year in Alexandria
because of the high mobility of couples and
families throughout the region and the dependence
of this mobility on economic conditions. Data on
geographic mobility that would be useful in
anticipating enrollment is available from the
Census Bureau as a 1% sample survey with a large
margin of error; however, even that data is not
available until approximately one year after the
families surveyed have already enrolled their
children in school.

LONG-TERM ENROLLMENT FORECAST SCENARIOS

While we can have some confidence that this
growth spurt will not last forever, estimating
precisely when the turnaround will take place
remains difficult. For this reason, multiple
scenarios with different birth rate, cohort survival
and kindergarten capture assumptions over time
were used to help guide the long-range plan. All
the scenarios assume the same background of
sustained economic growth in the city and the
region over the long term. Scenarios assuming
different economic conditions could result in a
wider range of enrollment outcomes.

RECOMMENDED PLANNING FORECAST SCENARIO

In the recommended planning forecast scenario we
assume that the birth rate in the city will remain at
its 2012 level for five years and then begin to
decline at 0.3 percentage points per year to the
sustained rate that was experienced over the 10

years before the recent rapid increase. Once the
birth rate reaches that previous rate, it is assumed to
decline more slowly, at the same rate the national
birth rate is projected to decline. The kindergarten
capture rate and cohort survival rate are assumed to
fall slightly each year from their current 2-year or 3
-year average rates. The birth rate per 1,000
residents fell in 2013 for the first time since 2006,
so the initial year of data is a first indication that the
birth rate may have peaked.

HIGH ENROLLMENT GROWTH SCENARIO

The high enrollment growth scenario assumes that
the birth rate will continue to rise to peak in 2017,
then begin to decline at 0.3 percentage points per
year until it reaches the previous sustained rate,
followed by slower decline at the rate the national
rate declines. Kindergarten capture and cohort
survival are assumed to continue at relatively high
rates, but lower than the rates experienced from
2006 to 2010.

MODERATE ENROLLMENT GROWTH SCENARIO

The moderate enrollment growth scenario assumes
the birth rate scenario of the recommended forecast,
with a constant birth rate for five years, but assumes
the kindergarten capture rate and cohort survival
rate will fall faster than in the recommended
planning forecast scenario.

Each birth rate assumption in the three principal
scenarios is combined with slightly different
kindergarten capture and cohort survival
assumptions that increase the differences between
the scenarios that would result from the birth rate
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ACPS K-12 Student Generation from Market-Rate Housing
by Unit Type and Age of Unit, 2013-14 Academic Year
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Market-rate housing includes market-rate rental projects accepting Section 8 housing choice vouchers. Does not
include income-limited or otherwise subsidized housing projects which may also accept Section 8 vouchers.

Figure 2.4. Student generation by unit type and age of unit for market-rate housing units Older
units generate more students per unit regardless of the type of housing. New single-family de-
tached homes have the most students per dwelling unit, but very few additional single-family de-
tached homes are likely to be built in Alexandria. For older units, single-family homes generated
only slightly more students per unit than the city’s many low-rise or garden apartments. New
apartments and condominiums generate fewer than one student per 30 units until they reach 30 to

40 years old.

assumptions alone. The kindergarten capture rate in
the two lower enrollment cases is assumed to fall to
the historic average rate of 56% and not below. The
cohort survival rate is assumed to remain relatively
high, on the assumption that students who enter the
Alexandria schools will tend to stay in them at a
higher rate than they did during the decline in
enrollment from 2000 to 2006, but at a lower rate
than that experienced from 2006 to 2010.

LONG-TERM ENROLLMENT FORECAST
ASSUMPTIONS

The forces expected to turn around the recent spurt
in enrollment growth include local limitations on
the ability of Alexandria’s housing stock to meet
family needs given other choices in the region, and
expected national demographic changes.
Alexandria’s housing stock is dominated by
multifamily units with fewer rooms than housing in

most surrounding areas, and this stock is not
expected to continue to turn over to growing
families without running into limits in competition
with singles and childless couples. Some growth
can be expected to continue through turnover to
more families in neighborhoods that fed the baby
boom in the 1960s.

The first and most important national demographic
factor driving this long-term decline is an expected
continued decline in birth rates among all
population groups, particularly among those groups
with high current birth rates, including recent
immigrants and the Hispanic population
(Methodology and Assumptions for the 2012
National Projections, U.S. Census Bureau,
undated). The strength of this effect will depend to
some extent on the rate of growth in the Hispanic
population in the city. The growth in the Hispanic

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 2—Enroliment Trends and Forecasting, as of 5/18/2015 2.5



Alexandria Births and Birth Rate
3000 25
Births 0545 2576 2,584 2,683 2,662 Figure 2.5. Alexandria Births
2,442 ¢ y and Birth Rate. After a 10-year
2500 20 period of relatively constant
‘_;'\% 21 2 A v,4_——-0§.. birth rate averaging 16.3 per
2 5000 ,/17";"'4 8' . 184 185 19.1 18.7 2 | 1000 people from 1996 to
o : o ja’s bi
8 4>/1€; 5 T 5 8 2006, Alexgndrza 'S bzr.th ra.te
= 18.7 1000 people P began to rise substantially in
;_3 1500 8 | 2007, reaching 19.1 per 1,000
S % people in 2012. In 2013 the
s} 10 ; ;
S 1000 - Births from Alexandria Health Department. Birth rates % number ofblrthsfell b?hghﬂy
' based on birth data for Alexandria addresses October 1 £ Srom 2012, resulting in a 1.6%
Q through September 30 and annual population estimates m |decline in the birth rate. It will
0 by City of Alexandria Department of Planning and Zoning 5
£ 500 - and 2010 Census of Population. take.cft least a year ?r two of
5 additional observations to
determine whether this is a
0 : : : . : ; : 0 Sfundamental change in direc-
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 tion or a temporary variation.
Birth Year Ending September

population could outweigh a drop in birth rate in
generating ACPS students.

The second factor is the approximate doubling of
seniors as a proportion of the total population that
will take place between 2015 and 2040 as all those
in the baby boom generation pass age 75, and the
oldest of them replace those in the low birth years
of 1925 to 1940 as the oldest members of the
population.

ENROLLMENT FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT AND RE-
DEVELOPMENT

In the current COG Round 8.4 long-term
development forecast, the city estimates that the
number of housing units in the city will increase by
about 25% between 2015 and 2040. While most of
this increase is in apartments and condominiums, a
significant growth in the number of townhouses is
also expected. New townhouses generate
approximately three times as many students per
unit as new apartments or condominiums in the
same age range.

The enrollment forecast includes an estimate of
student enrollment from new development as well
as reductions in enrollment that may result from
demolition of existing housing units. Because new
development each year is typically on the order of
1% of the number of existing housing units, and

because most new units result in a smaller number
of students per unit than older housing, new
development has a relatively small impact on
enrollment each year. However, new development
can have a disproportionate effect on specific
schools as major projects such as Potomac Yard
and the Beauregard Small Area Plan areas develop
over a number of years, so new development is an
important consideration in developing the long-
term forecast by geographic area of the city.
Including new or rehabilitated income-restricted or
subsidized affordable family housing in new
development can result in substantially more
students per unit than market-rate housing.

The current average number of students per unit by
type of housing and age of unit for market-rate
housing is shown in Figure 2.4 above. New single-
family detached housing units currently average
about one student for every five units. For
townhouses, it’s one student for every 10 units. For
apartments and condominiums, the number is one
student for every 30 units or more for new units,
while older units have three to 10 times as many
students per unit depending on the type of housing.

Some of the current housing stock that currently
produces students at these low rates will age past
the 30-year mark during the forecast period, and is
assumed in the forecast to produce ACPS students
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at the rate of these older buildings. The age effect
observed in the current housing stock is closely
linked to affordability of older units. As the current
housing stock ages, it will be important to track
whether this aging effect on student generation
remains the same for the current generation of
housing.

BACKGROUND FOR FORECASTING

This section briefly summarizes data reviewed by
staff and the Demographics and Forecasting
Subcommittee in developing assumptions for the
long-term enrollment forecast.

BIRTHS AND BIRTH RATES

Births recorded to Alexandria mothers each year
are the first data element needed to anticipate future
enrollment. Birth data is one of very few statistics
available well in advance of the time students
appear at fall registration. Changes in the number of
births, and the ratio of births to population, can
provide early warning of possible future changes in
enrollment. Alexandria’s birth rate increased
significantly from 2006 to 2009 when the housing
market placed substantial constraints on people’s
ability to move, and grew much more slowly from
2009 to 2012. In 2013, the number of births grew
only slightly from 2012, and the birth rate fell for
the fist time since 2006.

Analysis of birth rates included comparing
Alexandria’s birth rate trend to that of neighboring
jurisdictions and the nation as a whole. Potential
factors possibly impacting the number of births and
the size of the school-aged population were
considered including changes in the:

¢ Crude birth rate (births per 1,000 population);

e Total fertility rate (average number of births a
woman has in her lifetime);

o Age composition affecting the relative size of
the female population 15 to 44 years of age;
and

¢ Racial and ethnic composition of the population
of women of child-bearing age in the city.

BIRTH RATE FINDINGS

While the crude birth rate for the U.S. as a whole is
declining and is expected to continue to do so for
the next 30-40 years, Alexandria’s birth rate has
recently been increasing until a moderate drop in
2013. From 2006 to 2012, the City of Alexandria’s
number of births increased 26%, substantially faster
than its population as a whole, which grew by an
estimated 4.1% over the same period.

Alexandria’s birth rate is higher than that of
Northern Virginia and the nation as a whole.

On a national scale, the aging of the population will
result in a reduction in the percentage of
childbearing-aged women, consequently, reducing
the crude birth rate. Alexandria, however, has an
unusually large proportion of residents aged 20-35
years (prime family-forming and childbearing
years), and a somewhat smaller proportion of
seniors. As a result, the effect of the aging
population in reducing the crude birth rate is
expected to be less in the city than in the nation.

Birth rates vary widely in the U.S. among racial
and ethnic groups because of differences in age
distribution and cultural factors. Nationally, birth
rates of racial and ethnic groups currently above the
average rate are decreasing. Alexandria’s
population is comprised of many racial and ethnic
groups. The Hispanic population in the U.S. has a
relatively high birth rate, and Alexandria has a
growing Hispanic population with many young
families.

Virginia Department of Education data shows that
the Hispanic share of ACPS students has increased
from 26.8% in 2002 to 34.6% in 2014, making
Hispanic students the largest single racial or ethnic
group of students in the division. Over the same
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Births and Kindergarten Enroliment
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period, the non-Hispanic White share of students
rose from 22.9% to 26.8% of all students, and the
Black or African American share fell from 43.6%
to 31.0%. Asians and other or mixed-race students
make up the remainder of the student body with
shares less than 5% each.

The increasing share of the population in
Alexandria that is Hispanic, and the declining birth
rate among Hispanics, work in opposite directions
to change long-term enrollment, so tracking this
factor over time will be important in updating the
long-range enrollment forecast.

BIRTH RATE SUMMARY

Based on the findings, the long-term assumption is
that declining national birth rate trends could be
somewhat offset in Alexandria by its unique urban
profile with a smaller share of seniors, an unusually
large proportion of residents of prime childbearing-
age (20-35 years), and an increasing Hispanic
population. The current assumption in all scenarios
is that the city’s birth rate will ultimately stop
increasing and then drop below its current level,
resulting in a declining rate of growth in
kindergarten enrollment in the long term.

KINDERGARTEN CAPTURE RATE

Kindergarten capture rate refers to the share of
births that become Alexandria City Public Schools
(ACPS) kindergarten students five years later. As
part of its work to forecast the future enrollment of
ACPS, the subcommittee analyzed Alexandria’s
kindergarten capture rate and evaluated how this
rate could inform the both ACPS short-term
projections and the long-term enrollment forecast.

KINDERGARTEN CAPTURE BACKGROUND

In Alexandria, the capture rate for ACPS
kindergarten students since 2008 has ranged
between 54.3% in 2009 and 66.2% in 2012. As we
move away from the years affected by the housing
finance crisis which substantially altered people’s
ability to move, the rate has started to fall, and long
-term kindergarten capture rate on the order of 55%
to 60% seems likely based on historic data. A large
increase in kindergarten capture for one year has a
big effect on kindergarten enrollment for that year
and on that class over the following years, but the
effect of such a one-year event on total enrollment
is small. If the increase in kindergarten capture is
sustained over time, total enrollment will ultimately
increase by the percentage increase in kindergarten
capture by the time that class reaches 12th grade in
13 years.
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Figure 2.7. Kindergarten capture rate for Alexandria com-
pared to that of other northern Virginia public school sys-

tems. Alexandria’s capture rate is lower than the others in

nearly all years since 1980.

A long-term trend of families choosing urban
living could increase this rate. The rate is carefully
monitored by ACPS, and the expected future rate is
adjusted each year based on the immediate prior
years in making school enrollment projections.

METHODOLOGY

Analysis included comparing kindergarten capture
rate over time within Alexandria and neighboring
districts using data from the Virginia Department
of Health-Division of Health Statistics and data
obtained directly from other school districts.

Alexandria has traditionally had a lower
kindergarten capture rate than neighboring
jurisdictions. In an effort to understand why
families may or may not chose to stay in
Alexandria — and if they do, enroll their 5-year old
children in ACPS — the subcommittee explored
potential factors that could influence parents’
enrollment decisions including ACPS facility
condition and reputation; availability of preferred
alternatives; economic factors impacting migration

patterns; the city’s available housing stock; and
household demographics.

FINDINGS

From 2005 to 2012, the ACPS kindergarten capture
rate rose substantially, indicating that more families
were remaining in Alexandria until their children
reached kindergarten age and chose to enroll in
their kindergarten-aged children in ACPS. From
2012 to 2014, the rate fell substantially, and in
2014 fell to the estimated 30-year average of 56%.

While it is difficult to analyze and quantify why
families move in and out of Alexandria, it appears
that ACPS reputation, economic factors, and
Alexandria’s housing stock (smaller percentage
attractive to families as compared to surrounding
jurisdictions) have each played a role, the effects of
which can be seen in the capture rate and its
changes over time.

SUMMARY

While the data cannot prove a cause-and-effect
relationship, it is reasonable to connect the housing
bubble that collapsed in 2006 with an outmigration
of families with children from Alexandria that
resulted in a reduction in student enrollment in
ACPS from 2000 to 2006. During this period, many
families chose, enabled and encouraged by rapidly
rising prices and equity in their homes, to find
larger units in the suburbs before they were priced
out of the market. Easy access to loans further
facilitated such moves. Conversely, the housing
finance crisis of 2006-2009 meant that many
families were unable to move to larger units as they
had expected to as their children grew older and
they had more children, pushing enrollments up

Average Cohort Survival
Elem. Middle High

Pre-2007 93.2% 93.5%

85.1%

Post-2007 97.8% 97 6% 99.8%

Cohort survival from
kindergarten to 1 grade

Difference | +4.6% +4.0% +4.7%

Figure 2.8. Cohort survival diagram. This figure shows the
concept of cohort survival. In the illustration, 116 first-grade
students in 2011 are compared to 118 kindergarten students in
2010, a cohort survival rate of 98.3%.
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ACPS K-12 Enrollment By Grade, 1999 - 2014
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Figure 2.9. ACPS Enrollment by Grade, 1999 through 2014. Kindergarten enrollment grew by near-
Ly 50% from 2006 to its peak in 2012, This increase in kindergarten enrollment has passed to each

succeeding grade in turn, and reached 8th grade September, 2014.

from 2007 through 2014 at a rate much higher than
the rate of increase in housing stock in the city.
Once children enter into ACPS for kindergarten,
they are more likely to stay within the system.

COHORT SURVIVAL RATE
BACKGROUND

The cohort survival rate, as the term is used in
enrollment forecasting, is the share of students
moving from one grade to the next in each grade.
In the example in Figure 2.8 below, a school has
118 kindergarten students in 2010. In 2011, 116
students enter first grade, a cohort survival rate of
98% of the previous year’s kindergarten class. A
rate less than 100% means that more students are
leaving Alexandria City Public Schools (ACPS)
than coming to ACPS to transition to that next
grade. A percent greater than 100% means more are
joining APCS than are leaving. During the years of
enrollment decline from 2000 to 2006, the average
cohort survival rate in primary grades fell from
about 96% in 2000 to just over 90% in 2006. If a
90% rate is sustained from second through eighth
grade, it means that eighth-grade enrollment will be
about 48% of first-grade enrollment. After 2006,
the cohort survival rate for primary grades

increased to over 100% in 2008, but has since
stabilized at about 96% to 97% for lower grades. If
sustained at 96.5%, this rate would result in an
eighth-grade enrollment about 78% of first-grade
enrollment, and about 42% higher overall
enrollment in the division as a whole (assuming
similar cohort survival ratios for high school) than a
90% cohort survival rate. ACPS typically has a
cohort survival rate of greater than 100% into 9th
and 10th grades, since many private schools do not
continue to high school, and parents move their
children to public school at this level. The lowest
cohort survival rate of all grades is going into 12th
grade. Averaging about 85% historically, this rate
has moved closer to 90% in the last three years, and
includes factors such as seniors graduating earlier
than planned.

A one-percentage-point increase in average cohort
survival in all grades from 95% to 96% each year
means a little more than a 1% increase in overall
enrollment in the first year, but translates to 13%
more 12th-graders, and nearly 6% greater total K-
12 enrollment if sustained for 12 years until all
grades graduate.
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Grade-to-Grade Cohort Survival
3-Year Moving Average
125%

120%

—— Grade K-1 Figure 2.10. Cohort Survival by

Grade 9:10

Grade 8+

———Grade 1-2 Grade. This graph shows the

N

115% \
110%

—LN\

/ ——Grade 2-3

changes in the 3-year average of
cohort survival from grade to

90%

—

are clustered near the center of

\
/
\
[

85% et 21

Arade 11-

12 ———Grade 9-10 | the graph, with rates between 90

/ ——Grade 3-4 grade from 2003 to 2014. Grades
o \ / \___7%‘“‘- i Grade 4-5 9, 10 and 12 have unusual cohort
105% .---‘---.;_: / Grade 5.6 survival rates as many students
. & — race enter ACPS from private schools
100% s~ ~———Grade 6-7 in 9th grade, and 12th grade en-
N\ /yé——*ﬁ"“*: liment is historically |
o8% /A iy Grade 7-8 rollment is nistorically low com-
ﬁ By — pared to 11th grade. Most grades
S —— Grade 8-9
/'

and 95% before 2007 and be-

Enroliment as Percent of Lower Grade Prior Year

80%

——— Grade 10-11

tween 95% and 98% from 2011 to
~———Grade 11-12

" Grade 10-11

75%

2014.

2003 20.04 2005 2006 20.0'.-’ 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Ending Year of 3-Year Average

The cohort survival rates derived from enrollment
statistics include all sources of new students.
These rates ignore whether changes in enrollment
are due to new development, demolitions of
existing housing, change in occupancy of existing
housing, or choices between public and private
school. Separate analysis of new development,
including the type of unit, is conducted in order to
anticipate changes in the rate of student
generation as rates of new development change,
and to anticipate which schools are likely to see
enrollment changes from new development.

The graph above shows ACPS enrollment by
grade during the years of declining enrollment
from 2000 to 2006, and the recent rapid increases
in enrollment since 2007. Enrollment in first
grade began a rapid rise in 2007, followed by
second grade in 2008, third grade in 2009 and so

on. This pattern shows the effect of cohort survival
from increases in the early grades pushing up
enrollment throughout the system over time.

METHODOLOGY

ACPS and the City of Alexandria determined the
historic cohort survival rate at which students move
from one grade to the next, by grade level, by year,
by attending school, by neighborhood school and
by individual student. In addition, staff analyzed
contributing factors to this variable including
established trends, new programmatic initiatives,
and neighborhood schools. Unlike the dropout rate,
which is based on records of individual students,
cohort survival tracks aggregate numbers of
students.

FINDINGS

Alexandria’s cohort survival rate for elementary
and middle school grades is almost always less than
100%, reflecting smaller populations in each age
cohort in the city through high school age. In high
school, cohort survival rates for 9th and 10th grades
are typically higher than 100%, reflecting students
entering public school from private schools. The
decline in student population by grade is generally
considered to be a result of the market demand for
Alexandria’s housing stock, which is further
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ACPS K-12 Student Generation by Housing Type
2013-14 Academic Year

Single-Family Detached
Townhouse/Duplex
Low-Rise Apartment/Condo
Midrise Apartment/Condo
Highrise Apartment/Condo
Public Housing*

Other Income-Restricted Housing*
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* Excludes senior housing Students per Dwelling Unit

Figure 2.11. Student Generation by Housing Type. Single-
family detached, townhouse and low-rise apartment and condo
units have the highest student generation rates among market-
rate housing units. While public housing and other subsidized
or income-limited units have high student generation rates per
unit, students from these units make up a small share of total
enrollment.

described in the kindergarten capture and student
generation rate summaries.

The graph above shows the 3-year moving average
of cohort survival rates for all grades since 2003,
reflecting the average of rates since 2001. The
cohort survival rate for most grades reached a
recent minimum in 2005 or 2006, reached historic

highs in most grades from 2007 to 2009, and has
stabilized at levels somewhat lower than these
peaks from 2010 through 2014. The low cohort
survival rate reached in 2006 of approximately 92%
for elementary grades means a loss of 8% of
students at each grade level, resulting in a 9th grade
enrollment about half that of a kindergarten
enrollment. The recent cohort survival rates of
closer to 97% mean in the long term a 9th grade
closer to three-quarters the size of the entering
kindergarten class each year.

These recent changes can be attributed to the same
factors that resulted in similar changes in the
kindergarten capture rate over the same period. The
combination of the increase in the cohort survival
rate, city birth rates, and the kindergarten capture
rate has resulted in enrollment growth that is
substantially outpacing overall growth in
population and housing units in the city.

SUMMARY

After analyzing both the historical student cohort
survival rate and the other influencing variables, a
3-year average cohort survival rate was used for the
short term enrollment projection. Expectations for

Student Generation from Apartments
by Average Project Rent
2012-13 Academic Year
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Figure 2.12. Student Generation and ACPS Enrollment by Average Project Rent. This analysis, conducted for the 2012-13 academ-
ic year, shows differences in student generation and total enrollment as a function of monthly rent. The graphs are based on rents
reported in the Alexandria Office of Housing’s annual apartment survey. The survey is limited to apartments of more than 8 units,
and participation is voluntary, so not all apartment buildings are included in the survey. Some of the apartments, particularly in
the lower rental ranges, are limited to low or moderate-income households. Public housing units are not included in the graphs.
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cohort survival will also inform the long range
forecast model.

STUDENT GENERATION RATES
BACKGROUND

The Alexandria City Public Schools (ACPS)
student generation rate is the ratio of the number of
students enrolled in ACPS to the total number of
dwelling units in the city. The City has identified
specific generation rates for various types and
affordability classes of housing, and the effect on
generation rates for a variety of housing
characteristics including building type (single vs.
multi-family, low-rise vs.mid-rise and high-rise),
tenure (owner or rental), building age, value and
rent, whether rent-subsidized or income-restricted,
and whether units are restricted to seniors. The
generation rate patterns for various types of
housing units and unit characteristics assist in
predicting future enrollment for the short- and long-
term planning horizon as forecasts of demolition
and new construction change the expected mix of
types of housing in the city over time.

METHODOLOGY

Using the address of every ACPS student, staff was
able to map nearly all students from Alexandria to a

Alexandria City

# of schools

I 5
4 4
3
2
.l 1 1
11718
'..I':._‘._.J-.I,‘..I_.:_’ «I_r_
RATING

Arlington County

housing type for the 2012 and 2013 school years
and analyze generation rates for various types of
housing by type, age and affordability class.
(Approximately 2% to 3% of students each year
cannot be assigned to a specific city residence
address and housing type because of insufficient
address information or an address that is clearly
outside the city.)

In conjunction with this data, staff analyzed
multiple factors that might affect student generation
based on characteristics including: housing type,
housing affordability programs, market
affordability, age of housing stock, and home sales.

FINDINGS

The 2013-14 student generation by housing type
(Figure 2.11) indicates that detached single family
dwelling units, garden apartments, garden
cooperatives, and townhomes are the largest
student generators by type. Today’s snapshot of the
mix of housing types in relation to student
generation assists in projecting future student
enrollment.

Affordability was found to be a key determinant of
student generation for most housing types. For
market-rate housing, student generation is highest

Fairfax County
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Figure 2.13. School Ratings In and Near Alexandria. These graphs show the number of public
schools with various greatschools.org ratings in Alexandria and within 10 miles of Alexandria in
Arlington County and Fairfax County. 1 is the lowest rating and 10 is the highest on this scale.
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for housing with the lowest values and rents as
reflected in the ACPS Student Generation by
Average Project Rent column graph at the top of
the following page. This applies to both
programmed affordable housing (subsidized and
income-restricted) and market-rate dwellings.
The findings from this analysis indicate that
future student generation may depend in part on
changes in the affordability of the city’s housing
stock over time. To the extent that less
expensive housing is eliminated through
redevelopment, rehabilitation, or price or rent
increases, households with school-age students
are likely to choose housing in other areas. As
the existing housing stock and newly developed
housing becomes more affordable as it ages, the
city will continue to provide housing that
families find affordable and will see student
growth parallel population growth. To the extent
that the city continues to support income-limited
and subsidized housing and encourages such
housing to be provided in new developments or
through voluntary affordable housing
contributions, the share of students from such
units will remain similar to that today with the
growth in housing units and population.

The ACPS Enrollment by Average Project Rent
graph at right above shows the total ACPS
enrollment from rental units with various
average rents listed in the Office of Housing’s
annual apartment survey. (Average rent in the
analysis was based on a single number for each
project and not based on individual unit rents.
Average project rent was based on the weighted
average of the midpoints of the range of rents for
efficiencies, 1-bedroom, 2-bedroom and 3-or-
more-bedroom units in each project.)

Rental units with rents averaging $1,750 per
month or more generated less than 0.05 students
per dwelling unit. At rents up to $1,500 per
month, rental units generated an average of 0.2
students per dwelling unit or more.

Condominiums, even at low assessed value,
generate substantially fewer students per unit
than single-family attached (townhouses),
detached or duplex units. At valuations greater
than $200,000 per unit, condominiums generated

less than 0.05 students per unit (1 student per 20
dwelling units). All other ownership units combined
generated more than 0.15 students per dwelling unit
up to a valuation of $1.5 million. All condominium
units are classified as ownership units in the
analysis, whether or not the individual
condominium unit is rented.

Townhouses with values above $450,000 generate
0.1 students per unit or less except for a very few
high-value townhomes. This is substantially fewer
students per unit than single-family detached
housing units, which generate more than 0.2
students per unit up to an assessed value of $1.5
million.

Income-limited and subsidized housing units,
public housing units, and cooperative apartments
generate the highest number of students per
dwelling unit in the city, in part because such limits
and subsidies are often focused on housing
affordability problems of families with children.
Public housing family units were found to generate
nearly one student per dwelling unit, while
subsidized and income-limited apartments were
found to generate approximately 0.65 students per
dwelling unit.

Based on analysis conducted by ACPS and the City
of Alexandria, comparing new students and real
estate data on home sales, whether a home had been
recently purchased did not directly influence
student generation.

Student generation varies depending on the area of
the city because of the variation in housing type and
rent. Redevelopment planned in the West End is
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expected to result in a reduction of students because
the housing to be demolished has a relatively high
student generation. The new units are expected to
generate at a much lower rate for many years. New
development in Potomac Yard will generate new
students to the division since no units will be
demolished. The net effect across the city was
determined to be approximately neutral in the 2012
short-term enrollment projection. However, since
reductions were expected in some parts of the city
balanced by increases in other areas, it is important
for projections of school enrollment to use
individual school enrollment areas as the level of
analysis.

SUMMARY

As the mix of housing types evolves within the
City, such as through the conversion of garden
apartments to mid-rise or high-rise units, and the
overall increase of multifamily units, ACPS and the
City of Alexandria can utilize updated generation
rate calculations to track and forecast division-wide
and site-specific changes in the student population.

Changes in kindergarten capture and cohort
survival affect the generation rates of all units over
time, but may change generation rates in some
types of units more than others.

SCHOOL REPUTATION INFLUENCE ON STUDENT
ENROLLMENT

SCHOOL REPUTATION BACKGROUND

This research element provides a qualitative
snapshot of the perception of school quality in
Alexandria. It’s important to note that the
information presented does not in any way assess
the actual quality of the school system, but rather is
provided to highlight some of the perceptions that
residents and potential residents have about
Alexandria City Public Schools (ACPS), and how
those perceptions could impact school enrollment
in the future.

METHODOLOGY

The City of Alexandria’s planning staff conducted
two focus group sessions, in early 2014, with
Alexandria-based real estate professionals from
McEnearney & Associates, and Long & Foster. The

topics of discussion ranged from housing choice
trends of families buying and selling in Alexandria,
to the role and weight of school reputation in the
residential real estate market. The discussions were
limited to the home ownership market, so the
findings do not reflect trends in the rental market. In
addition to the focus groups, planning staff
researched school ratings from greatschools.org to
gauge public perception of all Virginia public
schools within a 10-mile radius of Alexandria.

FINDINGS

There were four key takeaways from the focus
group discussions and online research:

Growing urban preference

There is a growing interest in urban lifestyle for
families with children. Alexandria’s urban profile
and amenities are a major draw for this
demographic. Many areas within the city are in a
position to capture some of this demand along with
other inner-suburban and inner-core neighborhoods
in the region.

Importance of school reputation

Despite this urban preference, school reputation
often plays a larger role in real estate decisions of
families, and currently, this is working against
Alexandria. In general, families perceive schools to
be better in neighboring jurisdictions, and many are
choosing not to buy a home in Alexandria, or are
selling their existing home in Alexandria, to move
to other jurisdictions based on these perceptions.
There are a few exceptions within ACPS,
particularly among the elementary schools. The real
estate group noted that families are willing to pay a
premium, as much as $100,000 to $150,000 more,
to live in the more desirable school attendance areas
within Alexandria.

Perceptions

The real estate professionals noted that most of their
clients with children rely on various websites that
rate individual schools. The website
greatschools.org was one in particular that is widely
used (their ratings are displayed on zillow.com).
Interestingly, the rating system used by
greatschools.org puts a heavy emphasis on
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individual student test scores. Communities like
Alexandria, which have a diverse population, and
high level of mobility, are at a disadvantage under
this rating system because many students who are
just starting to learn English do not perform as well
on the standardized tests. In addition, the real estate
professionals felt that there are many positive
aspects of ACPS that are not widely known, and
that the school system could improve promoting
this message to the community.

Comparisons with other jurisdictions

An examination of greatschool.org ratings supports
real estate professionals’ observations about the
perception of Alexandria schools. Recently, ACPS
has jumped from having no schools with ranking of
6 or better, (two years ago) on a scale of 1 to 10, to
now reflecting 5 with rankings of 6 or better on
greatschools.org. Figure 2.13 illustrates how
Alexandria schools are perceived relative to schools
in neighboring Arlington County and Fairfax
County. The fact that there are so many options for
highly regarded schools proximate to Alexandria
but outside of its borders will likely have a
dampening effect on school enrollment. An
improvement to the reputation could shift this trend
and put upward pressure on enrollment. However,
even with a better school reputation, there is a limit
to the number of families Alexandria could capture
because the proportion of single-family homes is
much lower than in neighboring jurisdictions, and
is not likely to increase.
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CHAPTER 3

GUIDELINES FOR 21ST CENTURY

EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES

INTRODUCTION

Three components guide ACPS and the City of Alexandria
toward 2 1st century educational facilities —

1. Educational Specifications (Ed Specs). Elementary
and Middle School Ed Specs were developed under
the guidance of the Long Range Educational Facilities
Plan Work Group and adopted by the School Board on
January 29, 2015. Prek-8 Ed Specs were developed
prior to the planning of the Jefferson-Houston School
and were adopted by the School Board on January 5,
2012.

2. Guidelines surrounding the consideration of open
space (see page 3.12).

3. Urban School Model. It is recommended that the
planning of all new schools consider the urban school
model.

EDUCATIONAL SPECFICATIONS PURPOSE

Ed Specs were developed to serve as the benchmark for
future school renovations and new construction projects.
The purpose of the Ed Spec is to define the programmatic,
functional, spatial, and environmental requirements for
educational facilities, whether new or remodeled.

In essence, an Ed Spec tells the story of the school facility
and how the built environment will support the academic
program and vision of school leadership. These generic
Elementary and Middle School Ed Specs are primarily
intended for use as planning guides by architects and
project planners, but are also intended to serve as a
communication and benchmarking tool for all project
stakeholders.

The general concept embodied in the specifications is to
provide adequate details for proposed spaces while
leaving ample flexibility for creativity and options in
design by the architects. Each Ed Spec is meant to be a
living document—developed and amended over time.

During the planning phase of a specific project, the Ed
Spec is utilized to understand and develop project scopes
of work and budgets, while clearly communicating the
intent of a project to vendors and thus providing well
informed responses to meet actual project needs. Unique
site locations of new schools may necessitate floor plan

modifications and the program and space requirements
should be modified within the parameters of this
document.

A detailed discussion of Urban School Models,

used as a tool within the planning phase, is
provided on page 3.11.

During the implementation phase, the Ed Spec will be
reviewed for quality control allowing Alexandria City
Public Schools (ACPS) to measure project deliverables
against the stated benchmarks and standards within the Ed
Specs. Design deliverables will also be examined for
compliance within the standards with a goal of meeting
those benchmarks within 15 percent. Additionally, the Ed
Spec will help provide foundational support for project
decisions.

The Ed Spec serves as a valuable aid for facility and staff.
These are user-friendly documents that allow those
outside of design and construction professions to
understand the building and intent of its spaces.

Planning a state-of-the-art school requires consideration
of several influencing factors including historical and
community context, the current and future learning
pedagogy and curricular goals, technical expertise of
faculty and administrators, national and regional trends
and benchmarks, as well as strategic goals and objectives.

For school planning, Ed Specs guide the cooperative
efforts of facility specialists, administrators, faculty, and
instructional consultants, in addition to the careful
involvement of outside partners and community
stakeholders. In order to create the best possible learning
environment for children, efforts have been made to
incorporate the best ideas from existing plans and
facilities, as well as to anticipate future needs for
educating Alexandria’s children.

PROCESS

The overall workflow for the development of the Ed
Specs is shown in Appendix B. The process began with a
series of discussions devoted to aligning the Ed Spec with
the strategic objectives and vision for future schools,
followed by several weeks of interviews with technical
experts, building users, and other stakeholders.
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The Project Planning Team was comprised of ACPS and
City staff, Studio 27 Architecture and Brailsford and
Dunlavey. The Team solicited community and student
input at key intervals to ensure the document considers all
perspectives related to facility needs, adjacencies, and
space prioritizations. Input from specialists in technology,
facility planning, other school divisions, and elementary
school pedagogy has been added to the basic plan to
ensure quality facilities well into the twenty-first century.

STRATEGIC VISION

ACPS staff was guided through a series of visioning
sessions with educators, administrators, and community
members that challenged them to clarify their expectations
related to facility operations, sustainability, architectural
quality, space priorities, and the community context. The
visioning sessions focused on identifying gaps between
ACPS’ future goals and their current realities. The
following narrative summarizes the areas of greatest need
and formulates the concept for the construction and
operation of a school of the future in Alexandria.

Building Concept and Priorities of Spaces. The desire to
teach whenever and wherever drives the need for future
facilities to implement a spatial organization that provides
both formal and informal learning spaces and maximizes
collaboration and interaction between students and
faculty.

School designs should focus on creating collaborative and
adaptable learning spaces supported by a robust and
seamless integration of technology and flexible and
ergonomic furniture. Incorporating an overall organization
of small learning communities with breakout spaces in
hallways, collaborative spaces in classrooms, and spaces
that facilitate chance interactions throughout the school
will allow teachers to collaborate across disciplines and
tailor learning objectives and lessons to students’
individual needs.

Providing multifunctional spaces for third party partner
and community programs that extend educational and
extra-curricular services to students, families and the
community is a priority. The facility should operate as one
organism that can be segmented into different functions
and zones depending on the time of day and use.

Community Context. ACPS school facilities should serve
as neighborhood assets and centers for parent, family and
community interaction and engagement. Parental and
family support plays a critical role in the success of
students. ACPS students and families come from diverse
backgrounds and schools should be welcoming and
inviting places that include dedicated space for parent and
family engagement as well as spaces available for
community and partnership use.

Each school community is unique and designers should
consider what spaces best support the community’s needs;
however, all schools and their sites should be planned and
designed to support community use during non-school
hours. Implementing a secure separation between the
academic core and the shared use spaces along with the
careful application of active and passive design strategies
will create safe and secure learning environments. The
site also adds opportunities for extended outdoor learning
and becomes a neighborhood asset outside of school
hours.

Organizational and Operational Paradigm. ACPS
believes an integrated, interdisciplinary team approach
increases student achievement and faculty collaboration
by enhancing the overall learning experience. A
collaborative team approach is best facilitated with small
learning communities, extended learning environments,
and a departmental organization of spaces. Media Centers
should be seen as the “learning commons” and be utilized
regularly as an extension of teacher’s classrooms and
workspaces.

ACPS desires to increase inter-student collaboration and
group learning and activities. To support this, flexible and
adaptable informal and formal teaching spaces are
required. Emphasis will be on spaces and configurations
that support critical thinking and project-based learning
ideally within groups of four students with the ability to
break out of formal learning environments. Utilizing a
push-in and team teaching approach, special education
students will learn in the same collaborative learning
environment as their peers.

Architectural and Construction Quality. ACPS has a
strong belief that high-quality architecture has a positive
influence on student success and faculty retention and is
committed to delivering high-quality, state-of-the-art, and
sustainable facilities to students, faculty, and the
community. This belief applies to both external and
internal qualities of the facility. The school facility and
grounds are considered a learning tool and creativity in
design and architecture is a priority.
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Quality of design and
engineering should focus
attention on areas that most
impact the learning
environment with a
particular emphasis on
incorporating researched-
based facility elements,
such as enhanced natural
lighting, acoustics, air quality, climate control and
technology, that directly impact student achievement and
educator effectiveness. Externally, the architecture must
be respectful of the historical and cultural context of the
community while simultaneously inspiring students and
the public.

Materials and system selections should consider extended
life cycles. Building systems, materials, and finishes must
be resilient, easy to maintain, and create a positive,
aesthetically pleasing learning environment. Life cycle of
materials should balance quality and potential for future
costs in an effort to ensure appropriate use of public funds
is achieved.

The complete Elementary and Middle School
Educational Specifications, including further
information on planning concepts, design principles,

and spaces can be found in Appendix B of this

document.

NATIONAL TRENDS IN EDUCATIONAL FACILITY
PLANNING

21%" CENTURY LEARNERS

Learning environments should be planned and designed
with all types of learners in mind including auditory,
tactual, kinesthetic, and visual.

Individual learning styles impact the way in which
individual students:

= Concentrate in one’s immediate surroundings
= Process information

= Make decisions and solve problems

= Complete tasks and assignments

= Interact with others

= Retain new information

Today’s learners are technologically savvy and are
accustomed to having information at their disposal.
Today, learning occurs any time, any place, any path, and

at any pace. Classrooms are transitioning from
environments focused on teacher-directed whole-group
instruction to learner-centered workplaces that support a
collaborative culture of students at work.

While schools and homes continue to be important places
for learning and with the knowledge and understanding
that students also learn in ways not bounded by classroom
walls nor the schedule of the school day, these “other”
areas of learning become a critical component in planning
and designing innovative, inspirational, and thriving
educational environments.

STUDENT Focus GROUP

The Planning Team held a focus group with students from
George Washington Middle School to discuss current and
future learning environments and help inform the plan.
The prevailing theme centered on students wanting the
opportunity to have choices for how and when they learn
throughout each class period, as well as throughout the
day.

They generally understood that each student has a unique
style of learning and recognized the importance of
providing appropriate environments and opportunities for
each learning style.

Additional student discussion points captured generally
accepted evidence based design elements as well as other
trends in modern educational environments including:

= Exciting, engaging and varying learning spaces

= Access to natural daylight and climate control

= Ability to control acoustics and ambient noise

= Furniture options, adaptability, convertibility, and
ergonomics

= Ability to work alone and/or in groups

= Space to move around and work within classrooms

= Informal break-out spaces within corridors

= Healthy eating options and improved dining facilities

= Use of the media center for multiple activities (quiet
and noisy)

= Access to deliberate outdoor learning spaces

= After-school access to spaces such as the Media
Center and fitness spaces

CLASSROOMS & TECHNOLOGY

The “classroom of the future” should be more
personalized, student-directed, collaborative,
interdisciplinary, and hands-on than those of even 10
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years ago. As the focus of education moves away from the
transmitting of information to developing creative
problem solving and communication skills, the classroom
setting is morphing into a beehive of activity — a learning
studio.

At different times, students work alone, in pairs, or in
groups:

= Working alone - reading, writing, interacting with the
computer, or just thinking.

= Working together in pairs or groups - dissecting
problems or reading and reacting to one another’s
written work, role-playing, or sharing ideas, opinions,
and experiences.

= Interacting with the teacher and the whole class-
listening, making presentations, asking questions or
brainstorming ideas.

In addition, teaching methods address a variety of learning
styles. Children with disabilities are educated alongside
their non-disabled peers in their neighborhood school.

The classroom of the
future should no longer be
one- directional with rows
of desks facing the front of
the room. There should be
a variety of focal points
with mobile resources to
support learning, flexible
furniture, and robust
technology. Rooms should range in size and purpose
from small incubator and assessment spaces to large
seminar and presentation areas. Corridors and informal
learning spaces should create a seamless and extended
learning environment. Technology is infused seamlessly
into the education program and physical building.
Wireless connectivity allows for learning to occur at all
times.

—

- |
|

MEDIA CENTERS AND STUDENT COMMONS

The 21st Century school media centers are changing from
the quiet book-lined storage spaces for research and
reading to multi-media, interactive studios of social
collaboration for faculty and students. They are seen as a
learning commons—an extension of the classroom that
serve as the social and technological heart of the school.

New media centers are more than 50 percent digital and
offer learning and gathering spaces as well as production
areas. The ideal media center may move from noisy to

quiet - through a café and mobile computing environment,
to small, AV-enhanced, group study conference areas, to
individual study carrels or a media production room that
allows students to communicate and learn via various
aspects of today’s multi-media technology.

Multi-media technology
is what this generation I
of students understands
and uses. They
communicate and learn
through on-line devices,
but also publish and
perform. The media
center may include a computer lab for research, a
publications room for the school newspaper and
yearbook, a video production and editing lab for film, a
distance learning lab, and a variety of display venues.

......... CINICK
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National standards for media centers call for 4-6 square
feet per student. Even at this size, most learning
commons cannot offer a full range of media options.
Multimedia satellites instead are infused throughout the
school, complementing core curricular activities. Many
learning commons also offer virtual space with internet,
bringing together a generation that grew up on social
media.

BUILDING & SITE

The school building itself is considered a learning tool
and community asset. There is a sense of identity and the
quality of architecture instills a sense of place and pride.
The architecture considers learning opportunities over the
entire campus, including school grounds and landscaping.

Transparency of spaces also helps foster an internal sense
of community and excitement about the learning activities
that are occurring within. Use of glass allows for visual
connections externally and internally. Front entrances are
inviting and welcoming for all community members —
parents, families, and neighbors. The school is a hub of
activity before and after school. Health services and other
non-educational support are often provided.

In addition, ACPS decisions regarding buildings and
grounds should consider recommendations from the
City with regard to open space on school sites —
including a goal of no net loss of usable open space.

A more detailed discussion of open space guidelines

is presented later in this chapter.

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 3—Guidelines for 21st Cent, 5/27/2015

3.4



EVIDENCE-BASED ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS

Evidenced-based design is the consideration of credible
research findings in the planning and design process with
a goal of achieving positive outcomes. Researchers have
presented findings that link measurable outcomes such as
student attendance, academic performance, faculty
retention, and disciplinary actions. More specifically, the
following four design elements have been connected to
these outcomes: lighting quality, indoor air quality,
acoustics, and furniture design.

Lighting Quality. The Heschong Mahone Group found
statistical correlations between the amount of daylight in
an elementary school classroom and the performance of
students on standardized math and reading tests in 1999.
Goal: Improve natural and artificial lighting in
classrooms.

Environmental / Air Quality. According to the U.S.
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention, American
children miss approximately fourteen million school days
each year due to asthma. Controlling environmental
factors such as dust, pollen, and carbon dioxide could help
prevent more than 65 percent of asthma cases of
elementary school-age students according to the American
Journal of Respiratory and Critical Care Medicine.

Goal: To ensure comfortable rooms, address temperature
control, ventilation, air filtration, carbon dioxide levels,
and HVAC background noise.

Acoustics. Research links the importance of maintaining
appropriate acoustic conditions for student learning. This
relates to noise from external sources and reverberation in
the classroom and is linked to academic achievement,
behavior, attention, and academic concentration.
Acoustics are also important for teacher wellness and
avoiding straining vocal cords while attempting to speak
over noise.

Goal: Limiting reverberation and background noise and
improving sound isolation.

Ergonomics. A 2007 study compared adjustable furniture
in schools to traditional fixed furniture. Students using
adjustable furniture were found to have higher grades than
those in the control group using traditional school
furniture. Characteristics of furniture that promote good
posture should be considered as well as adjustable desks
and chairs to allow students of varying sizes and body
types to improve their comfort levels when sitting for long
periods of time. Research studies continue to explore this
issue.

Goal: Continue research exploring adjustable furniture to
ensure comfortable experiences for students that enhance
their learning.

In summary, these national trends provide an important
context for many of the ideas that ACPS is working to
implement and how those concepts are articulated within
this document.

ACPS LEARNING AND TEACHING MODEL

Learning and teaching in ACPS is a well-executed
balance between a rigorous curriculum, proven
instructional strategies (pedagogy) and relationships with
students that communicate high expectations and
commitment to student success.

ACPS developed and uses a 21st century curriculum
focused on helping students become critical thinkers and
problem solvers. In addition to helping students acquire
declarative and procedural knowledge, each unit has a
focus on higher-order thinking skills to ensure students
are developing critical thinking skills needed for post-
secondary success: reading complex text, writing at a post
-secondary level, analyzing and interpreting data and
participating in discourse across the disciplines.

INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS

Instructional methods vary with grade level, but maintain
continuity from early childhood through the primary,
intermediate, and middle grades. Predominant elements
include:

= Integrated learning, where content areas cross
disciplines

= Flexible groupings (In primary grades, regrouping
stays within the classroom.)

= Mentoring of older to younger students

= Extended day learning opportunities

= Parent involvement and volunteer activities

ACPS offers “What to Expect’ brochures for every grade
level available on its web site, and the full program of
studies is available for middle and high school. These
documents should be referenced by architects to better
understand program offerings and curriculum goals.
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PLANNING CONCEPTS

The following section provides executive summary level
descriptions of the capacity analysis and planning
concepts of each program space within an ACPS school
facility.

Every school project begins with establishing the number
of students that will be served when the project is
complete or the “capacity.” Capacity is the primary driver
in determining the number, type, and size of the spaces in
the new or modernized building.

While there is no ideal school size, schools in ACPS range
from ~350 students to ~900 students at the elementary
level and typically between ~1100 and ~1300 at the
middle level. Additionally, the middle school’s Ed Spec is
based on a capacity of 1200 students due to the current
and projected sizes of the middle schools. Ideally,
elementary capacities would range between 450 students
and 800 students, and this prototype is based on 700
students for illustration only. Nationally, the average
elementary school size is 600 (540 in Virginia) with
smaller schools in urban cores.

The Division has been provided with an active, editable
spreadsheet that allows planners and architects to develop
facilities lists for a range of schools based on the capacity
and unique program needs in real time.

Simply defined, school capacity is a product of the
number of classrooms at a school and the number of
student stations assigned to each room type. Only
classrooms that are 600 square feet or more with a teacher
and students regularly assigned to the space are counted
toward full time capacity. For elementary schools, small
instructional spaces and specialized labs including art,
music, or resource are not part of the capacity calculation.
It is possible for a school’s capacity to change from year
to year based on average class sizes (determined by the
budget) or changes in the number and type of programs.

By applying actual school staffing to enrollment, it can be
determined that for most ACPS elementary schools, class
sizes will range from 20 to 24 in grades kindergarten

through 5™ grade, while middle school ranges fall
between 20 students for core classes and 25 students in
the encore (art, vocal music, library, and physical
education) classes.

Currently, for elementary grades, ACPS budgeted class
size caps range from 22 in kindergarten to 26 in 5th grade,
but the average class size in ACPS is lower. The
classroom size limits enunciated by the ACPS School
Board are generally in line with the regional averages and
in keeping with the division’s long range policies and
goals. It is important to size all classrooms to
accommodate the maximum number of students even if
the average is used for capacity planning.

At the middle school level, ACPS has become more
concerned about the size of these schools. All middle
school buildings function in a grade level multi-team
environment. In this setting, teams of teachers (English,
Social Studies, Math, and Science) together teach the
same group of students (100-110). The team usually has
the same planning period so they can collaborate and
create and interdisciplinary curriculum customized to
their students’ needs. This strategy makes it difficult to
“float” teachers. However, since teachers usually teach 5
out of 7 periods, the overall utilization of the building in
any given period is 71-80%. For this Ed Spec, maximum
capacity will be factored at 80% utilization.

Once a capacity is proposed, many other areas of the
building are sized to support the enrollment. The number
of small group rooms, art and music labs, and support
staff offices are based on staffing formulas. The size of
the core areas such as media center, dining and food
services, physical education facilities, and site amenities
are based on local and national benchmarks related to
size.

Tables 4.1 and 4.2 summarize the breakdown of the
proposed capacity for both a prototype 700 student
elementary school and prototype 1200 student middle
school.

Per the Guidelines for School Facilities in Virginia’s
Public School, the goal of the optional guidelines
developed by the Virginia Department of Education is

“... to provide recommendations that will help local
school divisions ensure that their school sites and
facilities support the principles of good teaching and
learning and promote sound educational programs.”

The guidelines included in the Ed Specs respond to or
exceed Virginia State guidelines and recommendations.
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700 Prototype Capacity Diagram

Grade Number of | Capacity Total
Classrooms

Pre-K/Pre-S 5 18 90

Kindergarten 5 20 100
Grade 1 5 22 110
Grade 2 5 22 110
Grade 3 4 25 100
Grade 4 4 25 100
Grade 5 4 25 100
Total 32 710

Table 4.1

1200 Prototype Capacity Diagram

Grade Number of | Capacity | Total
Classrooms
Academic 36 20 720
Classrooms
(4 teams / grade)
Science 12 20 240
Foreign Language/ 7 20 140
Electives
CTE 3 20 60
Visual Arts 1 25 25
Performing Arts 4 25 100
(Music/Drama)
Physical Ed 7 25 175
Special/Alternative 3 15 45
(Reading, ELL)
Total 73 1505
@ 80% utilization 1208
Table 4.2

PROGRAM AREA SUMMARIES

The following section provides executive level narrative
summaries of the core program space areas.

Supporting figures for each of the following

items can be found in the appendix of this
document.

Main Office-Reception, Administration, and Student
Services. As students, families and other visitors enter an
ACPS building, it is important that they are greeted with
an inviting and well organized front office suite.

Elementary schools should also have their main offices
located at the primary entrance. The architect should
consider security when designing the main spaces while
office space should be organized to provide direct visual
access to the entrance doors. Architects should also
provide appropriately sized office spaces with an
adjoining shared conference room and adjacent staff
restroom.

Occupational and Physical Therapy services as provided
by ACPS consist of staff traveling between multiple
school locations. Within the main office, provide an
appropriately sized space that includes itinerant work
stations and storage. Near or adjoining the main office,
provide the Family and Community Engagement center.

Other administrative functions can be dispersed
throughout the school via grade level suites to encourage
maximum student collaboration and connection.

For middle schools, the primary administrative office,
guidance services, and adult restrooms should be located
in a centralized area near the main entrance to the school.
A digital kiosk in the lobby may provide real-time
information on school’s administrative and building
operations.

Visitor parking should be located by the front door.
Signage and building design should clearly indicate the
school entrance. Immediately upon entry, visitors should
be directed to the Welcome Center/main office. For
security reasons, no visitor should be able to enter the
classroom areas without being checked through the
reception area.

Health Services. Health Services should be located near
the main entrance to the school. Health Services is
responsible for providing health related amenities to all
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students and staff. The space should be organized to
provide appropriate space for:

= health screenings

= illness or injury treatment

= meetings and trainings

= prescription medication storage and distribution
= secure records keeping

= private consultations

= rest and recovery units

= waiting area

In addition, it is possible that a facility in the future will
provide (location dependent) community partner/provider
operated wellness centers. These centers will require
additional spaces accommodating such amenities such as:

= full medical evaluations
= full laboratory services
= dental services

= radiology services

= pharmaceutical services

If the school division elects to provide a school based
health center (SBHC), the architect should work with
officials to ensure full space programming requirements
are met according to federal regulatory standards. This
center should be adjacent to the school clinic but
implementation of a full SBHC will require significant
advance coordination by ACPS.

Core Instructional Spaces. The basic organizational
structure of the school should reflect a cluster concept and
should consist of general purpose classrooms, commons
space for informal instruction, a small group room, two
and three dimensional display areas, and a teacher work
center. Each cluster should also contain a resource
classroom used by support educators and an extended
learning area to facilitate collaborative teaching and
learning. At the elementary level, student restrooms
should be located within all classrooms or shared by two
adjoining classrooms.

Classrooms. Elementary and middle school classrooms
should utilize flexible, easy to arrange and store furniture.
Student arrangements should reflect small collaborative
groupings over individual desk arrangements. Many
elementary classrooms are designed around discovery-
based learning centers. Provide ‘teaching and learning’
surfaces on two walls to include touch screen interactive
boards, magnetic white boards and tackable surfaces at
student height. The provision of an itinerant or hoteling
space for drop-in or special needs instructors is a unique
feature that should be included in each classroom.
Restrooms should adjoin classrooms at every grade level
to increase flexibility for conversion to younger grades if
necessary. Each classroom should include a sink and a
water bubbler.

Extended learning areas (ELA) should be incorporated
into designs as additional teaching spaces learning areas
that occur adjacent to each academic cluster. ELAs are
open spaces off the corridor that are meant to facilitate
break out instruction, small group and project-based work
in addition to multi-class collaboration and joint teaching
initiatives. ELAs vary in
size based upon the
individual needs of the
school and the academic
cluster and should be
designed and equipped to
accommodate a variety of
furniture arrangements to
optimize flexibility.

Science. Each elementary-level classroom should be
designed to support science activities and simple lab
components. Schools should supplement the in-
classroom sinks by providing a portable science
demonstration cart for each academic cluster.
Additionally the provision of an outdoor classroom, a
garden area, and/or a food lab should also be considered
in order to support elementary level science instruction. If
a food lab is provided, it should be located off the main
dining area and equipped as a dual purpose warming and
cooking studio for both teaching and extracurricular
activity support.

Middle school science classroom should be designed to
support combined
science lectures and
hands-on lab activities.
Integrate technology to
support wireless one-to
-one device
connectivity and
Bluetooth precision
measurement device
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connectivity. Science classrooms should be integrated into
the grade-level academic clusters. Additionally, the
provision of an outdoor classroom, a garden area, bio-
retention pond, greenhouse, water collection observatory,
and/or a food lab should also be considered in order to
support science instruction.

Career Technical Education.
At middle school, space
should be provided for: (1)
Business, (2) Family &
Consumer Sciences (FACS),
and (3) Technology
programs. FACS courses
require access to kitchen
studios while business courses require a standard flexible
classroom. Technology course space requires a dedicated
multipurpose technology lab that allows for flexibility to
shift from between various course topics supported with
portable furniture and equipment. Programs taught at the
middle school level build foundations for more specialized
high school program offerings.

Special Education. Special education facilities should be
integrated throughout the school to support the concepts of
inclusion and the specialized requirements for the

students. Currently, more than 70 percent of all students
with disabilities are included in standard learning
environments for 80 percent of each day. In all schools,
provide at least one resource space for every two grades or
at least three spaces per school to support individualized
learning needs and/or speech therapy. Typical occupancy
of a pullout space is approximately four to five people.

A dedicated, programmatically-sized classroom may be
necessary on a location-by-location basis to support City-
wide programs and would be identified at the time of
individual site planning. Special education facilities
should be integrated throughout the school to support the
concepts of inclusion. Special attention should be given to
accessibility of all facilities and an integrated learning
program.

English Language Learning (ELL). ELL instruction
occurs at every elementary school in the division but
enrollment can vary from as little as 5% of the school’s
total student population to over 50%. The majority of
ELL instruction is pushed-in to the general education
classrooms with an itinerant instructor floating into classes
as needed. Elementary schools also provide an English
Language Development (ELD) break out class which can
typically be accommodated in one of the resource
classrooms; however, in schools with a large ELL
population, such as Ramsey ES, it is possible that a

dedicated classroom will be required.

Middle schools also provide English for Academic
Purposes (EAP) break out classes to help students with
specific needs. These break-out classes can typically be
accommodated in the larger resource classrooms. It
should be noted that beginning in the 2015 school year a
new International Academy program, modeled after that
which exists at T.C. ‘
Williams, will be
implemented at
Hammond MS.
Designers should be ~ Ham"
careful to inquire about
the site-specific
requirements.

Talented and Gifted (TAG). A TAG program exists at
every school in the division, although enrollment varies
widely from school to school. At the elementary level,
staffing levels are based upon enrollment but at most
schools there is one full time TAG teacher. For grades K
— 3, TAG curriculum is ‘pushed in’ to the standard
classrooms and is managed by the elementary teachers.
At the 4th and 5th grade levels the same strategy is
utilized for social studies and science curriculum;
however, mathematics and language arts TAG course
work is ‘pulled out’ into a separate classroom. Typical
class size for these TAG classes is about 15-20 students,
warranting the provision of an assigned, standard
classroom. Additionally, TAG curriculum emphasizes
project-based learning which may occasionally require
use of ELA space or resource rooms along with the
provision of storage for student projects.

At the middle school level, honors (TAG) classes are
taught by the subject area teachers as part of their normal

daily schedule and student enrollment
varies from 10 to 20 percent of the
total student population. Therefore,
separate, individual TAG classrooms
are not necessary. The TAG program
does, however, include a TAG
resource teacher who provides
curriculum guidance and instructional
support to the individual subject area
teachers. The TAG resource teacher
may ‘float’ from class to class
occasionally requiring the use of itinerant desk space in
the classroom and, because of the emphasis on project-
based learning, the TAG resource teacher may
occasionally work with a small group of students in an
ELA space or a resource room.
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As Alexandria becomes more urban, there are fewer vacant sites or
sites developed at a low intensity that could potentially be used for
school sites. In this changing environment, the City and ACPS are
exploring urban school models. For purposes of this plan, urban
school means a smaller school site than is the norm in Alexandria
with a school building that is taller (3+ stories) than the norm in
Alexandria. While an urban school can often serve as the center of a
community through the co-location of other uses, such as a library,
recreation facilities or senior center, such co-locations can occur on
traditional school sites as well; co-location is examined in further
detail in applicable sections of this document.

An urban school can also include completely separate uses within
the same building. A school might occupy the first few floors of a
building with offices or residences above, or a school might occupy
a separate wing of a mixed use building. A school which included
preschool or elementary grades would need to be on the lowest
occupy-able floors, with consideration given to having the youngest
students on the ground floor. In a mixed-use building, the portion
devoted to the school would need its own entrances, and would
likely require separate elevators and stairwells for security purpos-
es. Separate alarms and HVAC systems would also be required.

The Educational Specifications that are part of this plan were devel-
oped with a traditional school in mind. With an urban school model,
most of the specifications would remain the same. Given the limited
size of an urban school site, however, some of the Educational
Specifications might need to be provided in a non-traditional man-
ner. Nearby community and private facilities could in certain cir-
cumstances be used to meet the specifications. Providing play space
in an adjacent park is one case in point.

Table 4.3 lists Elementary and Middle School Educational Specifi-

Route 1.

cations that might be accommodated in a non-traditional manner in an urban school. In all cases, any nearby spaces or

facilities would need to be within % mile walking distance and the walk would need to be on a safe, continuous sidewalk or trail,
through open space or along a roadway categorized as a primary collector, residential collector or local street. Students would not be
allowed to cross or walk along Controlled Access Facilities/Expressways' such as I-395 or Arterials such as Duke Street, King Street or

Considerable public input would be required at the early planning stages of an urban school to determine which of the educational
specifications could be provided in an alternative manner or in an alternative location.

Note: (1) Street classifications may change as a result of the update to the Pedestrian and Bicycle Master Plan and the development of the
Complete Streets Design Guidelines. The intent would still be to keep children away from high capacity roads.

SPECIFICATION POTENTIAL ALTERNATE PROVISION

Gymnasium = Less than full size
= Use of nearby public or private gym

Auditorium =  Use of nearby theater/ performance
space
Cafeteria =  Distributed eating throughout school

=  Lunch in classrooms
= Use of private catering company
= Use of nearby restaurant/cafeteria

Media Center =  Use of nearby library
=  Mobile library
Art =  Mobile art lab
Administrative =  Distributed throughout school
Offices
Health Services = Use of nearby public health clinic

= Partnership with a nearby private
clinic (ex. Minute Clinic)
=  Mobile health unit

Early childhood =  Located in a nearby facility
(Pre-K)

Aftercare = Located in a nearby facility
Outdoor playspace =  Rooftop

(hard and soft sur- = Use of nearby facility (must be
face) fenced)

Bus = Bus drop-off location required

= Use of Bus Rapid Transit lanes for
school buses
Dedicated on-street parking spaces

Kiss and Ride ]

Parking = Less parking if near Metrorail or
Metroway (Bus Rapid Transit)

= Use of shared parking

Table 4.3

Early Childhood. ACPS
does not currently provide
universal pre-kindergarten
programs and, at some
schools, early childhood
education is provided either
through a state funded grant
(Virginia Preschool
Initiative) or federally funded
grant such as Head Start (provided by a community
partner, The Campagna Center). In accordance with

national trends toward earlier schooling, ACPS desires to
implement universal prekindergarten at every school. For
planning purposes, this document allocates classrooms
for early childhood at every school at 80 to 90 percent of
the planned kindergarten classrooms. At schools that
house Head Start, classes can be held in standard PreK/K
classrooms described in this document.

Advancement Via Individual Determination (AVID).
AVID is an elective course that targets students in the
academic middle who have a desire to attend college.
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This school for grades 3-5 is
the first mid-rise elementary
school in Fairfax County. Fair-
fax County Public Schools
purchased the vacant, five sto- :
ry office building in December [ A
2013 and retrofitted it to a
school in time for a September
2014 opening. Approximately 600 students attended the school in
2014.

The school is located in the Seven Corners Area, 1.6 miles from
Bailey’s Lower Elementary School for the Arts & Sciences, which
houses grades Pre K-2.

The center of the L-shaped building is
the “main circulation spine” and in-

e

cludes a large stairwell. The common
rooms are located close to the center m | .'g
with the classrooms on the far ends of — pu— !
the building. Some uses such as small :
auditorium spaces and the media center
span two floors and provide their own

separate connections between floors.
There are three or four classrooms per
floor, organized into learning commu-
nities and connected by new stairways
to classrooms above or below. All of
the classrooms have exterior windows. About half of the class-
rooms have bathrooms, while the other bathrooms are near the
elevators. Students do not use the elevators on a regular basis; the
elevators are primarily used by students and staff with disabilities.

The school also has a black
box theater, a story pit in the

library, a cafeteria with small
gl tables giving it a café feel, sci-
ence labs, a TV studio room
and art rooms. Three wood-
floored rooms with padded
walls provide indoor space for
physical-education class. The school does not have a playground.
A second construction phase could add a playspace in what is now
an asphalt parking lot, and possibly an enclosed field house.

The entrance was moved to the back of the building to meet ADA
accessibility requirements and to better accommodate a bus
dropoff and kiss and ride area.

A E-j ﬁ,
N | -

Enrollment in AVID varies year to year and from school
to school, but approximately 10 to 15 percent of middle
school students currently take the course, which
amounts to about 25-30 students per class period
throughout the school day. The AVID academic week
includes two days of traditional classroom-based
instruction, two days of small group tutoring, and one
day of team building activities or guest speakers.

Accommodating all of these activities in one space
requires a larger than average classroom that can be
partitioned into two smaller rooms to minimize noise
and maximize available whiteboard space during
tutoring sessions. On tutoring days the class is divided
into four smaller groups at a ratio of about seven
students to one tutor. Several small tables should be
utilized to maximize flexibility and all furniture should
be on casters due to daily rearrangement. It is suggested
that a small adjacent room be added to accommodate
hoteling space for tutors and storage for student work
files. The AVID room should be placed in a centralized
location at an equitable distance to all grade levels, with
a suggested adjacency to the media center.

Visual and Performing Arts. ACPS has a strong arts
focus in the elementary and middle
grades. Well-designed spaces need to
support a vigorous curriculum and
creative presentations. Art, music, and
multi-purpose classrooms should be
shared by all grade levels for general
class and small group instruction. The
location and access to these rooms
should promote orderly transitions.

Larger ACPS elementary schools often have more than
one art teacher (but less than two). The main art
instructor assigned to the school will own the main art
classroom and ancillary spaces. Optimal location for the
art room is on the ground floor with a northern day
lighting orientation. Access to an outside patio or
seating area should offer additional work space, display
spaces, and performance spaces. The itinerant art
instructor assigned to the school will function out of the
Early Childhood Dining/ELA space where a separate art
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storage location is provided. This location provides the
opportunity for push-in art assembly or the ability to

program the adjacent ELA as a full-size classroom when

needed. 1. The City recommends establishing policies on zoning with

regard to open space on school sites, including a goal of no
net loss of usable open space. The 2002 Open Space Master
Plan Goal #7 calls to “maximize use of public school open
space areas.” This is an important goal as the City is increas-
ingly dense and school sites provide some of the largest open
spaces on public land in Alexandria. The open space at
school sites contributes to the performance measure the City
has to maintain of 7.3 acres of open space per 1,000 resi-
dents. A loss of open space on existing school sites would
reverse the efforts to maintain this ratio. In order to preserve

Additionally, larger elementary schools also often have
one music teacher each for choral, band and orchestra —
not all full time. Large practice and performance spaces
are not provided for part-time programs and so the stage
may be used part of the day for practice for orchestra or
one of the other classes. If possible the music suite
should be located near the stage and instrument storage

shared between the band and orchestra. Chair and music
stand storage can be provided on or under the stage.

For middle school, art rooms should support 2D and 3D
instruction. The optimal location for the art room is on the
ground floor with a northern day lighting orientation.
Access to an outside patio or seating area will offer
additional work space, display spaces, and performance
spaces. Display areas in the corridor should allow for 2D
and 3D projects.

A multi-purpose performance venue (auditorium), at the
middle school level, will also act as a drama classroom
(stage), a practice room, a large group gathering space,
and a community meeting space.

The room should have a flat floor with flexible seating
options and may have telescoping seating for some portion
of the room. Appropriate acoustics, sound and lighting
systems are critical to the room’s flexibility and
functionality. If possible, the music suite should be
located near the auditorium. Locate dedicated small group
practice rooms within the music suite along with storage
areas.

Media Center. The media center serves a dual role — its
traditional role as a gathering place for research and
learning and a new role as a technological information
base and learning hub. In this new role, the media center
may house a wireless voice/video/data network, which
runs throughout the entire building. This network enables
the transmission of media services to the desktops of
teachers and students without physically entering the
media center. The new library will utilize digital
technology to enhance voice, video, and data
communications within the school, among division
facilities, and with distant learning resources.

Physical Education. To support the elementary and
middle school physical education program, a variety of
indoor and outdoor areas are required. Outdoor physical
education teaching areas should be located near the indoor
gymnasium. Physical education facilities should be

this open space, the City recommends:

Existing schools sites renovations

School sites shall avoid any net loss of open space on the
property and seek to improve the quality of the open
space on existing sites.

If open space is zoned Public Open Space (POS) it cannot
be built on. However, if the building renovation or addi-
tion is best situated on existing POS then there must be a
rezoning that results in the equivalent amount of new POS
elsewhere on the site for recreation or natural area purpos-
es—ensuring that the City does not lose open space acre-
age (as occurred with the Jefferson Houston School rede-
velopment project).

New schools sites

Given the densification and urbanization of the City, there
will be a need to design and build for “urban model” fa-
cilities to accommodate enrollment projections. As with
many urban schools in other jurisdictions, there may not
be opportunity to incorporate the outdoor recreational and
nature area spaces suggested in the educational specifica-
tions.
However, it is developmentally important for students to
recreate, have access to explore nature, and learn in an
outdoor classroom, as advocated in many recent initia-
tives including the First Lady’s Let’s Move campaign, the
City of Alexandria Eco-City Charter (2008), and the Part-
nership for Healthier Alexandria’s Playspace Policy
(2013).
In order to provide recreational and outdoor spaces for
new urban schools, the City recommends the following
three strategies:
s Build multi-story schools to maximize the availability
of outdoor space on the site
s Explore creative options for urban recreational space,
such as rooftop courts or partnerships with private
gyms
s If no open space is available on site, ensure that the
school is located within 0.25 miles (a child’s walking
distance) of an existing park that has safe access and
connections. The Park shall be able to accommodate
outdoor educational classes and be enhanced, as nec-
essary, to manage increased use.

2. Meet the Guidelines for School Facilities in Virginia’s
Public Schools (2010) standards for school sites, including
the acreage of outdoor play area space per pupil. Recent
studies have shown that ensuring access to play, whether
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active recreation or exploration in nature, have positive impacts
on both physical and mental health. The Summary of Facility
Space Requirements on page 39 in the Educational Specifications
provides guidance of recreational play space, per the Guidelines
for School Facilities in Virginia’s Public Schools. Including these
standards in any school site project ensures that students receive
the benefit of recreational opportunities. The State guidelines do
not include specific size per pupil standards for natural areas,
however, the City encourages opportunities to connect children to
nature. Moreover, the 2013 Parks and Recreation Needs Assess-
ment showed that 67% of Alexandria residents have a need for
natural areas and 81% have a need for walking trails, furthering
the desire to incorporate accessible nature into school sites that are
open to the public after school hours and for after school activi-
ties.

3. Maximize community use and recreation program space and
delineate clear access to public use spaces for students and com-
munity, as identified in the education specifications and the 2014
Facility & Outdoor Maintenance & Use Agreement. The 2014
Facility and Outdoor Maintenance and Use Agreement
(“agreement”) provides a structure for the broad and cost effective
use and maintenance of all ACPS and city owned and operated
facilities in support of the community use of these facilities. The
intent is to share spaces and provide maximum effective public
benefit of all community facilities. School divisions and govern-
mental agencies across the country are beginning to realize that
they need cooperation, especially considering the ever-shrinking
budgets and meeting the diverse needs of the community. Plan-
ning for future schools should include joint use considerations at
the beginning of, and throughout the process.

4. Maximize canopy coverage and fulfill the goals of the Urban
Forestry Master Plan. The 2009 Urban Forestry Master Plan
included specific recommendations for increasing tree canopy on

school sites. Alexandria City Public School properties are perhaps
the city’s greatest untapped public resource for planting trees and
adding to the city’s tree canopy cover. Public school properties are
important community green spaces and should be managed for the
benefit of the neighborhoods in which they are located. In order to
implement the Urban Forestry Master Plan, the City recommends
that ACPS and the City inventory and then develop comprehen-
sive management plans for all trees on public schools.

5. Where a full size field can physically fit, meet the requirements
of the National Federation of State High Schools Standards for
athletic fields. ACPS school sites provide some of the largest rec-
reational areas in the city and the best locations for full size fields
that meet the requirements of the National Federation of State
High Schools Standards. Through the RPCA and ACPS shared
use agreement, ACPS gives RPCA the priority to use their facili-
ties, including sports fields, one hour after school lets out each
day. Each school community is unique and designers should con-
sider what spaces best support the community’s needs; however,
APCS and the City should plan and design school sites to support
community use during these non-school hours. A full size field at
a school not only benefits the school time use of the field for the
students, but also the citywide community of children and adults

designed with a focus on community use during non-
school hours, since there is a high demand for both indoor
and outdoor facilities.

ACPS offers formal physical education to elementary
students twice a week. For larger schools this may mean 2
-4 teachers are teaching in the gymnasium at the same
time. At a safe 100 square feet per student, larger schools
need a full size gymnasium to accommodate the program.
Because the elementary schools do not have intramural
sports, no seating is required. To further support the
physical education program and provide for after school
programs, larger schools should have a smaller multi-
purpose space.

ACPS offers formal physical education to middle school
students daily on a rotating quarterly schedule.

Intramural sports are offered each season and utilize both
indoor and outdoor space. Fixed seating requirements
should seat the entire school enrollment in bleachers. To
further support the physical education program and
provide for after school programs, larger schools should
have a smaller multi-purpose space and a full locker room
with individual showers.

Parking should be located near the gymnasium and a
separate entrance should be provided for after school
activities. Flexibility of space use is desired and
designers should provide the ability to separate the
gymnasium into two smaller gym stations during teaching
periods.

Dining and Food Service. The dining space(s) should
accommodate one-third of the projected student capacity
each lunch period. The dining area(s) should be warm
and inviting spaces with plenty of natural light, pleasant
acoustics, and multiple seating choices. The furniture
should be age appropriate and serving lines height
sensitive which may require having two distinct areas for
primary and intermediate students. It is proposed through
creative design that dining area(s) should effectively
house multiple functions including assemblies,
community meetings, and potentially be utilized as
learning areas.

For elementary schools, this educational specification
recommends providing for two separate dining areas: one
for the early childhood grades (PreK and K) and one for
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grades one through five. The early childhood dining area
should be located adjacent to the classrooms where it can
also function as the ELA and an indoor play area in a
fashion similar to the distributed dining concept. The
dining area for grades one through five should be much
larger and designed as a more traditional centralized
cafeteria adjacent to the kitchen. The space should also
include the school stage for performances. The key to a
well-designed multi-purpose performance space is to
consider the technology, acoustics, and layout very early
in the design process. The architect should consider the
room volume, configuration, technology requirements,
acoustics, and general layout as it relates to the stage and
kitchen. These key design points can then be further
enhanced by the selection of materials and a well-
designed audio system.

For middle school students, this educational specification
recommends a more traditional, centralized dining space
adjacent to the kitchen. This space will serve multiple
functions and will also include a stage to host school
performances. The architect should consider the room
volume, configuration, technology requirements,
acoustics, and general layout as it relates to the stage and
kitchen. These key design points can then be further
enhanced by the selection of materials and a well-
designed audio system.

Food service is responsible for food preparation and
delivery of food programs division wide. Food services
facilities should provide appropriate space for both
‘scratch’ and ‘warming’ kitchens with appropriate
equipment. Provide appropriate sized storage facilities to
support healthy eating program offerings which include
breakfast, bag meals, meals between bells, snacks, lunch,
and supper.

Architects should consider serving and dining areas that
incorporate composting and recycling facilities, homelike
environmental qualities, breadth of flexible seating
options, and design qualities that support visual and verbal
communication between students and faculty.

Site. Site circulation should be organized for safety and
efficiency. This should be accomplished through careful
separation of vehicular traffic, including the separation of
school buses, parents, and staff. Particular consideration
should be given to providing safe passage to pedestrian
traffic. Sufficient stacking space should be provided to
prevent congestion of busy streets.

All play areas should be protected from vehicular and
pedestrian traffic, so students can be assured of a safe and
secure environment on the entire school site. Shading

elements should be considered along with an outdoor
learning area and garden.

The Virginia Department of Education Guidelines
recommend that each school

“site have areas that can be developed to provide the
minimum number of play areas require for physical
education.”

Alexandria school sites are urban in nature and most
current and future sites cannot accommodate the
recommendations outlined in the Guidelines for School
Facilities in Virginia’s Public School. However, every
elementary school site should accommodate non-
structured or natural play areas as well as at least one
playground. It is recommended that architects work with
ACPS and RPCA to prioritize types of outdoor space
development on a site-specific basis. Architects should
endeavor to design new schools or future renovations in a
way that will maximize available open space. Ideally, all
elementary schools will be designed to accommodate one
multiuse field play area that conforms to the state
guidelines.

Site Management. Recreation, Parks, and Cultural
Activities (RPCA) is a partnership program that utilizes
shared ACPS facilities for afterschool programming.
RPCA operates the majority of playing fields, courts,
parks, and playgrounds adjacent to Alexandria schools.
When funds are available to enhance the campus or
grounds of the school, architects should coordinate and
consider RCPA’s requirements towards playgrounds,
courts, fields, and gymnasium spaces, per the joint ACPS/
RPCA Facility & Outdoor Maintenance & Use agreement.

Parking and Transportation. ACPS recommends the
minimum parking requirements based upon proposed
capacity prototype. Actual parking requirements may be
impacted by factors such as zoning, site constraints,
absences or presence of other modes of transportation, etc.
The architect must coordinate at time of design and it
should be noted that ACPS offers incentives to encourage
carpooling and the use of mass transit by staff.
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DESIGN PRINCIPLES

The following section provides executive summaries of
the guiding design principles that should be applied to
each space within an ACPS school facility. Appendix B
of this document includes expanded detailed guidance for
some of the categories discussed here.

FURNITURE & EQUIPMENT

Classrooms vary in shape
and size; therefore, the
furniture should be flexible
to accommodate a variety
of classroom formats for
both individual and group
activities. Teachers and \
students should have AN
storage space for personal belongings, papers, books,
supplies, and teaching materials.

SSS

To the extent possible, movable furnishings should be
used, rather than fixed casework, to provide flexibility for
future reconfiguration. Furniture should be selected for its
ergonomic traits, with consideration for variability and
adjustability to support diverse learning styles. In middle
schools, architects should consider full height private
lockers in hallways for every student.

TECHNOLOGY

The facility should contain the latest in technology and
infrastructure should be provided to support wireless
access to data and video throughout the building. It is
intended that access to technology will be seamless and
pervasive throughout the building with only the minimal
number of hard drops needed to support voice, teaching
stations, and wall-mounted devices.

Technology infrastructure should support the concept that
learning can happen anywhere by enabling a one-to-one
student to device ratio and the notion of “bring your own
device.” The specific tools and design guidance will be
determined based on the best practices at the time of
construction.

Every learning area should be wired for teacher audio
enhancement. Research into this cutting-edge technology
suggests that student learning can improve in classrooms
where the teacher’s voice is amplified and the classroom
acoustics are designed to support voice clarity.

UNIVERSAL DESIGN

The entire facility should be accessible for students, staff,
and visitors. This should be accomplished through
judicious use of ramping and elevators with sufficient
internal clearances for circulation, convenient bus/van
loading and unloading, and nearby handicapped parking
spaces. All elements of the Americans with Disabilities
Act must be complied with, including way finding and
signage, appropriate use of textures, and universal
accessibility of all indoor and outdoor school facilities.

SAFETY & SECURITY

ACPS wants to maintain an inviting and de-
institutionalized environment, while simultaneously
providing a safe environment for students, staff, and
community. The organization of a building will have a
major impact on student behavior and safety concerns.
Architects should refer to Crime Prevention Thru Design
(CPTED).

All school locations should include a double perimeter
approach where every visitor is guided through a secure
exterior door into a secure holding vestibule prior to
gaining access to the main office. Visual access from the
main office to the exterior vestibule is mandatory and
every entrance to the school should have a CCTV IP
camera. Consult with ACPS over the most current keying
policy.

COMMUNITY USE AND PARTNERSHIPS

ACPS is pleased to have community and non-profit
partners in its buildings offering valuable services and
programs for students and families. Partnership programs
and other regular community activities require shared, co-
located and sometimes dedicated space that is internal to
the school yet has the ability to operate beyond ACPS
school hours. Extended hours of operation require the
partnership programs and community activity area to have
an entrance that can be separated from the main school.
This allows partnership programs to operate
independently of the school’s staffing requirements and
provides the necessary security to protect the main school.

This secondary building entrance for after school program
use should be visible to all spaces co-located in the
community use and partnership area, specifically the gym
and multipurpose rooms. This space will be utilized by
after school programs for record keeping, registration
transactions, secure money storage, and child pickup.
During general school hours, partnership programs should
function under ACPS’ security policies and use of
secondary entrances should be restricted.
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Program offerings are location dependent and include, but
are not limited to:

= Tutoring

= Family and Community Education Centers
= Recreation, Parks & Cultural Activities

= Medicaid Therapy

= Campagna Center

Functions of these programs should be co-located with the
ability to utilize standard classrooms, the gymnasium,
multipurpose room and media center. It is also important
to note that licensed programs have specific requirements
that should be considered as a part of any plans to
renovate or build new facilities. While the requirements
are not onerous, failure to incorporate their consideration
during the planning process can significantly constrain
having access to such programs.

ACPS has a standing partnership with Alexandria City’s
Department of Recreation, Parks, and Cultural Activities
(RPCA) for the maintenance and after-school
programming of fields. At several schools, RPCA operates
after school and community programs in the gymnasium
or multipurpose room; per the joint ACPS/RPCA Facility
and Outdoor Maintenance and Use Agreement.

FAMILY AND COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT CENTERS

ACPS serves a diverse community of families who have
immigrated to the DC Metropolitan area from all over the
world. It is understandable that newcomers to the school
may be hesitant to engage staff and need additional
support. The Division wants to establish Family and
Community Education Centers (FACE) at each school to
welcome families and provide the additional resources to
help them succeed.

A typical FACE center would %
ideally be located near the
main office and include a
reception area with
comfortable seating for
individual conversations,
table seating for meetings and
classes, private offices, and
storage.

PARENT TEACHER ASSOCIATIONS

Provide flexible use space to accommodate the mission
and program offerings of the PTA group. PTAs meet on a
monthly schedule, typically during the evening and have
30 to 35 participants in attendance. PTA meetings include

School Board Members, parents, and, on occasion, the
Superintendent. The PTAs offer volunteer after-school
programs that require access to standard, flexible
classrooms, the gymnasium, the media center, and the
cafetorium. Consider co-locating PTA with other
partnership functions like the FACE center. PTA
functions require dedicated storage space and direct
interaction with the school’s main office suite and staff.

ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL PERFORMANCE

ACPS is dedicated to renovating existing or building new
facilities that meet or exceed the City of Alexandria Eco-
City standards and LEED environmental performance
standards. ACPS desires to offer schools that teach
faculty, staff, students and the community the importance
of environmental stewardship. ACPS believes quality
architecture and high energy performance facilities
positively impact the education of students and increase
retention of staff and students. At this time, city
development standards require compliance with LEED
Silver certification standards for major construction
projects.

MATERIALS & FINISHES

ACPS believes high-quality architectural materials and
finishes create an atmosphere that supports and inspires
learning. All spaces should be conducive to teaching and
provide a warm and welcoming feeling and meet the
principles of Evidence Based Design (lighting,
environmental / air quality, and acoustics). All materials
must be highly durable and resilient yet support a creative
learning environment. ACPS is cognizant that materials
should be reasonable in cost and not exorbitant when
considering budget and life-cycle costs of maintenance
and upkeep. Balance is necessary to maintaining budget
and achieving ACPS’ facility standards.

OPERATIONS & MECHANICAL

Provide mechanical systems that are climate appropriate
and responsive to the life cycle, maintenance and
efficiency expectations of ACPS. Provide passive systems
that pair with active systems and coordinate to achieve
maximum efficiencies while coordinating with the users
to determine the location of universal and dedicated
systems.

ELEMENTARY AND MIDDLE SCHOOL PROTOTYPES
The careful organization of programmatic components

during early design phases is critical for the success of a
future school program.
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THE 700 STUDENT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL PROTOTYPE

There are two academic clusters in the 700 student
prototype. A single main entry is a specific determination
of ACPS’s security plan and that entrance is supported by
administration and family and community engagement
center functions. Academic clusters are located in the
quiet areas of the building that can be isolated during off-
hours. Noisier and shared programmatic clusters are
grouped toward parking, public and play areas and allow
for after-hours access. Informal “break-out” or Extended
Learning Areas happen throughout the building.

The number and size of support spaces and labs are driven
by staffing formulas and national benchmarks. For new
schools or the modernization/addition to an existing
school, this information would inform a ‘site specific’
educational specification

THE 1200 STUDENT MIDDLE SCHOOL PROTOTYPE

There are three academic clusters in the 1200 student
prototype. Academic clusters are positioned at the corners
of a diamond-shaped plan with the fourth corner taken by
the main entrance. A single main entry is a specific
determination of ACPS’s security plan and that entrance is
supported by administration and family and community
engagement center functions. Academic clusters are
located in the quiet areas of the building that can be
isolated during off-hours. At the middle school level, each
academic cluster includes a per grade administrative suite.
Noisier and shared programmatic clusters are grouped
toward parking, public and play areas and allow for after-
hours access. Informal “break-out” or Extended Learning
Areas happen throughout the building.

The number and size of support spaces and labs are driven
by staffing formulas and national benchmarks. For new
schools or the modernization/addition to an existing
school, this information would inform a ‘site specific’
educational specification.
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CHAPTER 4
MINI MASTER PLANS

EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY ASSESSMENT

The mini master plans were developed based on an
educational adequacy assessment that measured existing
ACPS facilities against the educational specifications
adopted by the School Board in January 2015 and outlined
in Chapter 4.

The initial step in the evaluation process was to document
existing conditions of building interiors. This assessment,
conducted September 2013 — March 2014 by Hughes
Group Architects (HGA), electronically gathered data on
each school including square footages, light and acoustic
levels and presence of technology. In fall 2014, the
exterior school sites were assessed and documented
including natural resources, parking, circulation,
recreation features and utilities. This existing conditions
information served as the baseline for the educational
adequacy assessments supported by the project team of
Studio27 and Brailsford and Dunlavey.

The educational adequacy assessment evaluated specific
components of the school campus including individual
instructional and support spaces, and provided an
evaluation of projected school capacity and utilization.
The areas of evaluation as well as the scoring
methodology were based on an approach previously
developed by the Council for Educational Facility
Planners International (CEFPI).

Facility condition assessments evaluate the condition of
building systems such as mechanical, electrical, plumbing
and structural, through a on-site inspection by technical
experts. This is recommended for all the facilities. ACPS
is currently in the process of evaluating all the building
conditions and the results from that effort should be
combined with the recommendations of this report.

SCORING

Scoring for the site, building assessment, and individual
spaces was conducted based on the percentage criteria met
for each factor evaluated. The rating categories assigned
to these scores were based on the ranges of scores shown
in Table 4.1.

Rating Range
Satisfactory 69.5 89.4
Borderline 49.5 69.4
Inadequate 29.5 49.4

Table 4.1

Scoring for building utilization was conducted based on
projected enrollment through school year 2020 divided by
the capacity. Capacity figures were established based on
the quantity and size of teaching spaces established in the
educational specifications.

Rating of building utilization included an upper and lower
range, because both underutilization and overutilization of
facilities is problematic. Table 4.2 indicates the rating
categories established for building utilization:

Rating Range
Satisfactory 90 99.9 100.001 110.0
Borderline 80 89.9 110.001 | 115.0
Inadequate 70 79.9 115.001 | 120.0
Table 4.2

Prioritization of the educational adequacy factors was
undertaken via a tiered approach based on five groups of
evaluation factors established by the LREFP
subcommittee.

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 4—Mini Master Plans, as of 5/27/15 4.1



The 5 tier groups of evaluation factors are:

Safety

Capacity

Support of Educational Program
Enhancements to Learning Environment
. Other

AR A e

Each of the educational adequacy evaluation factors was
assigned to a tier group and, when combined with the
rating for that factor, is used to establish the relative
priority of that factor. The priorities have been utilized to
focus project recommendations for each school on issues
that are most pertinent to ACPS and the City of
Alexandria. Table 4.3 clarifies how the rating and the tier
result in a priority score for each factor evaluated.

The goal of this assessment is to provide an overall
snapshot of the health of a school and provide guidance to
the issues that may need to be addressed. The results of
this analysis is summarized in the A¢ A Glance table for
each school and provided in detail in Appendix C.

Rating Tier Priority
1- Safety & Security 1
2- Capacity 2
3- Support of Educational Program 3
4- Enhancement to Learning Environment | 4
5- Other 5)
1- Safety & Security 6
2- Capacity 7
Inadequate 3- Support of Educational Program 8
4- Enhancement to Learning Environment | 9
5- Other 10
1- Safety & Security 11
2- Capacity 12
| Borderline 3- Support of Educational Program 13
4- Enhancement to Learning Environment | 14
5- Other 15
1- Safety & Security 16
2- Capacity 17
| 3- Support of Educational Program 18
4- Enhancement to Learning Environment | 19
5- Other 20
1- Safety & Security 21
2- Capacity 22
m 3- Support of Educational Program 23
4- Enhancement to Learning Environment | 24
5- Other 25
Table 4.3

SUMMARY OF DATA GATHERED FROM ALL SCHOOLS IN THE EDUCATIONAL ADEQUACY ASSESSMENT

Average Priority of Site, . . . Number of Maintenance

ST Building Assessment and Average Utilization Electric Usage in kwh Calls
. Score (7-1-13/6-30-14) Per SF

Individual Spaces (7-1-13/6-30-14) Per SF
Charles Barrett 73 68 10.6 0.30
Cora Kelly 70 19 9.0 0.35
Douglas MacArthur 68 68 9.6 0.24
George Mason 61 73 7.7 0.22
James K. Polk 77 68 9.9 0.19
John Adams 82 85 7.7 0.17
Lyles-Crouch 60 84 7.2 0.30
Matthew Maury 66 72 7.9 0.14
Mount Vernon 53 73 9.6 0.28
Samuel Tucker 80 30 11.8 0.13
William Ramsay 58 74 5.7 0.16
Francis C. Hammond 61 66 9.2 0.09
George Washington 73 50 7.4 0.10

Table 4.4
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AN OVERALL SUMMARY OF THE ELEMENTARY ASSESSMENTS IS OUTLINED BELOW

=  All elementary schools (including Jefferson-Houston) are currently over capacity by a total of 290 students.

= In 2020, elementary schools will be over capacity by a total of 1,271 students.

o In the east end: 457
o In the west end: 814

= In 2020, the elementary level will need a total of 23 core classrooms (PK-5) to accommodate expected enrollment.

o In the east end:

o Inthe west end: 22

=  Three elementary schools are projected to be over the maximum recommended size of 850 students. If capped at 850,
77 Polk students, 330 Adams students, and 148 Ramsay students (a total of 555 students) will need to be served

1

(CB, GM, DM, CK, JH, LC, MV, MM)
(JKP, ST, JA, WR, PH)

(CB, GM, DM, CK, JH, LC, MV, MM)
(JKP, ST, JA, WR, PH)

elsewhere.
Fl::::e Future Core
. Current Current 2020 Future Projected Classroom
BRI 2014 Capacity | Utilization | Projections | Capacity | Utilization Room Surplus/
Surplus/ ..
Deficit Deficit
Charles Barrett 458 428 107% 512 524* 98% (4) 2
Cora Kelly 341 429 79% 409 429 95% 3 5
Douglas MacArthur | 708 554 128% 772 554 139% (11) (6)
George Mason 541 368 147% 692 368 188% (15) (11)
James K. Polk 704 660 107% 927 756* 123% (13) (4)
Jefferson-Houston 444 800 56% 553 800 69% 6 6
John Adams 944 858 110% 1,180 858 138% (7) (2)
Lyles-Crouch 396 375 106% 360 375 96% (3) 4
Matthew Maury 441 350 126% 473 350 135% (9) (2)
Mount Vernon 817 755 108% 841 755 111% (6) 1
Patrick Henry 596 790 75% 701 790 89% - -
Samuel Tucker 750 620 121% 780 620 126% (3) (7)
William Ramsay 885 748 118% 998 748 133% (18) (9)
ES Total 8,025 7,735 104% 9,198 7,927 138% (:{0)] (23)
*Future capacity includes 2 summer 2015 capacity projects at Barrett and Polk of 4 classrooms each Table 4.5

AN OVERALL SUMMARY OF THE MIDDLE SCHOOL ASSESSMENTS IS OUTLINED BELOW

= At middle school, currently over capacity by a total of 113 students.
= In 2020, middle schools will be over capacity by a total of 685 students.

= If both middle schools are capped at the maximum ideal school size of 1200 students, there are 831 sixth through

eighth graders to house.
Future Net Future Core
School Year 2014 Current Current 2020 Future Projected Room Classroom
Capacity Utilization Projections Capacity Utilization Surplus/ Surplus/
Deficit Deficit
Francis Hammond 1,436 1,396 103% 1,832 1,396 131% 6 (1)
George
. 1,223 1,150 106% 1,399 1,150 122% (15) (11)
Washington
MS Total
Table 4.6
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MINI MASTER PLAN ORGANIZATION

Each mini-master plan has four main features:

At A Glance Table

Narrative describing the results of the analysis
Recommendations and Cost Estimates

School attendance boundary, context and
proposed future conceptual design

bl S

The recommendations section is divided into required
planning, first and second priorities, and long range
recommendations — and is intended to be a menu of
options for the School Board’s consideration during the
development of the Capital Improvement Program.

The conceptual design shown in each plan is only one
visual representation of how to potentially accommodate

cases, breaks out costs for renovation versus new
construction (additions). These are conceptual cost
estimates, based on the one option illustrated in the mini
-master plans and are subject to change. Future costs
will be affected by market conditions. Priorities must be
balanced with fiscal resources. Further evaluation of
existing conditions may recommend modifications to the
plans as shown. Projects and cost estimates will be
reevaluated and refined through the development of the
capital improvement budget which occurs annually.

Table 4.7 defines the information contained in each
plan’s At A Glance section. Each table contains
information on the existing building and site (year built,
current floor area, lot size, floor area ratio), zoning
(zoning, floor area permitted by zoning) and educational
adequacy (school site, building assessment, instruction

the future growth. This drawing is intended to be

illustrative only.

The cost estimates provided are based on implementing
the suggested master plan in its entirety and in certain

AT A GLANCE...

Year Built

Year school was built

Zoning

Zone or zones in which the
property lies.

School Site

Evaluated site
circulation, size and
appropriateness of play
areas

Current Floor Area

Current square footage of the
building

Floor Area Permitted by
Zoning (SF)

Floor area permitted by the
zoning code

Building Assessment

Organization of the
building, technology and
supporting infrastructure

& support spaces, and utilization).

Lot Size (acres)

The size of the lot in acres.

Core Classroom Surplus/
Deficit (2020)

Number of core
classrooms needed as
determined by the
assessment.

Instructional &

Support Spaces

Size of classrooms, loose
and fixed furnishings,
lighting, acoustics and air

quality

Floor Area Ratio

Gross Floor Area/Lot Size

Total Program Square Feet
(2020)

Total program square feet
(includes core spaces, encore
and core classrooms) needed
as determined by the
assessment.

Utilization

Required spaces per the
educational

specifications

compared against existing
spaces

Table 4.7
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CHARLES BARRETT ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
1115 Martha Custis Drive, Alexandria, VA 22302

AT A GLANCE...
Ci t Floor A ;
Vear Buill urren 6 211)0:'7 6r(e)a (SChOOD Lot Size (acres) Core Classroom Surp-'_l;s/Deﬁat (2020)
9
BaE 9,800 (rec center) 5 (includes 2015 capacity project)

Zoning Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF) Floor Area Ratio (E‘Z;Zfrog gamipbe Defieid Ot

R-B (006.01-03-01) 113,061 0.75 -4,756

POS (006.01-03-01) 0 0.0 N/A
School Site Building Assessment Instructional & Support Spaces Projected Utilization (2020)

Satisfactory Satisfactory Satisfactory 98%
BACKGROUND

Charles Barrett Elementary
School was built in 1949. The &
1997 addition of a media center &
is the only major renovation the |
school has undergone since its
establishment. The building
shares a gymnasium and play
fields with the adjacent Charles
Barrett Recreation Center.

In 2014, Charles Barrett’s enrollment was 458 students
with a measured capacity of 428. Enrollment projections
indicate the school population will increase to a student
body of 512 by the year 2020.

The academic curriculum at Charles Barrett includes
reading, language arts, mathematics, social studies, and
science and also offers:

= Music instruction once a week

= Art instruction once a week

»  Band and orchestra beginning in 4™ grade

= Two physical education classes a week

= Family life instruction at age-appropriate levels
= English as a second language classes

= Special education programs

=  TAG pull out program

» Talented and Gifted program for grades K-5'

"nttp://www.acps.k12.va.us/barrett

STUDENT ENROLLMENT (# OF STUDENTS)

2020
2014  Projection

Enrollment

®@
®H®

Capacity

Color | Enrollment as % of Capacity
100% and below

101% to 120% of capacity

- Above 120% of capacity

* includes summer 2015 capacity project

Fully or underutilized

Substantially over capacity

Extremely over capacity

KEY FINDINGS

SUMMARY

The data collected through this assessment reveals Charles
Barrett Elementary School meets 73 percent of the
educational adequacy benchmarks for an ideal 21% century
elementary school.

= The majority of classrooms did not meet the minimum
size requirements.

= Core and specialty classrooms are not equipped with
appropriate storage furnishings.
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The school site received a satisfactory rating. The school’s
site circulation rated borderline due to conflicts between
vehicular and pedestrian traffic patterns. The kiss-and-
ride, school bus lane, and pedestrian traffic all access the
school from the same point of entry. This causes
significant congestion on the main street near the school’s
front entrance during peak times. A study is recommended
to determine whether the drop-off location can be
relocated or reconfigured.

INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORT SPACES

The most urgent items in this section are classroom
capacity and HVAC mechanical issues.

Overall, the instructional and support spaces ranked
satisfactory. All spaces failed to meet appropriate size
requirements. The measured average classroom size for
grades one through five is 775 square feet rather than the
desired 900 square feet needed to provide a flexible
learning environment. The majority of resource rooms
and specialty classrooms are not only too small, but also
lacked the necessary equipment, furniture, fixed
infrastructure, and storage. The overall size of specialty
classrooms is approximately 56 percent smaller than the
square foot minimums detailed in the educational
specifications. A renovation is recommended to right-size
core and specialty classrooms.

The school has significant deficiencies with air
temperature and classrooms lack individual temperature
controls. Occupants deal with major temperature
fluctuations from season-to-season.

Instructional classrooms do not have individual student
desks and therefore do not support diverse learning styles
or flexible seating arrangements. The student and teacher
program furniture, which includes shelving, cabinets,
wardrobes, and cubbies, is either not adequate or non-
existent in most classrooms.

BUILDING ASSESSMENT

The school’s capacity is below satisfactory primarily
because the core classrooms, specialty classrooms, and
administrative spaces all fail to meet the required size.
Most classrooms at Charles Barrett have the technology
infrastructure and tools required to support a 21* century
learning environment. The third, fourth, and fifth grade
classrooms are not organized in grade level clusters as
required by the educational specifications. There are no
defined extended learning areas adjacent to the classrooms
to allow for flexible and alternate teaching or break-out
groups. Additionally, shared spaces, including the gym, art
room, and cafeteria, are not centrally located as required.
The recommended renovation will address deficiencies in
classroom size as well as provide extended learning areas.

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 4—Mini Master Plans, as of 5/27/15
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Charles Barrett must be expanded and reconfigured to meet the recommended size requirements and key
organizational adjacencies. This analysis assumes the four classroom addition currently scheduled for construction
summer 2015.

Site assessment to determine whether the drop-off
location for the school can be relocated/
reconfigures (based on property boundaries, set-
backs, etc.). It will also help inform opportunities
for additional parking.

Assess HVAC and mechanical issues through the
facility condition assessment.

Reconfigure the spaces within the existing school
to meet the recommended size requirements for
individual academic spaces as outlined in the
educational specifications ($24.5M).

Demolish the existing north wing and build an
addition to the school to meet recommended size
requirements and key organizational adjacencies
outlined in the educational specifications ($4.3M).

Provide additional storage for teachers and students
as well as an upgrade to the furniture, fixtures and
equipment.

Equip all classrooms with individual climate con-
trols.

Reconfigure, based on the site assessment, the
vehicular circulation to reduce potential conflicts
with pedestrians.

Upgrade the recreation fields to meet the
standards.

Total Renovation, Excluding the Rec Center —
$24 5M ($309/SF) includes:
All new mechanical, HVAC, plumbing, electrical and

window systems

o New food service and A/V equipment for auditorium,
cafeteria and classrooms and sufficient classroom
storage

o New interior walls, floors and ceilings

Addition — $4.3M ($388/SF) includes:

s Replacement of existing Kindergarten pod

Complete master plan construction- $28.8M
($319/SF) includes:
= 15% contingency and 17% fees, insurance, etc.

Barrett is not currently in the modernization program per the FY 2016-2025 CIP; however, a four classroom
addition will be built in summer 2015. Additional renovations, additions or the complete master plan project will be
evaluated based on ACPS priorities and funding constraints during the development of future CIPs.
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CORA KELLY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
3600 Commonwealth Avenue, Alexandria, VA, 22305

AT A GLANCE...

Year Built 1 955 Current Fg;:(;‘ 631 (school) Lot Size (acres) 4 5 Core Classroom Suglus/l)eﬁcit (2020)
25,840 (rec center) )
Zoning Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF) Floor Area Ratio (T;;g;)l’mg D S ANt (Yl )
R-B (015.02-09-01) 148,255 0.75 10,500
POS (007.04-09-04) 0 0.0
School Site Building Assessment Instructional & Support Spaces Projected Utilization (2020)
Satisfactory Inadequate Satisfactory 95%
BACKGROUND STUDENT ENROLLMENT (# OF STUDENTS)
Cora Kelly Elementary

School was built in 1955 and
shares a gymnasium with the
adjacent to the Cora Kelly
Recreation Center.
Enrollment projections
indicate the school’s
population will increase to
409 students by year 2020.

The academic curriculum includes reading, language arts,
mathematics, social studies, and science and also offers:

= Guided Math with personalize instruction meeting
individual needs of students

= Core subject matter is integrated within encore classes
(i.e. art, library, music and physical education)

= Science & computer labs are provided for students to
help develop science and technology literacy.’

"nttp://www.acps.kl2.va.us/kelly

2020

2014  Projection

Enrollment
Capacity

Color | Enroliment as % of Capacity
100% and below

101% to 120% of capacity

- Above 120% of capacity

Fully or underutilized

Substantially over capacity

Extremely over capacity

KEY FINDINGS

SUMMARY

Based on the data collected through this assessment, Cora
Kelly meets 70 percent of the educational adequacy
benchmarks for an ideal 21* century elementary school.

HIGH PRIORITY ITEMS

= Core classrooms are generally under-sized and lack air
temperature controls.

= The building’s technology and supporting
infrastructure, also earning a score of inadequate, must
provide basic capabilities such as wireless internet
access and ample supply of electrical outlets for
teaching devices.

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 4—Mini Master Plans, as of 5/27/15
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Based on the assessment, the school site received a
satisfactory rating. The site circulation is the main area of
concern for this section. The school’s kiss-and-ride and
bus lane are not separated and all vehicles access the same
driveway in front of the school. Additionally, some of the
primary pedestrian routes are not separated from vehicular
traffic, as required.

The existing school building was partially constructed in
the adjacent park (POS zone). Any future projects should
consider rectifying this property boundary issue.

INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORT SPACES

While the instructional and support spaces ranked
satisfactory. Core classrooms fail to meet size
requirements. The measured average size for pre-
kindergarten and kindergarten class is 8§10 instead of the
desired 1,025 square feet. The measured average size for
grades one through five is 741 instead of the desired 900
square feet. Collectively, only three of the twenty-four
classrooms, or thirteen percent, meet the recommended
size requirement. A renovation is recommended to right-
size the core classrooms.

The core classrooms do not have individual student desks

and therefore do not support flexible seating arrangements.
Very few of the core classrooms have restrooms within the

classroom or shared with an adjacent room, as specified.
These rooms also lack individual temperature controls and

occupants deal with major temperature fluctuations from
season-to-season.

The specialty classrooms and shared spaces generally have
adequate square footage, but they typically lack adequate
storage, fixed equipment, and infrastructure. The rooms
are missing two teaching walls and sound enhancement
equipment. There are very few classrooms with teacher
desks and personal storage equipment. In general, the
student and teacher program furniture (e.g. shelving,
cabinets, wardrobes, and cubbies) is either not adequate or
non-existent in most classrooms.

BUILDING ASSESSMENT

The building component of the educational adequacy
assessment revealed an inadequate rating. The technology
infrastructure and tools are not capable of serving a 21*
century learning environment as defined in the educational
specifications. Electrical outlets are not present in multiple
locations along classroom and corridor walls. The clocks
and PA system throughout the building are not integrated,
nor are the clocks digital, as desired. Additionally, there is
limited wireless connectivity in the hallways and corridors.
Finally, the school does not provide wireless bandwidth at
a one-to-one student-to-device ratio.

The other two sub-sections of the building assessment did
not score much higher. Both building organization and
accessibility earned a borderline rating. The building
organization rating is due to the lack of distinct academic
clusters and extended learning areas (ELAs) throughout
the building. The building’s configuration allows for after-
hours access without compromising the school’s security.
Lastly, the building’s accessibility is poor because the only
handicapped access to the second floor is by a stair lift.

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 4—Mini Master Plans, as of 5/27/15
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RECOMMENDATIONS

While Cora Kelly can meet the projected enrollment within the existing building, reconfiguration is required to achieve
the standards in the educational specifications. Because it is under capacity, there is an opportunity to address capacity
issues in adjacent districts. Additionally, there are site considerations and ADA projects that should be considered.

= Site assessment to determine whether all pedestrian
circulation routes can be separated from vehicular
traffic as recommended in the education
specifications.

= Explore the feasibility of installing an elevator near
the main entry to address the existing ADA
accessibility issue.

= Assess building condition comprehensively through
a facility condition assessment

= Equip all classrooms and support spaces with = Combine circulation routes and parking with
individual climate control. adjacent recreation center to improve efficiency.

= Equip all core classrooms, corridors and support
spaces with additional electrical receptacles as
required.

= Provide additional storage for teachers and
students should be integrated into the reconfigured
classrooms as well as an upgrade to furniture,
fixtures and equipment.

= Equip all classrooms with two teaching walls.

= Reconfigure the existing building to ensure the
core classrooms meet the recommended size
requirements outlined in the educational
specifications ($19.1M).

= Complete master plan construction — $19.1M = New food service and a/v equipment for auditorium,
($275/SF) includes: cafeteria and classrooms
o 15% contingency and 17% fees, insurance, etc., = New interior walls, floors and ceilings

(excludes the rec center in 2015 dollars)

o All new mechanical, plumbing, electrical and window
systems

In the FY 2016-2025 School Board CIP, Cora Kelly is budgeted to receive a modernization and addition beginning in
FY 2019 based on division-wide capacity needs. The construction budget for that project is currently $20,145,000
and includes a capacity component.
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DoUGLAS MACARTHUR ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
1101 Janneys Lane, Alexandria, VA 22302

AT A GLANCE...
Year Built Current Floor Area Lot Size (acres) Core Classroom Surplus/Deficit (2020)
1942 56,098 4.4 -6
Zoning Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF) Floor Area Ratio Total Program Surplus/Deficit (Sq.Ft.)
R12 (051.02-03-16) 57,000 0.3 izl
-19,970
School Site Building Assessment Instructional & Support Spaces Projected Utilization (2020)
Satisfactory Borderline Borderline 139%
BACKGROUND

STUDENT ENROLLMENT (# OF STUDENTS)

Douglas MacArthur Elementary School was built in 1942
predominantly for children of
the Naval Torpedo Plant _
workers living in Chinquapin AEEEEs
Village. The school has
undergone a number of
renovations with a minor one [
occurring in 2008. The

existing school is adjacent to

Forest Park. o o
In 2014, Douglas MacArthur had an enrollment of 708 Capacity
students with a capacity of 554 students. By 2020,

enrollment is expected to increase by 9.5 percent to 772
students.

2020
2014 Projection

Enrollment

Color | Enrollment as % of Capacity
100% and below Fully or underutilized

The academic curriculum at MacArthur includes reading, _ , ,
. . . . 101% to 120% of capacity Substantially over capacity
language arts, mathematics, social studies, and science and :
- Above 120% of capacity
also offers:

Extremely over capacity

= Art instruction once per week

= Two physical education classes per week KEY FINDINGS
= Global Art on a Timeline
= Habits of the Mind and Character Counts SUMMARY

= Family life instruction at age-appropriate levels
»  Band and orchestra beginning in 4™ grade

= Vocal music instruction once per week

= Visiting science teacher

= Weekly library visits High Priority Issues
= Talented & Gifted program for grades K-5

= ELL program for students learning English as a second

With a score of 68 percent, the site assessment completed
for Douglas MacArthur rates this school as borderline on
the educational adequacy benchmark.

= The school will be significantly over capacity by 2020.
The major issues in the school are the classroom sizes,

gnguage ) o ) f hool need for additional storage areas and temperature
. pportunity to participate in numerous after schoo controllability.
programs

"http://www.acps.k12.va.us/macarthur
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The assessment of this school site resulted in a satisfactory
rating. The school is lacking a student drop-off area with
sufficient room for cars to stack and the pedestrian
pathways are not adequately separated from vehicular
traffic. There are significant drainage issues that have
caused flooding and deterioration of the north wing of the
school.

INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORT SPACES

The instruction and support space assessment ranked
borderline. Items contributing to this low score include
classroom size, internal organization, loose furnishings,
and air quality.

The majority of classrooms were below the minimum
square footage requirement. The desired square footage
for a kindergarten classroom is 1,025, however, at Douglas
MacArthur; the average for this grade level was 961
square feet. First through fifth grade classrooms require
900 square feet but the average at this school is 742 square
feet. The overall capacity of the instructional
classrooms is only 69 percent of their ideal square foot
size (per student) as detailed in the educational
specifications.

The lack of controllable lighting and air temperature were
borderline for both core and specialty classrooms.
Although most core instructional classrooms contained
appropriate equipment, infrastructure and acoustics.

However, several core classrooms lack natural daylight.
The specialty classrooms were lacking in lighting and
temperature controls as well as adequate storage and an
interactive electronic device.

BUILDING ASSESSMENT

MacArthur received a borderline rating in the assessment
of building accessibility and technology and support
infrastructure. Some technology inadequacies include:
lack of wireless internet for students at a 1:1 ratio, lack of
electrical outlets in classrooms and hallways, and an
integrated clock and public announcement system.

Building organization received a satisfactory score due to
the lack of extended learning for first through third grade
clusters. Public visitor restrooms were not available at
MacArthur.

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 4—Mini Master Plans, as of 5/27/15

4.16



RECOMMENDATIONS

Because of the building condition and the interior configuration, a total school replacement is recommended to rectify
the deteriorating building condition and to accommodate the projected future enrollment. A new building, sized to
accommodate the 2020 projections, will likely exceed the FAR allowed under the current zoning.

» Site assessment to determine an appropriate drop-off » Consider a .tc')tal school replacement. Th1§ should
location for the school with sufficient stacking room add'ress add{tl.one}l square footage supporting
and separated from buses and pedestrians (based on projected utilization and address deficient key
property, boundaries, setbacks, etc.). organizational adjacencies while maximizing open

= Assess building condition comprehensively through a space at the existing site ($37.0M).

facility condition assessment

= Equip all core classrooms and support spaces with
wall mounted interactive devices.

= Provide integrated storage for teachers and
students in the reconfigured classrooms.

= Equip all classrooms and support spaces with
individual climate and lighting controls.

o

= Complete master plan construction- $37.0M New recreation features including basketball courts,

($405/SF) in 2015 dollars playing field and playgrounds
o All new mechanical, plumbing, electrical systems
o Total demolition of existing building o New interior walls, floors and ceilings
= Grading for new building, parking and fields o Two new elevators
e Storm water management, landscaping, site s New food service and a/v equipment for gymnasium,
lighting cafeteria and classrooms

In the FY 2016-2025 School Board CIP, Douglas MacArthur is slated to receive a modernization and capacity addi-
tion beginning in FY 2017. The construction budget for that project is currently $28,000,000.
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GEORGE MASON ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
2601 Cameron Mills Road, Alexandria, VA 22302

AT A GLANCE...
Year Built Current Floor Area Lot Size (acres) Core Classroom Surplus/Deficit (2020)
1939 65,291 9.4 -11
Zoning Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF) Floor Area Ratio Total Program Surplus/Deficit (Sq.Ft.)
R-8 (023.04-10-20) 142,552 0.35 (2020)
-21,994
School Site Building Assessment Instructional & Support Spaces Projected Utilization (2020)
Borderline Borderline Borderline 188%
BACKGROUND STUDENT ENROLLMENT (# OF STUDENTS)

George Mason Elementary
School was built in 1939
and has undergone two
major renovations, in 1949,
and 1977. Other minor
renovations occurred in
1988, 1997, and 2005. In
2014, the school underwent
a substantial expansion
which included enlarging the cafeteria, adding two .

courtyards and four new classrooms. The school has a total Capacity

square footage of 65,291 over the span of two floors.

2020
2014 Projection

Enrollment

In 2014, George Mason had an enrollment of 541 students

and a measured capacity of 368 students. By 2020, the Color_] Enroliment as % of Capacity
. . 1009 I Full il
enrollment is expected to increase to 692 students. 00% and below ully or underutiized
101% to 120% of capacity Substantially over capacity
The academic curriculum at George Mason includes B ~vove 120% of capacity Extremely over capacity

reading, language arts, mathematics, social studies, and
science and also offers:

. ) KEY FINDINGS
= Art instruction once per week

= Vocal and instrumental music lessons beginning in 4" guMMARY

grade
»  Two physical education classes per week The data collected through this assessment revealed that
- Family life instruction at age-appropriate levels George Mason Elementary School meets 61 percent of the
- Special education programs educational adequacy benchmarks for an ideal 21* century
» Talented and Gifted programs for grades K-5 elementary school.
»  ELL program for those learning English as a second = The school will be severely over capacity lacking
language . o _ space for nearly 324 students in 2020.
= Opportunity to participate in numerous after school )
programs’ = Classrooms are undersized and lack of fixed

equipment and infrastructure, and poor acoustics.

"nttp://www.acps.k12.va.us/mason
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George Mason is not equipped with a dedicated vehicular
traffic drop-off and pick-up area for students and visitors.
The school bus lane and the kiss-and-ride are not
separated. Buses and cars park on the public road in front
of the school to drop-off and pick-up students. The play
areas, located behind the school, are in a good location and

connect to a few pedestrian foot paths. The school does not

have outdoor learning areas.

George Mason is bordered on one side by a church which
serves as a temporary parking lot for staff and visitors

during the week. Although the size of the lot is adequate, it

is not located near the school’s main entrance, nor is it
owned by the school.

INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORT SPACES

The school is suffering from a significant shortage of
classrooms which is compounded by the fact that the
recommended ratio of square feet per student is not
met.

The overall quality of the core classrooms is borderline.
The core, specialty, and shared spaces do not meet the
minimum square footage requirements and lack individual
temperature and lighting controls. There is not adequate
storage for the students and teachers.

The average core classroom size for pre-kindergarten and
kindergarten is 877 rather than the suggested 1,025 square

feet. The measured average classroom size for grade one
through five is 686 square feet rather than the desired 900
square feet needed to provide a flexible learning
environment. The overall capacity of specialty classrooms
and small support rooms is approximately 29 percent
smaller than that square foot minimums detailed in the
educational specification.

Most rooms do not have full control of the HVAC system
and multiple occupants noted there are issues with
humidity. Several of the specialty classrooms did not have
an interactive electronic presentation device.

BUILDING ASSESSMENT

Roughly half the classrooms at George Mason do not have
the technology infrastructure and tools to support a 21*
century learning environment. Overall, the school does
not meet the division’s expectations for small learning
environments and key adjacencies. The current spatial
layout requires all students and staff to walk through the
Media Center in order to access the music room or art
room.

The shared programmatic spaces are not centrally located.
This does not allow for ease of access from the core
academic classrooms. The building is organized in grade
level clusters, but there are no extended learning areas or
collaborative learning spaces within these areas.

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 4—Mini Master Plans, as of 5/27/15
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RECOMMENDATIONS

In order to meet the educational specifications, the school requires interior reconfiguration and an addition. Overall, it
would be beneficial to demolish portions of the existing structure and reconfigure.

= Evaluation of the site analysis information will
accurately determine whether the drop-off location
for the school can bg relocated/reconfigured (based existing structure attain the additional square
on property boundaries, setbacks, etc.). . footage will also be required to support the

» Analyze existing building conditions to determine projected utilization ($40.9M).
if partial demolition is a more cost effective option
to renovation.

= Improve overall operational efficiency by
demolishing and reconfiguring portions of the

= Equip all classrooms and support spaces with
individual climate controls, variable lighting
controls, and technological equipment and
infrastructure.

= Provide additional storage for teachers and
students in the reconfigured classrooms.

= Upgrade the furniture, fixtures and equipment as
many classrooms do not have the required
millwork necessary for the teaching environment.

= Complete master plan construction- $40.9M ($418/ * Renovation of 18,000SF of the existing building in-
SF) in 2015 dollars: cluding (admin and cafeteria):

* 15% contingency Rehabilitati f the existing facade portions t
= 17% other fees, insurance, etc. ehabilitation of the existing fagade portions to re-
= New 80,000 SF addition

o New food service and a/v equipment for auditorium,

main
o New interior walls, floors and ceilings

) o Security, fire alarm and IT/data system
cafeteria and classrooms

. = Exterior improvements including playgrounds, site
o New windows P gplaye

lighting, landscaping, basketball courts, soccer field,

e All new mechanical, plumbing, electrical systems
and storm water management.

s Two new elevators

In the FY 2016-2025 School Board CIP, George Mason is slated for renovation, without capacity, beginning in FY 2021. The con-
struction budget for that project is currently 813,222,510, because it does not include additional capacity.
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1 Addition
2 Existing School
3 Entry

4 Kiss-and-Ride
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Neighborhood 6 Playi‘ng Field
context looking 7 Parking
north

Master Plan Concept
Potential Addition

School site looking east across Cameron Mills Road. Note: This
image does not reflect construction completed in Summer 2014.
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JAMES K. POLK ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
5000 Polk Avenue, Alexandria, VA, 22304

AT A GLANCE...

Year Built Current Floor Area Lot Size (acres) Core Classroom Surplus/Deficit (2020)
1965 83,230 13.5 -4
(includes 2015 capacity project)
Zoning Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF) Floor Area Ratio Total Program Surplus/Deficit (Sq.Ft.)
R12 (039.01-01-01) 128,041 0.30 P
’ -16,929
R20 (039.01-01-01) 40,250 0.25
School Site Building Assessment Instructional & Support Spaces Projected Utilization (2020)
Satisfactory Satisfactory Satisfactory 123%
BACKGROUND

STUDENT ENROLLMENT (# OF STUDENTS)

James K. Polk Elementary,
built in 1965, sitson a 13.5
acre site. The school
expansion in 1994 included a g
new library, main office,
music room, and secure main
entrance. In February 2010,
Polk received a new
gymnasium that was
predominantly pre-fabricated off-site. During the summer
of 2011, Polk added four new classrooms using the same
modular approach and four more are planned for
construction in summer 2015.

In 2014, James K. Polk had an enrollment of 704 students

2020
2014 Projection

Enrollment

Capacity

and a measured capacity of 660 students. By 2020, the Color | Enrollment as % of Capacity

school should increase to 927 students. The existing school 100% and below Fully or underutilized
capacity will not accommodate the increase of students, 101% to 120% of capacity Substantially over capacity
the school will be over-utilized, and the projected B ~vove 120% of capacity Extremely over capacity
enrollment will exceed the recommended maximum school

size of 850 for elementary schools. * includes summer 2015 capacity project

The academic curriculum at James Polk includes reading,
language arts, mathematics, social studies, and science and

also offers: KEY FINDINGS

= Art instruction once per week SUMMARY

- TWO.Ph}fSiC?I educe}tion classes per w'eek Based on the data collected through this assessment, James
= Family life instruction at age-appropriate levels K. Polk meets 77 percent of the educational adequacy

= Band and orchestra beginning in 4™ grade benchmarks for an ideal 21* century elementary school.

= Vocal music instruction once per week The school has a satisfactory rating in all sections except

= Talented & Gifted program for grades K-5 for utilization.

3,4, and 5" grade Keyboarding
= TAG Pullout program
= Special education programs '

Besides utilization, there are still other areas of concern
that this report will address.

"nttp://www.acps.kl2.va.us/polk
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HIGH PRIORITY ITEMS

= Core classrooms are under-sized and lack sufficient
quantity to meet the projected enrollment.
= Shared spaces are significantly under-sized.

SCHOOL SITE

Steep Slopes Steeper slopes on the open spaces
Playgrounds 2
Multiple gathering areas. Basketball
Recreation Features courts, baseball field, play areas and
open field.
Resource Protection Areas No RPAs. Adjacent natural area
Parking 35

Multiple BMPs. Vegetated roof,
planter boxes, vegetated swale.

Storm Water Management

Dy
TGry Ag

VQ .? o g Inova Alexandria
5 = Hospital
Yy, James K. Polk "

Elementary School

James K. Polk earns a satisfactory rating on its school site
assessment. The school meets all the requirements for site

circulation and play areas.

INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORT SPACES

The instructional and support spaces at this school earn a

satisfactory rating. The highest priority item for this

section is the measured size of the shared spaces. None of
the shared spaces meet the educational adequacy size

requirements for a school of this size. The most
undersized is the gymnasium.

The second highest priority item for this section is the
measured size of the core and specialty classrooms. The

technology. Natural light is also lacking in the specialty
classrooms. The temperature in most classrooms is
acceptable but individual temperature controls are not
present as required. The items discussed above need
attention and an interior renovation and an addition are
recommended to right-size existing classroom and provide
more classrooms to accommodate the projected
enrollment.

BUILDING ASSESSMENT

The building assessment resulted in a satisfactory rating.
The school does not have all of its shared programmatic
spaces appropriately clustered and located away from the
academic areas. In addition, there are no extended learning
areas present in the building.

The technology infrastructure earned a low score because
the school lacks a judicious supply of electrical receptacles
in classrooms and main corridors. Additionally, the clocks
and PA system throughout the building are not integrated,
nor are the clocks digital, as desired. Finally, there is
limited wireless connectivity in the hallways and corridors
and the school does not provide wireless bandwidth at a
one-to-one student-to-device ratio.

average size of a kindergarten classroom is 823 square feet
instead of the desired 1,025 square feet. The average size
of a first through fifth grade classroom is 785 square feet
instead of the desired 900 square feet.

Additional issues include lack of adequate natural light and
proper fixed equipment in the shared spaces. Most of the
shared spaces do not have the adequate marker boards,
interactive presentation devices or sound enhancement

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 4—Mini Master Plans, as of 5/27/15
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The school will be over capacity by 2020 and will exceed the recommended size for an elementary school. In order to
accommodate the projected enrollment, a significant addition and interior renovation is required. Consideration should be
given to accommodating the projected increase in enrollment at another location due to the overall school size.

= Explore a new west end elementary school to
alleviate the over enrollment.

= Assess building condition comprehensively
through a facility condition assessment.

= Reconfigure existing instructional, shared and
support spaces to meet the recommended size
requirements outlined in the educational
specifications ($22.1M).

= Equip all core classrooms, corridors and support
spaces with additional electrical receptacles as
required, and all classrooms with two teaching
walls.

= Equip all classrooms and support spaces with
individual climate control.

= Additional storage for teachers and students should
be integrated into the reconfigured classrooms as
well as an upgrade to furniture, fixtures and
equipment.

= Upgrade the building technology equipment and
infrastructure to meet the educational adequacy
standards.

= Resize the gymnasium to meet the standards
required for the size of the student population.

= Explore the feasibility of an expansion to attain
additional instructional square footage required to
support the projected enrollment if a decision is
made to exceed the recommended size for an
elementary school or if alternatives cannot be
determined.

= Complete Master Plan Construction $34.2M (in 2015
dollars)
= 15% contingency
o 17% other fees, insurance, etc.
= New 38,000 SF addition ($12.1M) including:
= Demolition of existing pod to be replaced
= Relocation and expansion of the gymnasium

= Total renovation of existing building ($22.1M) includ-
ing:
= All new mechanical, plumbing, electrical and window
systems
= New food service and a/v equipment for auditorium,
cafeteria and classrooms
e New interior walls, floors and ceilings

Polk is not currently in the modernization program per the FY 2016-2025 CIP; however, a four classroom addition will be built
in summer 2015 and a ten classroom addition is scheduled beginning in FY 2016. The construction budget for that project is
currently $4.8M. Additional renovations, additions or the complete master plan projects will be evaluated based on ACPS pri-
orities and funding constraints during the development of future CIPs.
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Neighborhood context looking north. Patrick Henry Ele- a
mentary School is at lower right. )
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School site looking west across Polk Avenue
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JEFFERSON-HOUSTON SCHOOL

1501 Cameron Street, Alexandria, VA 22314

AT A GLANCE...

Year Built Current Floor Area Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF)
124,000 (school)
2014 Durant Center (15,358) 241,705
Old Town Pool (5,336)
Zoning Lot Size (acres) Floor Area Ratio
RB (064.03-01-01) 7.4 0.75
POS (064.03-01-01) 2.9 0.0

Jefferson-Houston was not included in the educational adequacy analysis because it opened in September 2014.

BACKGROUND STUDENT ENROLLMENT (# OF STUDENTS)
Jefferson-Houston School 2020
was built in 2014. The 2014 Projection

building includes a full size
gymnasium, a white box
theater, and a distributed
dining operation instead of a §
traditional cafeteria.

Adjacent to the school is the City of Alexandria’s Durant
Center, Old Town Pool and Buchanan Park.

Enrollment @

800
Capacity

Enroliment as % of Capacity
100% and below

101% to 120% of capacity

- Above 120% of capacity

0

Fully or underutilized

The new building includes:

= 10 early-childhood classrooms

= 21 classrooms for first- through eighth-grade students

= Full-size gymnasium

= Synthetic turf playing field

= Play areas and structure for all grade levels

= Green features that are on target for LEED Silver
designation

Color

Substantially over capacity

Extremely over capacity

SCHOOL SITE de e

Jefferson-Houston has a full-size athletic turf field, ?J.nmm-;wnmscm
playgrounds, and an outdoor learning garden. Adjacent fria

City recreation features include: ) oneanks YRE

= Buchanan Park, located behind the Old Town Pool,
has a playground that is accessible throughout the day.

Durant Center, home of the Alexandria Commission
for the Arts, provides space for

community rehearsals, performances, special
events, meetings and arts focused classes.

Old Town Pool is a 25-yard pool with a diving well
and separate training pool for small children.

RECOMMENDATION

Because this is the newest ACPS facility, it is
recommended to reassess in 10 years.
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JOHN ADAMS ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
5651 Rayburn Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22311

AT A GLANCE...

Year Built Current Floor Area Lot Size (acres) Core Classroom Surplus/Deficit (2020)
1967 143,290 7.9 -2

Zoning Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF) Floor Area Ratio Total Program Square Feet (2020)

R-12 (019.01-01-48) 103,842 0.3 -13,843

School Site Building Assessment Instructional & Support Spaces Projected Utilization (2020)

Excellent Satisfactory Satisfactory 138%

BACKGROUND

STUDENT ENROLLMENT (#OF STUDENTS)

John Adams was built in
1967 to serve the community ||
as a middle school. It
became an elementary :
school in 1980. The school’s
mission is to create a
community of high
achieving students through
their involvement in arts-integrated learning environments.

In 2014, John Adams had an enrollment of 944 students
with a measured capacity of 858 students. By 2020,
enrollment is expected to increase to 1,180 students
lacking space for approximately 322 students. Both the 858 858
current and projected enrollment exceeds the Capacity

recommended size for an elementary school.

2020
2014 Projection

Enrollment

The academic curriculum at John Adams includes reading,

language arts, mathematics, social studies, and science and
also offers: Color Enroliment as % of Capacity
100% and below Fully or underutilized

.. . 101% to 120% of capacit Substantially over capacit
=  Vocal and Instrumental music instruction once a week > o Of capacty Y pacty

. Art instruction once a week - Above 120% of capacity Extremely over capacity
»  Band and orchestra beginning in 4™ grade
= Two physical education classes a week KEY FINDINGS
= Family life instruction at age-appropriate levels

= English as a second language classes SUMMARY

= Special education programs

= TAG pull out program

= Talented and Gifted program for grades K-5'

Based on the data collected through this assessment, John
Adams meets 82 percent of the educational adequacy
benchmarks for an ideal 21* century elementary school.

HIGH PRIORITY ITEMS

= Core classrooms are under-sized.
= School exceeds the recommended size for an
elementary school.

"http://www.acps.k12.va.us/adams
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SCHOOL SITE

Steep Slopes Steep slope changes around the
edges of the school
4

Playgrounds

Recreation Features Playgrounds, asphalt play area.
Adjacent Chambliss Park includes
baseball field, tennis courts and
open field.

Dense forest north of school.

Resource Protection Areas

Parking 124

Storm Water Management Severe ponding around site. No

known SWM facilities.
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John Adams earned an excellent rating on their school site
assessment. While it met the minimum requirements of
separated vehicular, bus and kiss and ride circulation, the
one vehicular access off of Rayburn Avenue causes traffic
problems during arrival and dismissal. Additionally, there
is not enough staff and visitor parking so currently
overflow parking is located adjacent to Chambliss Park
(zoned POS). A parking lot expansion is underway and
expected to be completed prior to the 2014-2015 school
year. The portion of the park currently used for parking
will be restored as open space once the school lost is
expanded. Site access is constrained, even with planned
improvements.

The existing square feet of the school exceeds the allowed
square feet per the zoning.

INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORT SPACES

The highest priority item at John Adams is the measured
size of core classrooms. Collectively, only five out of 52
core classrooms, or ten percent, meet the educational
adequacy size requirements. The average size for a pre-
kindergarten or kindergarten class is 749 square feet
instead of the desired 1,025 square feet. The average size

for grades one through five is 705 instead of the desired
900 square feet.

The second highest priority item in this section is the fixed
equipment and infrastructure in the specialty classrooms.
All of these rooms lack sound enhancement systems and
half of them are not equipped with wall mounted
interactive devices. These classrooms are not equipped
with the required infrastructure to function as a 21
century learning space.

Additional issues with the instructional spaces are the lack
of storage, plumbing fixtures, and fixed equipment. The
classrooms lack adequate student and teacher built-in
storage and shelving. Over 90 percent of the classrooms
have an interactive electronic device as needed but are
missing a secondary teaching wall.

The educational standards require an internal or adjoining
bathroom for all core classrooms, but these are absent from
over 50 percent of John Adams’ classrooms. In addition,
70 percent of classrooms are not equipped with sinks and
bubblers.

BUILDING ASSESSMENT

The building assessment of John Adams is rated
satisfactory. The portion most lacking is sufficient
electrical receptacles being present in multiple locations
along classroom and corridor walls. The clocks and PA
system throughout the building are not integrated, nor are
the clocks digital, as desired. Finally, there is limited
wireless connectivity in the hallways and corridors and the
school does not provide wireless bandwidth at a one-to-
one student-to-device ratio.

John Adams also lacks extended learning areas.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The student enrollment currently exceeds the optimal school size for an elementary school. To serve the projected enrollment, an
addition is required and should only be considered in conjunction with major circulation /transportation improvements.
Considerations should be given to accommodating the projected increase in enrollment at another location due to the overall
school size. Also, the current building exceeds the FAR allowed under the current zoning.

Assess building condition comprehensively through
a facility condition assessment.

Explore a new west end elementary school to
alleviate the over enrollment.

Reconfiguration of the school to achieve size and

layout requirements in the instructional classrooms
and provide extended learning areas, per the educa-
tional specifications ($43.9M).

Additional electrical receptacles added to the
classrooms and corridors.

Provide additional storage for teachers and
students.

Equip all classrooms with two teaching walls
Upgrade the building technology in specialty

classrooms to meet the educational adequacy
standards.

Implementation of the future Beauregard Small Area
Plan (SAP) road network may provide opportunities for
alternate and cohesive site strategies including relocating
playgrounds to build a parking lot adjacent to the new
parallel road, which includes a pull-off for student kiss-
and-ride.

In conjunction with the implementation of the Beauregard
SAP road network, an addition could be considered to
accommodate an increase in enrollment if a decision is
made to exceed the recommended size for an elementary
school. This addition should only be considered in
conjunction with major circulation/transportation
improvements and would exceed the FAR under the
current zoning.

Complete Master Plan Construction $49.4 (2015 dollars)
0 15% contingency
= 17% other fees, insurance, etc.
New 9,000 SF addition ($5.2M) including:
= New parking and playing field
= New playgrounds and storm water management

Total renovation of existing building ($43.9M)

including:

o All new mechanical, plumbing, electrical and window
systems

s New food service and a/v equipment for auditorium,
cafeteria and classrooms

o New interior walls, floors and ceilings

John Adams is not currently in the modernization program per the FY 2016-2025 CIP. This project will be evaluated
based on ACPS priorities and funding constraints during the development of future CIPs.

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 4—Mini Master Plans, as of 4/21/2015

4.33




JOHN ADAMS
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

Pulvma(‘ Rivey

1 Addition
2 Existing School
3 Entry
4 Kiss-and-Ride
5 Bus Drop-Off
6 Playing Field
7 Parking

Master Plan concept showing potential addition and potential

future access road alignment.
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School site looking north across Rayburn Avenue

of 5/27/15
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LYLES-CROUCH TRADITIONAL ACADEMY
530 South St. Asaph Street, Alexandria, VA, 22314

AT A GLANCE...
Year Built Current Floor Area Lot Size (acres) Core Classroom Surplus/Deficit (2020)
1958 65,645 2.0 +4
Zoning Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF) Floor Area Ratio Total Program Surplus/Deficit (Sq.Ft.)
RM (080.02-03-01) 86,838 1.5 (2020)
-3,243
School Site Building Assessment Instructional & Support Spaces Projected Utilization (2020)
Inadequate Borderline Satisfactory 96%
BACKGROUND

Lyles-Crouch is a traditional [
academy educating children
from kindergarten through
fifth grade.

In 2014, Lyles-Crouch’s
enrollment was 396 students [
with a measured capacity of
375. By 2020, enrollment is
expected to decrease nine percent to 360 students.
Therefore, based on the school’s existing capacity it will
be able to accommodate the future enrollment size, as
currently projected.

The academic curriculum at Lyles-Crouch includes
reading, language arts, mathematics, social studies, and
science and also offers:

= Art instruction with a certified art teacher once a week

= Vocal music instruction with a certified music teacher
once a week

= Instrument music lessons beginning in fourth grade

= Fourth and Fifth graders can join band or orchestra

= Two physical education classes a week with a certified
P.E. teacher

= Family life instruction at age-appropriate levels

= English as a second language classes

= Special education programs

» Talented and Gifted program for grades K-5'

"http://www.acps.k12.va.us/crouch

STUDENT ENROLLMENT (# OF STUDENTS)

2020
2014 Projection
Enrollment
Capacity @ @

Color Enroliment as % of Capacity
100% and below

101% to 120% of capacity

- Above 120% of capacity

Fully or underutilized

Substantially over capacity

Extremely over capacity

KEY FINDINGS

SUMMARY

Based on the data collected through this assessment, Lyles
-Crouch meets 60 percent of the educational adequacy
requirements. A score of 66 earns this school a borderline
rating.

While there is an adequate number of core classrooms to
accommodate future enrollment, the existing rooms are not
large enough. An interior reconfiguration would expand
the classrooms to meet the square footage requirements of
the educational specifications.

HIGH PRIORITY ITEM

= Core classrooms are all under-sized.
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ScHOOL SITE

Steep Slopes

No steep slopes

Playgrounds

1

Recreation Features

Picnic and bench areas. Asphalt
play areas, open field & baseball
field. Garden beds.

Resource Protection Areas

No RPASs or natural areas.

Additional issues with the specialty and shared spaces are
the lack of temperature controllability, the lack of storage,
and the lack of fixed equipment. Only half of these spaces
possess an interactive electronic device as needed. In
addition, 70 percent of spaces are missing a secondary
teaching wall. Lastly, the educational standards require an
internal or adjoining bathroom for all core classrooms;
these are only present in 10 percent of the core academic
classrooms.

BUILDING ASSESSMENT

The building assessment of Lyles-Crouch reveals a
borderline rating. The building organization is inadequate
because there are no distinct academic clusters, the shared
programmatic spaces are not appropriately located and
clustered, and the building lacks extended learning areas.

The technology infrastructure is inadequate because the
school lacks the adequate wireless access for students and
lacks a sufficient amount of electrical receptacles in
corridors and classrooms. In addition, the clock and PA
system are not integrated, nor are the clocks digital as

Lyles-Crouch earns an inadequate rating on the school site
assessment. The school’s site circulation lacks proper
separation of the kiss-and-ride and school bus lane. There
is no stacking area for the student kiss-and-ride. The on-
site parking is not adequate to accommodate the needs of
the school, although there is street parking on the adjacent
streets that accommodate school visitors and staff.

The school’s play field size is inadequate and the outdoor
play equipment appear undersized. Additionally, the site
design does not incorporate outdoor learning spaces.

INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORT SPACES

The instructional and support spaces at this school earn a
satisfactory rating. The highest priority item at Lyles-
Crouch is the measured size of the core classrooms.
Collectively, none of the core classrooms meet the
educational adequacy size requirements. The average
size for a kindergarten class is 750 square feet instead of
the desired 1,025. The average size of grades one through
five is 727 square feet instead of the desired 900 square
feet. An interior reconfiguration is recommended to right-
size the core classrooms.

The second priority item, in this section, is the measured
size of the specialty classrooms and shared spaces. Both
these sections earn an inadequate rating and an addition is
recommended to address this inadequacy.

Parking 43
Storm Water Management Sand filter
7
3 &
b a Witkes Sy F/ ¢
% (%)
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The school has the adequate number of core classrooms but they are not the adequate size. A small addition is
recommended to provide sufficient size of the specialty classrooms and shared spaces.

= Assess the site to determine whether the separation = Reconfigure existing instructional classroom
of the kiss-and-ride and school bus lane is feasible spaces to meet the recommended size requirements
(based on property boundaries, setbacks, etc.). It and provide extended learning areas as outlined in
will also help inform opportunities for additional the educational specifications ($12.7M).
parking

= Assess building condition comprehensively
through a facility condition assessment.

= Equip all core classrooms, corridors and support spaces = Expand the building to allow for right-sized
with additional electrical receptacles as required and all specialty classrooms such as art and music
classrooms with two teaching walls. ($2.0M).

= Upgrade the building technology equipment and
infrastructure to meet the educational adequacy
standards in the specialty classrooms.

= Upgrade the playing fields and play equipment.

= Equip all classrooms and support spaces with individual
climate control.

= Complete Master Plan Construction $14.7 (in 2015 = Total renovation of existing building ($12.7M)

dollars) including:
e 15% contingency o All new mechanical, plumbing, electrical and
o 17% other fees, insurance, etc. window systems

o New a/v equipment for classrooms
= New one-story 5,500 SF addition ($2.0M) including: = New interior walls, floors and ceilings
o Concrete columns on the ground floor level

Lyles-Crouch is not currently in the modernization program per the FY 2016-2025 CIP. Renovations, additions or the
complete master plan projects will be evaluated based on ACPS priorities and funding constraints during the develop-
ment of future CIPs.
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MATTHEW MAURY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
600 Russell Road, Alexandria, VA, 22301

AT A GLANCE...
Year Built Current Floor Area Lot Size (acres) Core Classroom Surplus/Deficit (2020)
1929 51,800 3.9 -2
Zoning Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF) Floor Area Ratio Total Program Surplus/Deficit (Sq.Ft.)
R-5 (053.03-02-02) 76,840 0.45 (2020)
-10,308
School Site Building Assessment Instructional & Support Spaces Projected Utilization (2020)
Borderline Satisfactory Satisfactory 135%
BACKGROUND

STUDENT ENROLLMENT (# OF STUDENTS)

Matthew Maury Elementary
School was built on seven |
acres of farm land purchased §z
in 1929. Classroom additions f§
occurred in 1941, 1949, and &
1961. In 1971, a gymnasium
was added while the library
underwent a major

Enrollment ‘ ‘
Capacity

renovation. In 2005, a new media center, additional

classrooms, teacher work area, new offices, and security

upgrades were added. Color | Enroliment as % of Capacity
100% and below Fully or underutilized

2020
2014 Projection

In. 2014’ Matthew Mau'ry’s enrollment was 441 student§ 101% to 120% of capacity Substantially over capacity
with a measured capacity of 350. By 2020, enrollment is B 70015 120% of apaity
expected to increase to 473 students.

Extremely over capacity

The academic curriculum at Maury includes reading,
language arts, mathematics, social studies, and science and

also offers: KEY FINDINGS

= Music instruction once a week SUMMARY

= Art instruction once a week The data collected through this assessment reveals that

= Band and orchestra beginning in 4™ grade Matthew Maury Elementary School meets 66 percent of
= Two physical education classes a week the educational adequacy benchmarks for an ideal 21*

= Family life instruction at age-appropriate levels century elementary school.

= Dedicated science exploration lab

. HiGgH PrIO ITEMS
= Talented and Gifted program for grades K-5' {OH ERIORITY TTEM

= Based on the 2020 enrollment projections, as it exists
now, the school will be significantly over capacity and
lacking space for over 120 students.

"nttp:/fwww.acps.k12.va.us/maury
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ScHOOL SITE

Steep Slopes

Flat with steep slope around play-
ground

Playgrounds

1

Recreation Features

Playground, asphalt play areas,
basketball goals, baseball and open
fields; Natural area adjacent to
main building

Resource Protection Areas

Parking

7

Storm Water Management

Nyloplast inlets-underground deten-
tion system, but many SWM issues
on site.

680 rather than the suggested 1,025 square feet. This is
the smallest in the division. The measured average
classroom size for grade one through five is 715 square
feet rather than the desired 900 square feet. The overall
capacity of specialty classrooms and small support rooms
is approximately 29 percent smaller than the square foot
minimums detailed in the educational specification.

BUILDING ASSESSMENT

Most classrooms in Matthew Maury have the technology
infrastructure and tools required to support a 21* century
learning environment. However, overall space
arrangements do not meet the division’s expectations for
providing small learning environments and key classroom

W Masonic View Ave w Masonic V z - adjacencies. Classrooms are loosely organized by grade
. - E Chapma . . . .
s, w Chapman St grouping with few adjacent restrooms and no collaborative
2 , learning spaces. Additionally, the school is not ADA
Rucker PI 2 MY Maanteey equitable with the main entrance not providing ADA
Elm St ASL=E access.
1, o )
2, 3
ey, 2 oot 2 2
O 094/, § ) W % oo\ St 3
? £ 2
f‘,./ \‘l'-““ a . ;
~ e W IneE
&

The Matthew Maury site is poorly organized for both
pedestrian and vehicular traffic. Site circulation does not
separate these types of traffic creating potential conflicts.
The bus lane and parent kiss-and-ride drop off occur in the
same location; on the street in front of the school. There is
a small parking lot behind the school with room for about
7 vehicles and due to the urban nature of the site, a
majority of parking occurs in the street. Furthermore, the
small school site does not allow for full-size athletic fields
as recommended by the Virginia Guidelines. The
equipment provided is weathered and dated. The
playground is not accessible for students with disabilities;
play courts are deteriorating and drainage is poor.

INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORT SPACES

The instructional and support spaces of the building earned
a satisfactory rating. While the overall assessment resulted
in a positive rating, it should be noted that most of the
instructional spaces do not meet the division’s size
requirements. Common deficiencies throughout the spaces
include dated furniture that is not flexible, inadequate
space to accommodate flexible furniture arrangements,
lack of electrical outlets, and poor internal adjacencies for
required restrooms or collaborative learning spaces.

The most urgent items in this section are classroom
capacity. The average classroom size for kindergarten is

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 4—Mini Master Plans, as of 5/27/15
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RECOMMENDATIONS The shortage of classroom numbers and space must be addressed in order to bring Matthew

Maury up to levels designated in the Ed Specs for ACPS, and to address the level of student population currently projected. The
Site and Building Plan improvements should be considered and incorporated into the comprehensive site and building plan listed
below. Site and building recommendations (Groups 2-4) are generally grouped according to priority; however, due to the limited

size of the school site, each decision may impact the others.

Develop a vision, goals and strategies with a comprehen-
sive Site and Building Plan for the school.

Develop priority phasing with associated Return-on-
Investment to determine whether existing building reno-
vations, demolition, and new construction should be
combined or phased separately. Funding sources, level
of service, and schedule disruption should be identified.
Funding should consider coordinated impacts of future
construction in an effort to prevent double-work or dem-
olition of new facilities.

Consolidate the two adjacent properties of the main
school site—600 Russell Road and 701 Johnston Place—
to create one single lot. Analyze the newly combined
FAR to determine whether further rezoning is necessary
to accommodate projected additional spaces.

Seek abandonment and dedication to the school of the
Rucker Place spur east of Johnston Place.

Develop a long-range management plan for the school
and site facilities to coordinate capital improvement and
operations projects. Management plan should incorpo-
rate decisions which may be allowed to evolve in re-
sponse to future needs and opportunities.

Assess building condition comprehensively through
a facility condition assessment.

Provide outdoor learning areas with sufficient infrastruc-
ture, allowing flexible programming.

Address physical and/or operational changes for the drop
-off location, configuration for busses, and kiss-and-ride.
Reorganize overall layout of classrooms—may allow
opportunity to create a PreK/Kindergarten “wing” at the
school.

Explore the utilization of Johnston Place for greater con-
nection to Beach Park. Various approaches may include
temporary closures (times barricades) to connect the
school with Beach Park, narrowing the street for greater
space or converse utilization for parking. Coordinate
with the Neighborhood Park planning process and the
City’s Recreation Parks and Cultural Activities to en-
hance Beach park facilities for greater utilization by the
school and Community.

Provide all classroom and support spaces with the appro-
priate loose furnishings and fixed equipment to address
noted deficiencies for a 21st century learning environ-
ment.

Consider the improved utilization of the southwestern on
-property alley (from Elm Street) for additional parking
opportunities in that area of the school site.

Upgrade the existing play areas and field to meet ACPS
and ADA guidelines.

Reconfigure the space within the existing school to
meet recommended size requirements outlined in the
Educational Specifications.

Construct a new, two-story wing in the general
location of the existing northern wing and gymnasium
to provide the missing classroom and support space
needed to meet the projected utilization. Redistribute
the core classroom types accordingly.

Consider the purchase of adjacent property as it may
provide more area for the school thus creating a more
efficient site.

= Complete Master Plan Construction $23.7 (in 2015 = New 31,000 SF addition ($13.6M) including:
dollars) s Demolition of portions of the existing building
o 15% contingency o New elevator
o 17% other fees, insurance, etc. = New gymnasium and relocated cafeteria

= Total renovation of existing building ($10M) including:
o All new mechanical, plumbing, electrical and window
systems
= New food service and a/v equipment for auditorium,
cafeteria and classrooms
= New interior walls, floors and ceilings

In the FY 2016-2025 School Board CIP, Maury is currently
slated to receive a modernization and capacity addition be-
ginning in FY 2023. The construction budget for that project
is currently $16,500,000.
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MATTHEW MAURY
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

&

P()/()///u(' Rivey

Neighborhood context looking north across King
Street from Masonic Memorial

1 Addition
0 2 Existing School

3 Entry
4 Kiss-and-Ride

5 Bus Drop-Off
6 Playing Field
7 Parking

Master Plan concept showing potential second-level addition
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MOUNT VERNON COMMUNITY SCHOOL

2601 Commonwealth Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22301

AT A GLANCE...
Year Built Current Floor Area Lot Size (acres) Core Classroom Surplus/Deficit (2020)
1923 112,730 (school) 6.5 +1
18,000 (rec center)
(library¥)
Zoning Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF) Floor Area Ratio Total Program Surplus/Deficit (Sq.Ft.)
(2020)

R-2-5 (024.04-02-03) 90,272 0.45 -1,064

POS (024.04-02-03) 0 0.0
School Site Building Assessment Instructional & Support Spaces Projected Utilization (2020)

Borderline Inadequate Borderline 111%
BACKGROUND

STUDENT ENROLLMENT (# OF STUDENTS)

The current Mount Vernon B (
Community School structure SR E" ’ 2020
was built in 1923. y = 2014 Projection
Classroom additions were
built in 1941 and 1950 with
major building additions in
1967 and 1991. The adjacent
Mount Vernon Recreation
Center, built in 1997, shares the gym and outdoor fields
with the school.

Enrollment

In 2014, Mount Vernon had an enrollment of 817 students Capacity

with a capacity of 755 students. By 2020, enrollment is
expected to increase to 841 students. Mount Vernon is a

O@

community school encouraging partngrshlps between ' Color | Enrollment as % of Capacity

school and community in an effort to improve academics, 100% and below Fully or underutilized
health, and development of the community and its 101% to 120% of capacity Substantially over capacity
students. This relationship fosters a personalized B Avove 120% of capacity Extremely over capacity

curriculum teaching real-world problem solving skills.
Mount Vernon offers an English-Spanish Dual Language
program aiming to make students bilingual, bi-literate, and ~ Kgy FINDINGS

culturally aware. The school also offers: SUMMARY

= Art instruction once per week The data collected through this assessment reveal that

»= Two physical education classes per week Mount Vernon Community School meets only 53 percent
= Family life instruction at age-appropriate levels of the educational adequacy benchmarks for an ideal 21*
= Band and orchestra beginning in 4™ grade century elementary school.

= Vocal music instruction once per week
= Talented & Gifted program for grades K-5
= 3,4, and 5" grade Keyboarding

TAG Pullout program

Special education programs'

HIGH PRIORITY ITEMS

= Based on the 2020 projections, as it exists now, the
school will be substantially over capacity, lacking
space for nearly 86 students. The school is suffering
from a shortage of classrooms which is compounded
by the fact that the recommended ratio of square feet

I
http://www.acps.kl12.va.us/mtvernon per student is not met.

* Because the school, recreation center and library are located on the
same site, all contribute to the floor area ratio calculation.
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= The classroom conditions are also below satisfactory
levels for reasons such as, inadequate classroom size,
lack of storage space, poor acoustics and the absence
of individual controllability of the HVAC and lighting
systems.

ScHOOL SITE

Steep Slopes Isolated steep area

Playgrounds 3

Recreation Features Open field, playground, baseball

field and basketball court.
Resource Protection Areas No

Parking 27

Storm Water Management Multiple inlets, two underground

detersion systems.

Hieg

¥ NaLaL

Organization of vehicular and pedestrian traffic patterns
are not efficiently organized about the site. Site circulation
does not separate vehicular and pedestrian traffic creating
potential life safety hazards for all users. Pedestrian paths
cross vehicular thoroughfares during after-school pickup
times. Additionally, the bus lane is also used as the kiss
and ride drop off area which could create a dangerous
situation for students. It was also observed, while
appropriately located near the main entrance, on-site
parking for staff and visitors is inadequate based on the
number of spaces provided.

While the apparent rating of the fields is borderline, the
two play fields, located adjacent to the gym, do not meet
Virginia Guidelines but are adequate for the school’s use.
Finally, the field condition is deteriorating with
observable divots and dry patches noted that could pose a
hazard to students.

INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORT SPACES

The most urgent items in this section are classroom
capacity and HVAC mechanical issues.

The instructional and support spaces of the building
earned a borderline rating. Some factors that contributed
to this rating include: the rooms do not meet the size
requirements; the lack of lighting and HVAC
controllability, and noise interference from inside and
outside the rooms was not mitigated. Numerous teachers
reported humidity and moisture issues in their classroom
which they indicate increases during the warmer months.

The average core classroom size for prekindergarten and
kindergarten is 885 rather than the suggested 1,025 square
feet. The measured average classroom size for grade one
through five is 757 square feet rather than the desired 900
square feet needed to provide a flexible learning
environment.

The overall capacity of specialty classrooms and small
support rooms is approximately 28 percent smaller than
the square foot minimums detailed in the educational
specification. The facility had significant deficiencies
with air temperature, humidity and acoustical elements.
The lighting, in most classrooms, was adequate but not
adjustable. Finally, several classrooms had no natural
light or windows with a view outdoors.

Among the core classrooms, the item of greatest concern
is the acoustics. Many of the classrooms are divided by a
thin, operable partition which does not provide an
adequate sound barrier between the two classrooms. The
student and teacher program furniture, which includes
shelving, cabinets, wardrobes and cubbies, is either not
adequate or non-existent in most classrooms. Classrooms
are not equipped with the required number of teaching
walls and electrical outlets are not readily available on all
walls. The shared spaces, including the gym, art room,
and cafeteria are not centrally located.

BUILDING ASSESSMENT

Most classrooms in Mount Vernon have the technology
infrastructure and tools required to support a 21st century
learning environment. However, overall space
arrangements do not meet the standards for providing
small learning environments and key classroom
adjacencies. While classrooms are mainly organized by
grade level groupings, there were no defined extended
learning areas observed and not all shared programmatic
spaces were centrally located.

The building organization also contributed to the school’s
low rating because the shared spaces such as: the gym,
cafeteria and art room are not centrally located and did
not meet their intended size or space requirements.

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 4—Mini Master Plans, as of 5/27/15
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RECOMMENDATIONS

Mount Vernon currently lacks sufficient space to accommodate future enrollment. An addition and interior renovation is
recommended after a building conditions assessment. Because of the age of the building, a partial demolition may be a more cost
effective option to renovation. Currently the school building exceeds the allowed FAR for the building, which has implications on
a future significant renovation and the feasibility of a future addition.

= Site assessment to determine whether the drop-off
location for the school can be relocated/reconfigures
(based on property boundaries, setbacks, etc.). It will
also help inform opportunities for additional parking.

= Explore existing building conditions to determine if
partial demolition is a more cost effective option to
renovation due to the building’s age.

= Rezone to rectify the existing FAR issue and allow
room for an addition or major reconfiguration.

Reconfigure the spaces within the existing school to
meet the recommended size requirements for
individual academic spaces as outlined in the
educational specifications incorporation of
collaborative learning spaces ($35.9M).

Construct an addition to the school which may be
necessary to attain the additional square footage
required but will be more accurately determined
once the building reorganization and redistribution
has been studied ($3.2M).

= Equip all classrooms and support spaces with individ-
ual climate controls, and technology equipment and
infrastructure.

= Provide additional storage for teachers and students
as well as an upgrade to the furniture, fixtures and

equipment,

= Upgrade existing playing areas .

Relocate tennis courts to allow for upgraded play-
ing fields.

=  Complete Master Plan Construction $39.1 (in 2015
dollars)

= 15% contingency
s 17% other fees, insurance, etc.

» New 10,000 SF addition ($3.2M)

= Total renovation of existing building ($35.9M)

including:

o

All new mechanical, plumbing, electrical and
window systems

New food service and a/v equipment for
auditorium, cafeteria and classrooms

New interior walls, floors and ceilings

Mt. Vernon is not currently in the modernization program per the FY 2016-2025 CIP. Renovations, additions or the
complete master plan projects will be evaluated based on ACPS priorities and funding constraints during the develop-

ment of future CIPs.
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Master Plan concept showing two-level addition on southeastern part

School site looking north. Commonwealth Avenue is on
the left, and Mount Vernon Avenue on the right. Duncan

Library is at the lower left.
of school site.
4.49

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 4—Mini Master Plans, as of 5/27/15



Alexandria LREFP | Mount VYernon ES

Mount Vernon

Conceptual Master Plan

I New Construction/Addition
Existing

[ ] Renovation

Classrooms
(5th Grade)

2nd Floor

Classrooms
(K - 4th Grade)

1st Floor
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PATRICK HENRY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
4643 Taney Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22304

AT A GLANCE...

Year Built

Current Floor Area

Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF)

1953 62,400 (school) 176,418
8,850 (rec center)
Zoning Lot Size (acres) Floor Area Ratio
R-12(039.03-05-14) 15.0 0.30

effort.

Patrick Henry was not included in the educational adequacy analysis because there is a feasibility study under a separate

BACKGROUND

Patrick Henry Elementary
School was originally
constructed in 1953,
classroom additions in 1995
and 2011. The City of
Alexandria constructed a
gymnasium addition in 1973

PATRICK HENRY |

that included a full-time recreation center. In 1996, a
media center was constructed. This site is shared with a
full-time City recreation center and tennis courts.

ACPS currently has a Patrick Henry Capacity Project in
the CIP. This project will create Pre K-8 program with

RECOMMENDATION

Patrick Henry was not included in the educational
adequacy analysis due to the fact that a study was currently
underway. Results of the study should be incorporated
into the next update of the Long Range Plan.

additional capacity for ACPS on the west side of the city.
Planning is underway to analyze the current school and
recreation center conditions and site to review options for
construction versus renovation. A recommendation will be

made to the School Board in Spring 2015.

SCHOOL SITE

The Patrick Henry site includes two open fields, tennis
courts and a playground. Student drop-off occurs along
Taney Avenue which conflicts with local traffic during
peak times. Buses use the parking lot which often
conflicts with staff, visitor and Rec Center patrons.
Analysis of these circulation issues is a part of the study

currently underway.

9
, Patrick Henry

-
&
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SAMUEL W. TUCKER ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

435 Ferdinand Day Drive, Alexandria, VA, 22304

AT A GLANCE...

Year Built Current Floor Area Lot Size (acres) Core Classroom Surplus/Deficit (2020)
2000 80,180 2.4 -7

Zoning Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF) Floor Area Ratio Total Program Square Feet (2020)

CDD 9 (068.01-02-01) 80,000 0.35 -6,398

School Site Building Assessment Instructional & Support Spaces Projected Utilization (2020)
. . . 126%

Satisfactory Satisfactory Satisfactory
BACKGROUND

Samuel W. Tucker
Elementary opened in 2000,
making it the City’s first new |
school in 30 years. The
school is situated at the west
end of the Cameron Station
development and serves
kindergarten through fifth
grade students.

In 2014, Samuel Tucker had an enrollment of 750 students
and a measured capacity of 620 students. By 2020, the
school should increase to 780 students. Therefore, the
existing school capacity will not accommodate the
increase of students and the school will be over-utilized.
The academic curriculum includes reading, language arts,
mathematics, social studies, and science and also offers:

= Music instruction once a week

= Art instruction once a week

= Band and Orchestra beginning in 4th grade

= Two physical education classes a week

= Family life instruction at age-appropriate levels
= English as a second language classes

= Special education programs

=  TAG pull out program

= Talented and Gifted program for grades K-5'

"nttp://www.acps.kl2.va.us/tucker

STUDENT ENROLLMENT (# OF STUDENTS)

2020
2014 Projection
Enrollment ‘
Capacity ‘
Color Enrollment as % of Capacity

100% and below
101% to 120% of capacity

- Above 120% of capacity

Fully or underutilized

Substantially over capacity

Extremely over capacity

KEY FINDINGS
SUMMARY

Based on the data collected through this assessment,
Samuel Tucker meets 80 percent of the educational
adequacy benchmarks for an ideal 21st century elementary
school.

HIGH PRIORITY ITEMS

= The inadequate measured size of the specialty
classrooms

= Inadequate size and number of core classrooms to
accommodate the projected enrollment

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 4—Mini Master Plans, as of 5/27/15
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SCHOOL SITE

Steep Slopes No steep slopes

2 (one in the adjacent Boothe
Park)

Adjacent Boothe Park contains
playgrounds, a shelter, a base-
ball field, basketball court and
tennis court

Playgrounds

Recreation Features

Resource Protection Areas No natural areas

Parking 106

Storm Water Management No known facilities onsite

&
(& > ‘-;v\ e Trade Center
Shopping Center

Armistead Boothe Park

Samuel W. Tucker earns a satisfactory rating on the site
assessment. The school meets all the requirements for
site circulation and play areas except inadequate parking
and lack of outdoor learning areas. Within the CDD
zoning, the school site and park site are separately
platted properties. The recreational features used by the
school are on adjacent property. Because of this
distinction, it may be difficult add parking and outdoor
learning areas to the school site.

It should be noted that the potential multi-modal bridge
that may occur adjacent to Boothe Park could impact the
size and number of recreational fields in close proximity
to the school.

INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORT SPACES

The instructional and support spaces at this school earn a
satisfactory rating. The highest priority item for this
section is the measured size of the core classrooms.
Comprehensively, only 39 percent of the core classrooms
meet the educational adequacy size requirements of 900
square feet. The average size of a specialty classroom is
437 square feet which is significantly higher than the
desired 250 square feet. While the existing specialty
classrooms are larger than the required size in the
educational specifications, there is a deficit of three in

the total quantity. Multiple teachers typically share these
spaces to accommodate the student capacity needs. The
classes often run concurrently in these spaces indicating
a lack of quantity. Only 17 percent of the classrooms
have temperature controls.

The second highest priority item, in this section, is the
natural lighting in the shared spaces. Only one third of
these spaces have adequate natural lighting. The
gymnasium, for example, only has a few windows even
though it is not an interior space and could potentially
accommodate more.

Additional issues the specialty classrooms are the lack of
storage, bubblers and fixed equipment. The specialty
classrooms lack adequate student and teacher built-in
storage and shelving. Many rooms do not have adequate
teacher furnishings, such as a desk or wardrobe. The
rooms are not equipped with interactive learning devices
and secondary teaching walls, as required. In spite of the
satisfactory rating for this section, the items discussed
above need attention to ensure this school continues to
be an excellent teaching and learning environment for its
students.

BUILDING ASSESSMENT

The building assessment of Samuel W. Tucker reveals a
satisfactory rating. The only category that does not meet
the educational adequacy standards is technology and
supporting infrastructure. The inadequate rating for this
section is due to electrical receptacles not being present
in multiple locations along classroom and corridor walls.
Additionally, the clocks and PA system throughout the
building are not integrated, nor are the clocks digital, as
desired. Finally, there is limited wireless connectivity in
the hallways and corridors and the school does not
provide wireless bandwidth at a one-to-one student-to-
device ratio.

The other two categories: building organization and
accessibility; both meet the standards. However, the
school’s noisier programmatic spaces are not adequately
separated from the instructional classrooms, as required.

DRAFT LREFP, Chapter 4—Mini Master Plans, as of 5/27/15
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The school will continue to be over capacity by 2020. In order to accommodate the projected enrollment, an addition
to the building would likely exceed the FAR allowed by the zoning. Considerations should be given to accommodat-
ing the projected increase in enrollment at another location due to the overall school size and site constraints.

= Reconfigure the existing interior to provide
sufficient sized classrooms ($14.5M).

= Renovate the shared spaces to provide sufficient
natural light.

= Assess opportunities to reconfigure existing
instructional classroom spaces to meet the
recommended size requirements outlined in the
educational specifications.

= Assess building condition comprehensively through a
facility condition assessment.

= Assess the possibility of equipping all classrooms
and support spaces with individual climate control.

= Provide additional storage for teachers and
students in the reconfigured classrooms.

= Equip all classrooms with two teaching walls and

technology

= Complete Master Plan Construction $14.5M (in = Limited renovation of existing building including:
2015 dollars) e New floor and ceiling finishes
= 15% contingency o New walls and MEP systems as necessary for new
s 17% other fees, insurance, etc. classroom configuration

= Renovation of cafeteria and gymnasium
o New plumbing and light fixtures

Tucker is not currently in the modernization program per the FY 2016-2025 CIP. This project will be evaluated based
on ACPS priorities and funding constraints during the development of future CIPs.
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Neighborhood context. The Norfolk Southern tracks and
Cameron Run separate the site from uses along Eisenhow-
er Avenue, shown at bottom right in this photo. Pickett
Street runs along the upper left. The Cameron Station resi-
dential development is to the right of the school.

School site looking north, showing adjacent park and ball Master Plan concept showing renovations within the existing
field. Cameron Run runs along the lower part of this photo. school footprint only.
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WILLIAM RAMSAY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
5700 Sanger Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22311

AT A GLANCE...
Year Built Current Floor Area Lot Size (acres) Core Classroom Surplus/Deficit (2020)
1958 87,650 (school) 20 -18
18,150 (rec center)
5,700 (nature center)
Zoning Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF) Floor Area Ratio Total Program Surplus/Deficit (Sq.Ft.)
(2020)
R-12 (028.02-03-34) 99,989 0.30 -23,857

RA (028.02-03-34) 58,432 0.75

POS (028.02-03-34) 0 0.0
School Site Building Assessment Instructional & Support Spaces Projected Utilization (2020)

Borderline Inadequate Satisfactory 133%
BACKGROUND

William Ramsay Elementary
was built in 1958 and received
building additions in 1963,
1977, 1990 and 2001. The
school is bordered by an
adjoining nature and
recreation center. The school
supports the community
through Campagna Extended
Day Care Programs, nature center programs, PTA
reflections programs, and recreation center activities. The
nature center and recreation center have an independent
entrance; therefore, the community can access them
without going through the school. Additionally, the
projected enrollment will exceed the recommended
maximum school size for elementary schools.

In 2014, Ramsay’s enrollment was 885 students with a
measured capacity of 748. The 2020 enrollment projection
indicates the school’s population will increase to 998
students.

The academic curriculum at Ramsay includes reading,
language arts, mathematics, social studies, and science
and also offers:

= Art instruction with a certified art teacher

= Vocal music

= Band, Orchestra and Instrument music lessons
beginning in fourth grade

= Two physical education classes per week

= Family life

STUDENT ENROLLMENT (# OF STUDENTS)

2020
2014 Projection
885
Enrollment
CapaCity ‘ ‘
Color Enroliment as % of Capacity

100% and below Fully or underutilized

101% to 120% of capacity Substantially over capacity

- Above 120% of capacity

Extremely over capacity

= English as a second language

= Special education programs

= TAG pull out program

»  Talented and Gifted program for grades K-5'

"nttp://www.acps.kl2.va.us/ramsay
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KEY FINDINGS

SUMMARY

William Ramsay meets 58 percent of the educational
adequacy benchmarks for an ideal 21* century elementary
school.

HIGH PRIORITY ITEMS

= Accessibility sub-section which received a very
inadequate rating.

= Inadequate measured size of the core and specialty
classrooms.

SCHOOL SITE

Steep Slopes Steep Slopes

Playgrounds 2

Recreation Features Baseball field, tennis court, as-
phalt play area, and open field
Adjacent to Dora Kelly Natural
Park & dense trees

Parking 135

Resource Protection Areas

Storm Water Management Storm filter & storm captor at

western end of parking lot
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Based on the assessment, the school site received a
borderline rating. The site circulation received a borderline
rating because the school’s kiss-and-ride driveway and the
bus lane share the same vehicular entrance. The shared
driveway also provides the school with limited stacking
area which can cause congestion on adjacent streets.
Finally, the on-site parking is not adequate based on the
size of the school.

The play fields and play areas are in safe locations, but not
adequate in size, nor do they possess the required
equipment per the educational specifications. Included in
the Beauregard Small Area plan is a multi-purpose field

that will provide adequate field space for the school. This
will be located in the area of the existing tennis courts at
the corner of Sanger Avenue and North Beauregard Street.
The school is located between the William Ramsay
Recreation Center and the Dora Kelly Nature Center.

INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORT SPACES

While the instructional and support spaces rank
satisfactory, there are a few areas of concern in this
section. The most important issue to note is the lack of
sufficient square footage in the core and specialty
classrooms. The measured average size for pre-
kindergarten and kindergarten class is 924 square feet
instead of the desired 1,025. The measured average size
for first through fifth grade class is 816 square feet instead
of the desired 900.

Instructional rooms lack temperature controls with more
than 60 percent of the occupants reporting humidity
issues. In specialty classrooms, there is minimal student
and teacher program furniture includes shelving, cabinets,
wardrobes, and cubbies. These items are either not
adequate or non-existent in most instructional spaces. The
majority of these specialty spaces are also missing an
interactive electronic device. Lastly, the shared spaces
would benefit with additional windows increasing natural
light levels.

BUILDING ASSESSMENT

The comprehensive building assessment of William
Ramsay reveals an inadequate rating. The school lacks
extend learning areas and public restrooms for visitors.
Additionally, the shared programmatic spaces are not
appropriately clustered nor located away from academic
classrooms.

Electrical outlets are not present in multiple locations
along classroom and corridor walls. The clocks and PA
system throughout the building are not integrated, nor are
the clocks digital, as desired. Additionally, there is limited
wireless connectivity in the hallways and corridors.
Finally, the school does not provide wireless bandwidth at
a one-to-one student-to-device ratio.

This school lacks judicious use of ramps, elevators, and
signage to allow a handicapped student, teacher, or
visitor access to the entire school. The school has two
separate floors and multiple split levels. There is an
elevator at the school, but poorly located at one corner of
the school, and only provides access to four resource
classrooms on the second floor addition. The second floor
addition is a separate building from the first and second
floor of the main school.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The school will be over capacity by 2020. In order to accommodate the projected enrollment, an addition to the
building would likely exceed the FAR allowed by the zoning. Considerations should be given to accommodating the
projected increase in enrollment at another location due to the overall school size and site constraints.

= Site assessment to determine whether the drop-off and .
bus entrance for the school can be separated (based on
property boundaries, setbacks, etc.) in coordination
with the Recreation and Nature Centers.

= Assess building condition comprehensively through a
facility condition assessment. .

Install an elevator near the main entry to address
existing ADA accessibility issue. Assess possible
solutions to address existing ADA accessibility
issues within the corridors.

Reconfigure the existing school to meet the
recommended size requirements and key
organizational adjacencies outlined in the
educational specifications ($18.3M).

= Equip all rooms with individual climate control. .

Reconfigure parking to improve efficiency.

= Equip all core classrooms and support spaces with .
additional electrical receptacles to meet educational
adequacy standards.

Included in the Beauregard Small Area plan is a
multi-purpose field that will provide adequate field
space for the school.

educational adequacy standards.

Provide additional storage for teachers and students as
well as an upgrade to the furniture, fixtures and
equipment.

= Upgrade the building technology to meet the .

The implementation of the Beauregard Small Area
Plan will reconfigure the area’s road network and the
surrounding neighborhoods. An addition could be
considered to accommodate the projected enrollment
increase, if expansion beyond the recommended school
size is warranted. This addition would likely exceed the
FAR and require a rezoning ($18.1M).

Complete Master Plan Construction $36.4 (in 2015
dollars)

= 15% contingency

o 17% other fees, insurance, etc.

New 53,000 SF addition ($18.1M)

o Demolition of the portion of the existing building to

be replaced

= Total renovation of 68,000 SF of the existing building
($18.3M), including:

o

o

All new mechanical, plumbing, electrical and
window systems

New food service and a/v equipment for gymnasium,
cafeteria and classrooms

New interior walls, floors and ceilings

New elevator

Ramsay is not currently in the modernization program per the FY 2016-2025 CIP. This project will be evaluated
based on ACPS priorities and funding constraints during the development of future CIPs.
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FRANCIS C. HAMMOND MIDDLE SCHOOL
4646 Seminary Road, Alexandria, VA 22304

AT A GLANCE...
Year Built Current Floor Area Lot Size (acres) Core Classroom Surplus/Deficit (2020)
1956 236,125 25 -11
Zoning Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF) Floor Area Ratio Total Program Surplus/Deficit (Sq.Ft.)
(2020)
R-8 (030.01-01-03) 364,659 0.45 -29,368
R-20 (030.01-01-03) 69,811 0.25
School Site Building Assessment Instructional & Support Spaces Projected Utilization (2020)
Satisfactory Inadequate Borderline 131%
BACKGROUND

STUDENT ENROLLMENT (# OF STUDENTS)

Francis C. Hammond was
originally built in 1956.
The building operated as a
high school from 1956
through 1971. In fall 1979,
Hammond Junior High
School opened and served
grades seven through nine. In fall 1993, the junior high
was reorganized into a middle school for grades six
through eight.

2020
2014 Projection

Enrollment

In 2014, Hammond had an enrollment of 1,436 students Capacity
and a capacity of 1,396 students. By 2020, enrollment is
expected to increase to 1,832 students. Therefore, the
existing school capacity will not accommodate the

increase of students and Wlu be over qtlllzed and it will Color | Enroliment as % of Capacity

exceed the recommended size for a middle school. 100% and below Fully or underutilized

The academic curriculum at Francis Hammond includes 101% to 120% of capacity Substantially over capacity
. . . . Above 120% of capacit Extremely over capacit

reading, language arts, mathematics, social studies, and I Ry ey e ey

science and also offers:

= Art, Band, Orchestra, Choir KEY FINDINGS

= Health/Physical Education

»  Family life instruction at age-appropriate levels SUMMARY

= Computer Applications

= Foreign Languages (Chinese, German, French,
Spanish and Latin)

= Technology

= ELL programs for students learning English as a
second language HiGH PRIORITY ITEMS

= Opportunity to participate in numerous after school
programs

The data collected through this assessment revealed that
Hammond meets only 61 percent of the educational
adequacy benchmarks for an ideal 21% century
elementary school.

= Based on the 2020 projections, Hammond will be
significantly undersized if it remains in its current
condition.

"nttp://www.acps.k12.va.us/fch
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= Core classroom lack square footage.

= Shared spaces are not supplied with proper fixed
equipment.

SCHOOL SITE

Significant drop in grade from
the front of the school to the
rear.

Steep Slopes

Playgrounds None

Synthetic turf field, track,
exercise area, roller rink, tennis
courts and open field

Onsite conservation area, dense
trees surrounding open field

Recreation Features

Resource Protection Areas

Parking 143

Filters, two underground
detention systems, underground
sand filter
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Hammond is located on a busy main road in Alexandria.
The front of the school is dedicated to school bus and
kiss-and-ride traffic. As required by the educational
specifications, these two types of vehicular traffic
should be separated. There are three main areas for staff
parking which causes inefficiencies.

The main play field is easily accessible from the school
and does not require students or staff to cross any
vehicular traffic paths. The visitor parking is located
close to the main entrance, as required. There is
currently a paved skate rink that could serve as a future
revenue generator for the school.

There are no formal outdoor learning spaces, but could
be accommodated in the courtyard between the original
school and new addition. Lastly, the site is lacking
adequate outdoor security lighting.

INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORT SPACES
The overall instructional and support spaces scored

borderline. Areas of concern include insufficient
classroom sizes, absence of adequate storage and

furnishings, and poor internal organization of the spaces.
Very few core classrooms and shared spaces met the
square footage requirement. The academic classrooms
at Hammond have an average square footage of 651,
rather than the desired 850 square feet or 30 percent
undersized. The lack of space in these capacity driving
rooms reduced each room’s ability to support all the
recommended arrangements and teaching program
activities. The rooms would also benefit from additional
storage.

The next high priority issue is the lack of fixed equipment
in shared spaces which included marker boards and tack
boards, electronic interactive boards, sound enhancement
devices, and support furniture. Over 56 percent of the
classrooms did not have an interactive electronic
presentation device and 92 percent did not have sound
enhancement systems. The support furniture missing in
most shared spaces are itinerant desks. Additionally,
shared spaces lack proper technological infrastructure.

The rooms lack temperature controllability and therefore
making the learning environment substandard and
inadequate. Humidity is a noticeable issue in over half the
spaces. Most occupants report extreme temperature shifts
in classrooms ranging from too hot to too cold throughout
the school year.

BUILDING ASSESSMENT

Accessibility within the school needs to be addressed.
The building lacks ramps. To access a classroom adjacent
to the main office and accessible by a short staircase, a
person in a wheelchair must travel three times the same
distance to arrive at the same destination.

Shared spaces including the media center, resource
classrooms, and cafeteria are not centrally located as
required.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The school will be significantly over capacity by 2020. Considerations should be given to accommodating the
projected increase in enrollment at another location due to the building capacity and the overall school size.

= Plan to accommodate the projected increase in
enrollment at another location due to the building
capacity and the overall school size.

= Assess building condition comprehensively through
a facility condition assessment.

= Reconfigure the existing instructional classroom spaces
to meet the recommended size requirements outlined in
the educational specifications ($33.4M).

* Address the ADA accessibility issue through the
installation of ramps and/or elevators.

= Equip all classrooms and support spaces with = Reconfigure site circulation to consolidate the
individual climate controls. staff parking and separate the bus drop off from

= Provide additional storage for teachers and students the kiss and ride and to improve site efficiency.

in the reconfigured classrooms. = Utilize the lower field/roller rink area as a site for a

future school.

CONCEPTUAL COST ESTIMATES

= Complete Master Plan Construction $33.4M (in = Total renovation of the existing building
2015 dollars) including:
e 15% contingency = All new mechanical, plumbing, electrical and
= 17% other fees, insurance, etc. window systems
= New food service and a/v equipment for
classrooms

= New interior walls, floors and ceilings
o New elevator

Hammond is not currently in the modernization program per the FY 2016-2025 CIP. This project will be evaluated
based on ACPS priorities and funding constraints during the development of future CIPs.
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Master Plan concept showing potential new school on unim-
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School site looking south across Seminary Road with
Seminary Hills Apartments at right and North Pegram
Street behind the school at upper left.
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GEORGE WASHINGTON MIDDLE SCHOOL

1005 Mount Vernon Avenue, Alexandria, VA 22301

AT A GLANCE...

Year Built Current Floor Area

Lot Size (acres)

Core Classroom Surplus/Deficit (2020)

1935 237,332 23.2 -1
Zoning Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF) Floor Area Ratio Total Program Surplus/Deficit (Sq.Ft.)
(2020)
R-B (054.01-01-01) 574,090 0.75
+3,546
POS (054.01-01-01) 0 0.0

CDD #10 (044.03-07-02)

School Site Building Assessment

Satisfactory Borderline

Instructional & Support Spaces

Satisfactory

Projected Utilization (2020)

122%

BACKGROUND

George Washington was
built in 1935 and operated
as a high school until 1971.
In 1971, George
Washington and Francis
Hammond (FH) schools
were reorganized to serve
ninth and tenth graders
while T.C. Williams served eleventh and twelfth grade.
George Washington was reorganized again in 1979 to
serve seventh, eighth and ninth graders. George
Washington finally became a middle school in 1993. In
2014, George Washington had an enrollment of 1,223
students with measured capacity of 1,150 students. By
2020, enrollment is expected to increase to 1,399
students. Therefore, the existing school will be over
capacity by 249 students.

The academic curriculum at George Washington includes
reading, language arts, mathematics, social studies,
science and also offers:

= Art, Choir, Band and Orchestra

= Computer applications

= Speech and Drama

= Foreign Languages (Chinese, French, German, Spanish
and Latin)

= Technology

= ELL program for students learning English as a second
language

= Special education programs

= Health/Physical Education

=  Opportunity to join many after school programs *

"http:/www.acps.kl2.va.us/gw

STUDENT ENROLLMENT (# OF STUDENTS)

2014

Enrollment

Capacity

2020
Projection

Color

Enrollment as % of Capacity

100% and below

Fully or underutilized

101% to 120% of capacity

Substantially over capacity

- Above 120% of capacity

Extremely over capacity

KEY FINDINGS

SUMMARY

The data collected through this assessment reveals that
George Washington Middle School meets 67 percent of
the educational adequacy benchmarks for an ideal 21st

century elementary school.

HIGH PRIORITY ITEMS

= Core classrooms are undersized.
=  Main entrance does not meet the recommended
standards for access control.
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SCHOOL SITE

Steep Slopes Isolated steep area
Playgrounds 2

Recreation Features

Resource Protection Areas No

Parking 271

Storm Water Management

Multiple inlets, two underground
detersion systems.
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The internal organization of a classroom defines its ability
to support the recommended program activities within the
space. Over 68 percent of classrooms do not have an
interactive electronic presentation device.

BUILDING ASSESSMENT

Over half the classrooms at George Washington do not
have the technology infrastructure and tools to support a
21% century learning environment. Overall the school does
not meet the division’s expectations for small learning
environments and key adjacencies. Academic clusters are
present; however there are no extended learning areas or
collaborative learning spaces within these clusters. The
shared programmatic space is not centrally located nor
appropriately clustered to allow for after-hours access as
needed. Lastly, the faculty is unable to secure the rest of
the school from the after-hours space as desired.

George Washington is not equipped with a dedicated
vehicular traffic drop-off and pick-up area for students
and visitors.

The school bus lane and the kiss-and-ride are located on
the school premises, but essentially next to each other.
Pedestrians being dropped off at the kiss-and-ride must
cross the bus lane to access the school. The play areas,
located behind the school, are in a good location and
connect to a few pedestrian foot paths. However, to access
the play fields, students must cross the thoroughfare road
and parking lot. Outdoor learning areas were not
observed.

INSTRUCTIONAL AND SUPPORT SPACES

George Washington earns a score of satisfactory for
overall instructional and support spaces. This rating
reflects areas of concern related to insufficient classroom
sizes, absence of adequate storage and furnishings, and
poor internal organization of the spaces. The most urgent
items identified for this section of the assessment are core
classroom size and capacity. Within the core classroom
section, the academic classrooms are driving the overall
rating to inadequate because the average size is 670 square
feet, rather than the desired 850 square feet. While the
average classroom is 22 percent undersized, which
directly impacts capacity, the school has multiple un-used
rooms that help improve the capacity score. The
classrooms are also lacking temperature controls with
many noting humidity issues.
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RECOMMENDATIONS

The school will be over capacity by 2020. In order to accommodate the projected enrollment, an interior
renovation is required. Additionally, a small addition is recommended to provide a more visible and controlled
access point.

Site assessment to determine whether the drop-off
location for the school can be relocated/reconfigured
(based on property boundaries, setbacks, etc.).

Explore extending the main entry corridor to the
existing gymnasium to help address the key shared space
organization issues without the need for major
reconfiguration or addition.

Assess building condition comprehensively through a
facility condition assessment.

= Reconfigure the spaces within the existing school
to meet the recommended size requirements for
individual academic spaces as outlined in the
educational specifications.

= Reconfiguration/addition of the main entry that
would allow for a dedicated drop-off and entry
point to the school from the existing bus lane. It
would provide a more visible and controlled
access point to the school for visitors as well.

Equip all classrooms and support spaces with
individual climate controls, and technological
equipment and infrastructure.

Provide additional storage for teachers and
students as well as an upgrade to the furniture,
fixtures and equipment. The square footage from un
-used spaces could be repurposed to increase the
size of classrooms used throughout the day by
students.

Complete Master Plan Construction $70M (in 2015
dollars)

e 15% contingency
o 17% other fees, insurance, etc.

= Total renovation of the existing building and 2,000

SF addition including:

o All new mechanical, plumbing, electrical and
window systems

= Fagade rehabilitation

s New food service and a/v equipment for
gymnasium, auditorium, cafeteria and classrooms

o New interior walls, floors and ceilings

= New elevator

George Washington is not currently in the modernization program per the FY 2016-2025 CIP. This project will be
evaluated based on ACPS priorities and funding constraints during the development of future CIPs.
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T.C. WiLLIAMS: KING STREET CAMPUS

3801 West Braddock Road, Alexandria, VA 22302

AT A GLANCE...

Year Built Current Floor Area Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF)
2007 461,147 547,000
Zoning Lot Size (acres) Floor Area Ratio
R-20 (032.04-09-08) 25.6 0.51%

T.C. Williams: King Street Campus was not included in the educational adequacy analysis.

BACKGROUND

T.C. Williams is
Alexandria’s only high
school. There are two
campuses. The Minnie
Howard Campus serves
grade 9 and the King Street
Campus serves grades 10-
12. The King Street
building is a state of the art facility that opened in 2007
and provides smaller learning communities as well as
flexible academic space capable of meeting the evolving
secondary school curriculum requirements. In Fall 2008,
the second phase was complete and included an artificial
turf sports field, renovated stadium, new athletic track,
new playing field, new bus driveway, and a two story
parking garage. The high school received a LEED Gold
rating. The academic curriculum includes 188 courses.
Special academic programs includes Academy of Finance,
Advanced Placement/Honors, English as a Second
Language, Special Education/Inclusion Program, STEM
Academy and Vocational Programs.

TECHNOLOGY

Since 2003, each high school student has been provided a
laptop by ACPS. During the 2013 school year, ACPS
piloted the use of Amplify devices, a customized

Android™ tablet designed specifically for K-12 education,

to more than 400 students.'

*MPA2003-00010 and REZ2003-00066 granted the R20

zones to develop at 0.51 FAR and increased the zoned size

of the R20 lot (which normally allows 0.25).

"nttp:/fwww.acps.k12.va.us/tew

SCHOOL SITE

The King Street campus includes high school football field
and a six lane track. Six tennis courts are currently under
construction and are expected to open spring 2015.
Adjacent to the school is Chinquapin Park. Features of the
park include athletic fields, basketball courts, garden plots,
a picnic area and playground, tennis courts and a wooded

arca.

W“nldd(l( k Rd
W(%r.
I/}Q. ) ddo|

RECOMMENDATION

The high schools were not included in the educational
adequacy analysis. This work should be undertaken as
subsequent part of this planning effort.
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T.C. WILLIAMS: MINNIE HOWARD CAMPUS
3801 West Braddock Road, Alexandria, VA 22302

AT A GLANCE...

Year Built Current Floor Area Floor Area Permitted by Zoning (SF)
1954 130,435 287,036
Zoning Lot Size (acres) Floor Area Ratio
R-12(031.02-02-05) 6.6 0.549*
POS 5.4 0.0

T.C. Williams: Minnie Howard Campus was not included in the educational adequacy analysis.

BACKGROUND

T.C. Williams is Alexandria’s
only high school. There are
two campuses. The Minnie — g#%
Howard Campus serves grade [

serves grades 10-12. The
Minnie Howard School
building was originally
constructed in 1954 as an elementary school. There was a
major classroom and gymnasium addition in 1969 when it
was converted to a middle school. The facility served as
the central administrative offices from 1981 to 1993, when
it was again renovated and became the Ninth Grade
Center.

TECHNOLOGY & GREENOVATION

Since 2003, each high school student has been provided a
laptop by ACPS. During the 2013 school year, ACPS
piloted the use of Amplify devices, a customized
Android™ tablet designed specifically for K-12 education,
to more than 400 students.

In 2009/2010, Minnie Howard received a greenovation
project. Solar panels were installed and geothermal wells
dug. The school rid itself of two huge, decades-old boilers
and replaced them with one that is the size of a compact
refrigerator. The project also featured low-flow plumbing
fixtures to reduce water consumption, automated lighting
controls to cut down on energy usage and solartubes,
skylights that direct natural sunlight, from the rooftop to
rooms below.'

* MPA2003-00010 and REZ2003-00066 granted the R20 zones
to develop at 0.51

FAR and increased the zoned size of the R20 lot (Which normally

allows 0.25)

"http:/www.acps.kl2.va.us/tcw

SCHOOL SITE

The Minnie Howard site has rolling topography. The site
contains tennis courts, a turf field, pavilion and separate
bathroom shelter. There are two vehicular accesses to the
site. Both have parking areas.
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RECOMMENDATION

The high schools were not included in the educational
adequacy analysis. This work should be undertaken as a
subsequent part of this planning effort.
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CHAPTER 5
FiscAL CHALLENGES

OVERVIEW

As part of the Long Range Educational Facilities Plan (LREFP), mini-master plans have been developed for thirteen
Alexandria City Public Schools (ACPS) facilities which include capital improvement recommendations to ensure
existing facilities meet the School Board’s educational adequacy requirements, also known as the “Ed Specs”, and
address future capacity needs. While the final scope and cost estimate of each of the thirteen mini-master plans has yet to
be finalized or incorporated into the City’s capital plans, it is estimated that full implementation of the modernization,
educational specification, and capacity related improvements will require the development of a long term fiscal plan for
the years 2018 until 2040.

The following chart outlines the possible projects and range of estimated construction/ renovation costs for facilities
identified in the LREFP in five year increments. Of the thirteen facilities for which mini-master plans were completed
and a cost estimate developed, eleven are included in the table below for fiscal planning purposes through 2040, along

POTENTIAL LREFP CAPITAL PROJECT COSTS (THROUGH 2040)

= Douglas MacArthur = George Mason
= New Middle School = Matthew Maury

= Cora Kelly
Unconstrained LREFP Mini-Master Plan Cost Range**:

Unconstrained LREFP Mini-Master Plan Cost: $130.2M $51.0M - $64.60M
(compounded at 2.5% over 5 years: $147.3M) (compounded at 2.5% over 10 years: $65.3M - $82.7M)
Note: Current ACPS CIP budget includes $131.9M Note: Current ACPS CIP budget includes $35.8M

= Mount Vernon = Francis Hammond

= William Ramsay ® Charles Barrett

= Lyles-Crouch = New Elementary School

Unconstrained LREFP Mini-Master Plan Cost Range: Unconstrained LREFP Mini-Master Plan Cost Range:
$66.9M - $90.2M $103.0M - $107.3M
(compounded at 2.5% over 20 years: $96.9M - $130.6M) (compounded at 2.5% over 20 years: $168.8M - $175.9M)

= George Washington
= James K. Polk

Unconstrained LREFP Mini-Master Plan Cost Range:
$92.1M - $104.2M
(compounded at 2.5% over 25 years: $170.7M - $193.1M)

* Proposed order based on the ACPS FY 2016-2025 CIP scheduled for final adoption May 2015.

** The low end of the cost range is based on implementing the renovation only option when available and the high end is based on implementing
the total mini-master plan to include all additions.

*** Proposed order based on the average priority of site, building assessment & individual spaces score shown in Table 5.4. Given the high
average scores (80 or above) of John Adams and Samuel Tucker coupled with the time horizon through 2040, these schools are not included in the
summary shown above.

Full mini-master plans were not developed for Jefferson-Houston (recently rebuilt), Patrick Henry (in active reconstruction design phase), Minnie Howard
(capacity addition proposed by ACPS in FY 2016 — 2017), and T.C. Williams (the LREFP will report the high school educational specifications in 2016.)
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with a new elementary school and a new middle school.
The range of costs for the eleven existing facilities and
two new facilities on an unconstrained basis over the next
25 years is $443.2M to $496.5M in 2015 dollars.'

The cost estimates provided for each mini-master plan are
based on implementing the suggested plan in its entirety
and in certain cases, breaks out costs for renovation versus
new construction (additions). These are conceptual cost
estimates, based on the option illustrated in the mini-
master plans and are subject to change through the
community engagement process that would occur with
each project. Future costs will be affected by market
conditions, timing and phasing of the projects to be
balanced with fiscal resources, staff capacity, and
alignment with instructional programming priorities.
Projects and cost estimates will be reevaluated and refined
through the development of the annual capital
improvement budget.

While the table on the previous page provides a cost
estimate for the eleven existing facilities and two new
facilities as identified in the LREFP, it is important to
acknowledge that these costs do not include all ACPS
capital needs. Projects such as Patrick Henry and T.C.
Williams — Minnie Howard, additional high school and
pre-K capacity projects, and the maintenance of existing
capital infrastructure are also other future identified capital
needs which will need to be considered as part of future
financial planning.

The results of the LREFP and identification of other
capital infrastructure needs demonstrate the need for the
City and ACPS to continue a strong, ongoing partnership
in order to create a sustainable, fiscal plan to address the
financing and timing of implementing the LREFP.

BASELINE ASSUMPTIONS

Through the LREFP, existing buildings were evaluated by
assessments of building interiors and exteriors that
established a baseline for existing learning conditions,
including: square footages, light and acoustic levels,
presence of technology, natural resources, parking,
circulation, recreation features and utilities. However, the
LREFP did not assess the physical building conditions.
Facility Condition Assessments evaluate the condition of
building systems such as mechanical, electrical, plumbing
and structural, through an on-site inspection by technical
experts. ACPS is currently in the process of evaluating all
building conditions. The results from that effort, as well as
the recommendations of the LREFP should inform the
development of future Capital Improvement Programs
(CIPs). The cost of improvements identified in the Facility
Condition Assessment is due to be published by the end of
2015.

Additionally, baseline assumptions for this LREFP
included existing attendance zone boundaries and existing
enrollment projections to address future capacity issues.
Potential changes to school boundaries or enrollment
policies were not included in the assessment of capacity
needs at each facility in the LREFP.

SCHOOLS CAPITAL FUNDING PROCESS

As part of the annual CIP approval process, funding is
appropriated by City Council for ACPS capital
infrastructure needs. Each year, ACPS provides City
Council with a ten-year plan of projected capital
infrastructure needs, focusing on projects to address
projected enrollment increases. City Council considers the
ACPS request — along with all of the capital needs
Citywide — and approves a ten-year plan for ACPS project
funding, with financing identified for each year of the
plan.

CiTtYy DEBT POLICY HISTORY AND GUIDELINES

City Council passed a set of debt-related financial policies
in 1987 and has operated under specific established debt-
related financial policies since then. The City was an early
adopter of such policies, with the City policy used by the
bond rating agencies as a model policy that should be
adopted by other localities. During FY 1998, the Budget
and Fiscal Affairs Advisory Committee (BFAAC), a City
Council appointed citizen committee, analyzed these debt-
related financial policies, and examined the City’s
financial condition in comparison to other jurisdictions
with superior credit ratings (other double-triple A rated
jurisdictions). The BFAAC and the City Manager
recommended that City Council reaffirm the updated debt-
related financial policies, incorporating BFAAC’s
recommended updates to the policies to establish a
consistent set of appropriate relationships between debt
targets and limits.

City Council reaffirmed its commitment to sound financial
management and adopted updated debt-related financial
policies in 1997, 1999, and 2008. The ratios that can be
studied in Appendix E represent the General Fund, or tax
rate supported portion of debt issued by the City which
includes debt to support the needs of the schools.

These debt policies have been utilized by City Council for
nearly three decades to ensure the long-term affordability
and sustainability of the City’s CIP (which includes ACPS
capital projects). Changing upward City debt ratios to
accommodate additional debt to support a greater
investment in the City’s capital needs would involve a
careful study including determining potential impacts to
the City’s AAA/Aaa credit ratings and the prioritization of
capital funding in relation to infrastructure needs
Citywide.
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FINANCING/PROCUREMENT OPTIONS TO FUND LREFP

The following details four different funding/procurement
options to help inform the long-range financial plan for
funding the projects included in the LREFP.

Option 1: Constrained Funding with Bonds and Cash
Capital

This option is a constrained option, in that funding for the
LREFP would be considered and prioritized against all
other capital needs, within the constraints of City
Council’s approved debt policies. This requires the capital
programs of ACPS and the City to fit within funding
levels approved by City Council and may require the
elimination of other capital projects. Unrestricted funding
includes cash contributions from the General Fund and
General Obligation Bonds which can be utilized for any
eligible capital projects.

Option 2: Raise Debt Limits

City Council has the policy option of raising taxes to
support increased debt service payments for General
Obligation Bonds to support additional capital
improvement projects. In order to support additional
General Obligation Bonds, City Council would also be
required to adjust upward the long-standing City Council
approved debt ratios (i.e. limits) to accommodate
additional borrowing.

Option 3: Fund Improvements with Cash

This option is similar to option 2, except that taxes would
be raised to a level to provide cash funding for school
building capital improvements. In this option, City
Council would raise the real estate tax rate to support the
implementation of the LREFP.

Option 4: Consideration of Public Private Partnership
Opportunities for Addressing the City’s Educational
Facilities Needs

The term public-private partnership (P3), broadly refers to
a variety of contractual agreements in which a public
entity (e.g., a municipal or Commonwealth agency)
transfers “some degree of control and responsibility for
development and operation of a facility to be used by the
public” to a private entity. These partnerships have been
applied to a variety of services including water/
wastewater, transportation, urban development and
education. The P3 project delivery method allows public
entities to spread the cost of public projects over the
course of their useful life, rather than paying the entire
project cost upfront. While P3 is not a funding source, it

often reduces or eliminates the initial financial burden,
enabling construction of the public project to occur sooner.

P3 can be structured in many ways and customized to fit
individual projects and programs. Commonly used
structures range from Design-Build, where a single private
partner designs and constructs a project as contracted by a
public entity, to Design-Build-Finance-Operate-Maintain,
where the private entity designs, constructs, funds the
construction and operating costs, and provides operations
and maintenance services for the facility in exchange for
payment, to Sale/Leaseback where the public entity sells a
facility to a private entity and then leases it back from the
new owner. P3 partnerships also allow for the possibility
of the private partner to take advantage of Federal Tax
Credits, thus increasing the financial incentives of the
private partner to participate in the project.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ADDRESSING FISCAL
CHALLENGES

To address the feasibility of implementing the plan, it is
recommended that City and ACPS staff work on a
comprehensive financial plan through the Long Range
Planning Committee in the 2015-2016 year. Some areas to
consider are as follows:

= Determine the length of time to complete the
recommendations as detailed in the LREFP

= Determine cost estimates for the LREFP projects and
consider incorporating those estimates into future CIPs

= Begin discussions around the possible financing
options to fund capital infrastructure improvements

= Further strengthen the partnership between ACPS and
City staff, and the ACPS School Board and City
Council, to achieve consensus on a long-term,
sustainable, and affordable plan to modernize, address
educational specifications, and add capacity at ACPS
facilities to address long-term enrollment projections
for discussion as part of the FY 2017 budget

= Review of the City’s debt policy guidelines by the
Budget and Fiscal Affairs Advisory Commission
(BFAAC) which has historically helped frame and
update the guidelines.

A summary of unrestricted funding sources and all proposed CIP projects are
located on pages 39-47 of the City Manager’s Proposed CIP, which can be
found on the City’s website at: http.//www.alexandriava.gov/budget/info/
default.aspx?id=83131
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CHAPTER 6
CONCLUSION

DIVISION-WIDE ISSUES AND STRATEGIES

WE ARE NEARING THE MIDDLE OF A PERIOD OF RAPID
GROWTH, NOT THE END

Current ACPS projections and city forecasts indicate that
ACPS is now not quite to the middle of a period of rapid
growth expected to last another 10 to 15 years. While
growth may be decelerating based on 2014 enrollment
data, which confirms a significant slowing in growth of
kindergarten enrollment, students are staying in
Alexandria schools longer. This means that total
enrollment is expected to continue to increase rapidly,
even if kindergarten enrollment begins to decline, as
today’s much larger elementary school classes move up
through the grades.

INCREMENTAL MEASURES ARE NO LONGER SUFFICIENT
While the educational adequacy assessment shows a
number of improvements needed in the city’s schools, the
immediate crisis about to face the schools is the number of
classrooms and support space capacity to meet growing
enrollment. The run-up from the 2006 K-12 enrollment of
10,246 to 13,847 in 2014 added about 3,600 K-12 students
to ACPS schools, a 35% increase in eight years.

ACPS has increased class size caps by two students at each
grade in 2013, built a number of additional classrooms at
some schools, and rebuilt one school for more capacity to
address this increase. Eight more classrooms are to be
added in the summer of 2015, and Patrick Henry School is
proposed to be reconstructed as a preK-8 school beginning
in 2017.

However, the next increments of growth are coming up
against harder limits. Many current classrooms,
particularly at older schools, are substantially undersized
on the basis of target floor area per student for the current
allowable class size, and many elementary schools are now
or will soon be against an absolute number-of-classroom
limit at this current class size cap. There are few places left
to reassign students as schools reach this absolute capacity
based on current class size caps. As enrollment continues
to increase by an estimated 400 to 500 students per year
through 2024, approximately 20 additional classrooms and
their related support spaces and facilities will be needed
each year, with a slowly declining annual need thereafter
to 2030 or beyond. This is equivalent to one new full-sized
elementary school every two to three years.

Current mid-range projections show an increase to 17,419
students by 2024, an additional 3,572 students over today’s
enrollment. The long-term forecast through 2040, based on
overall population growth at about 1% per year, a decline
in the City’s birth rate over time, and a substantial increase
in the share of population over 65 years of age, shows an
estimated peak enrollment of just over 18,000 in 2031, a
total increase of almost 4,300 students over today’s
enrollment and almost 7,900 more than the recent low
enrollment in 2006.

CURRENT CLASSROOMS ARE UNDERSIZED, AND LACK
SUPPORT SPACES

The current crisis is new classrooms, and expansion of
cafeterias, extended learning areas, specialized classrooms
for art, science and music, and other spaces to support the
additional students in them. Existing schools will not only
need expansion to provide additional classrooms to meet
their projected enrollment, but will also need to
accommodate resizing and redesign of existing undersized
classrooms for current educational needs. If schools are
simply remodeled within their current floor area, their
capacity will be reduced as spaces are reconfigured to
meet current educational specifications, so both
remodeling or reconstruction and expansion are needed at
most schools if new schools are not added.

MANY SCHOOLS EXCEED THE MAXIMUM DESIRABLE
ENROLLMENT FOR THEIR GRADE LEVEL

ACPS will have difficulty enlarging some schools just to
accept their current enrollment under up-to-date
educational specifications. In addition, some schools
already exceed the maximum desirable size for their type.
Seven out of the division’s 13 elementary schools are
expected to exceed 700 students by 2020.

Because some schools are now larger than the desirable
maximum size for their type, additional schools at
additional school sites will also be required to meet
enrollment projections. Depending on where these sites
can be found and where additional capacity can be
developed on existing school sites, enrollment boundaries
will need to be modified so population in those enrollment
areas matches student generation.

WHEN WILL THIS ENROLLMENT GROWTH END?
Enrollment growth is expected to continue, though with
declining percentage rates of growth, until at least 2025 or
2030.
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While universal Pre-K would exacerbate the capacity
problem in elementary schools, it would provide value to
the community. It is also likely to increase the
kindergarten capture rate and therefore the peak
enrollment ultimately achieved.

WHAT SHOULD BE ADDRESSED FIRST?

There is a significant long-term problem particularly in our

oldest schools in the size of classrooms and flexibility of
spaces to accommodate current and future educational
specifications. A phased program of renovation or
replacement is appropriate regardless of current capacity
issues. However, these oldest schools typically have the
most constrained sites, so expansion potential with
renovation is minimal. Simply renovating these schools to

provide modern facilities will reduce their student capacity

unless floor area is substantially increased at the same
time.

Capacity is currently a big problem primarily in
elementary grades. As the recent enrollment boom in
elementary schools proceeds through the grades, middle
schools will be next (starting now), followed by high
school. Enrollment in elementary schools should see the
first decline. Assuming the current high rate of cohort
survival throughout the grades continues, the middle and
high school decline will come much later.

Capacity shortfalls are currently greatest in the west and

central area elementary schools. New development is not
expected to change this situation in the short to mid term
(2024).

A decline in the levels of kindergarten capture and cohort

survival that resulted from the local housing market bubble

and produced the enrollment decline from 2000 to 2006
was an unusual condition that is unlikely to recur in the

next 15 years while the current high elementary enrollment

proceeds through the grades.
CAPACITY STRATEGIES

= Remodel/Replace Patrick Henry School as a K-8
school to provide space to accommodate substantial
increases in middle-school enrollment in the next 5
years.

= Construct one new 600-700-student elementary or
K-8 school in the West End to accommodate further
increases in elementary school enrollment, relieve
over-capacity elementary schools in the west end and

central portion of the city, and provide swing space for

renovation of existing elementary schools over time.

Consider construction of additional capacity for
upper grades to relieve anticipated increases in
enrollment in secondary schools.

= Anticipate providing additional elementary or K-8
school space opportunistically with temporary
classroom facilities on existing school sites or a
temporary elementary school in leased space. This is
expected to be needed for 10 to 15 years to
accommodate a peak enrollment of up to 18,000
students from 2025 to 2035.

= Decide which elementary schools should be
substantially expanded permanently based on site
capacity, maximum and minimum desirable school
capacity, location and need. Program these expansions
over time to add 600 to 1,200 students total capacity
by 2024.

= Review boundaries as facilities are modified.

EDUCATIONAL EXCELLENCE RECOMMENDATIONS

During this expansion program, program the renovation
and replacement as appropriate of existing elementary
schools, beginning with (1) those with highest priority for
addressing existing deficiencies identified in this plan and
(2) those that can provide the greatest additional capacity
through renovation or reconstruction to the maximum
appropriate size for an elementary school.
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APPENDIX A-1
PROCESS OVERVIEW

LONG RANGE EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES PLAN
PROCESS OVERVIEW

In 2012, the City of Alexandria and Alexandria City
Public Schools (ACPS) initiated the development of a
work program for a Long Range Educational Facilities
Plan (LREFP) to improve facilities planning,
accommodate the growing student population, and
enhance educational programs and services. Funds to
support this planning effort were approved in the ACPS
Funding Year 2013 Capital Improvements Plan.

WORK GROUP

As part of the program, a
work group was
established in November,
2012 and was comprised
of members from the
ACPS School Board,
City Council, Campagna
Center, PTA Council,
and the community. This effort was supported by ACPS
and City of Alexandria staff. The work group met
quarterly to explore major issues that could impact public
school facilities over the long-term, and to guide staff in
the development of the draft LREFP for consideration by
the School Board and City Council.

General objectives included:

= Gaining a better understanding of current and
future enrollment and capacity challenges

= Updating middle and K-5 educational
specifications

= Recommending solutions for ACPS capacity
problems, including alternative space utilization
models

= Understanding of ACPS budget needs and
priorities
= Identifying future school sites/locations

= Reaching a shared understanding of the “school of
the future”

= Producing plan components which are flexible and
can be updated annually as needs arise

SUBCOMMITTEES

In an effort to conduct the in-depth research and analysis
necessary to address the program's goals, work group
members were assigned to serve on each of three
subcommittees to investigate a prudent path to best
manage present and future pressures within ACPS.
Subcommittee members were selected exclusively from
the working group membership and assigned based on
their knowledge in such subcommittee’s area of expertise.
Generally, subcommittee’s met on a monthly basis.

Enrollment Forecasts/Demographics Subcommittee

Developed an 'up-datable' student enrollment projection
methodology by examining the details of the forecasting
elements proposed in the work plan; collaborated on the
development of a short- mid-, and long-term enrollment
forecast.

Facility Capacity Needs Analysis Subcommittee

Ascertained existing conditions within ACPS educational
facilities in terms of their appropriateness and viability as
educational environments; examined the factors necessary
to develop a more robust capacity analysis methodology.

Educational Specifications/School of the Future
Subcommittee

Reviewed and updated educational specifications for
elementary and middle schools; determined the upgrades
necessary to bring all ACPS buildings and programs in
line with the new benchmarks.
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COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

All meetings of the LREFP work group (approx. 12) and
subcommittees (approx. 16) were open to the public and
the community was encouraged to participate.

The project website posted all materials distributed at each
meeting as well as the LREFP work group program and
schedule, individual subcommittee work programs and
schedules, and links to topics and groups of interest to this
plan. Audio and video recordings of meetings were also
linked to the project site.

At various stages during the plan process, staff conducted
“roadshows” throughout the community. The purpose of
these roadshows was to share information learned with
community members who may not have had the
opportunity to attend formal meetings, as well as to
provide the community with an opportunity to ask
questions.

Community members were also invited to participate in
online engagement opportunities to provide feedback on
various elements of the LREFP, including the Draft ACPS
Elementary and Middle School Educational Specifications
and the draft final LREFP report. Comments received
informed the final versions of these documents presented
to the ACPS School Board and City Council for review.

Efforts to communicate information and meeting times to
all project stakeholders (students, parents and families,
faculty and administrators, civic leaders and community
members) included posting information to the City and
ACPS websites, sending eNews and social media
notifications, and distributing flyers in several languages to
recreation centers, libraries, schools, places of worship and
other community facilities.

ENDORSEMENT/ADOPTIONS

Following the conclusion of this group effort, the draft
plan was forwarded to the School Board, City Council and
presented to the community as well as various boards and
commissions for review and comment. On (TBD) 2015,

following public testimony, the Long Range Educational
Facilities Plan was adopted by the ACPS School Board.

Following a Public Hearing on (TBD) 2015, the
Alexandria City Council endorsed the plan.
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APPENDIX A-2

LREFP WORK GROUP MEMBERS (2012-2015)

SCHOOL BOARD

= Ronnie Campbell
= Karen A. Graf

= Justin P. Keating

ALEXANDRIA CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS
= Dr. Alvin Crawley, Superintendent
= Dr. Morton Sherman, Superintendent (2008-2013)

ALEXANDRIA CITY COUNCIL
= Mayor William D. Euille

=  Councilman Justin Wilson

CAMPAGNA CENTER
=  Dr. Tammy L. Mann

PTA CouNciL

= Yvonne Folkerts
= Julie Rocchio

= Melynda Wilcox

COMMUNITY MEMBERS
= Herb Berg

= Ken Billingsley

= Mark Eisenhour

= Chris Hartman

= Judy Noritake

ACPS/CITY STAFF
= Debra Collins, Deputy City Manager
= Tammy Ignacio, Chief of Staff, ACPS

ADDITIONAL STAFF SUPPORT (EX-OFFICIO):

ALEXANDRIA CITY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

Elijah Gross, Director, Planning Design & Construction
Laurel Hammig, Facilities Planner/GIS Specialist
Clarence Stukes, Chief Operations Officer

Andrea Feniak, Director, Planning Design & Construction
(2013-2014)

William Finn, Director of Facilities (2012-2014)

Dr. William Holley, Director of Facilities (2014)

CITY OF ALEXANDRIA

Mark Jinks, City Manager

Karl Moritz, Director, Planning and Zoning

Susan Eddy, Deputy Director, Planning and Zoning
Chris Bever, Assistant Director, Office of Management & Buclget
Steve Chozick, Division Chief, GIS

Ron Kagawa, Division Chief, RPCA

James Bryant, GIS Analyst, ITS

Katherine Carraway, Planner, Planning and Zoning
Nathan Imm, Planner, Planning and Zoning

Pat Mann, Planner, Planning and Zoning

Ryan Price, Planner, Development Review

Dana Wedeles, Planner, RPCA

Amber Wheeler, Planner, Planningand Zoning (2012-2014)
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APPENDIX A-3

Joint Alexandria City Council/ School Board
Long-Range Educational Facilities Plan

Work Program

(10/15/12) Final
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Statement of Purpose

ACPS and the City of Alexandria will jointly conduct a long-range educational facility planning
effort to develop policy guidance and recommendations to accommodate the growing student
population and improve facility planning in order to support and enhance the delivery of
educational programs and services in the most efficient, cost effective manner possible.

Background

ACPS student enrollment gradually declined from FY 2001 through FY 2007, but the trend has
reversed during the past five years. From FY 2007 to FY 2012, enrollment has increased by
2,063 students, for an overall increase of 20.0% and an average increase of 3.8% per year. Over
the next six years through FY 2018, enrollment growth is projected to increase by over 2,450
students, or a total growth of 19.8% compared to the current level. Growth rates of 3.1% on
average are expected to continue through FY 2018.The growth to date has been highest at
elementary schools and is projected to continue above 3.0% through FY 2016. Middle schools
will experience the impact of the larger elementary grade-level cohorts beginning in FY 2014,
while the high school level sees most of the impact in FY 2017 and beyond. (See trend
illustrated in figure 1 below):

Figure 1:

ACPS Enrollment Growth: Historical and Projected

~ 12,395
= FY 2012

/

10,332
FY 2007

FY02 FYo4 FY06 FY10 FY12 FY14

=w=September Actual Enrollment September Projected Enrollment

=] Percentage Point Below Trendline w1 Percentage Point Above Trendline

Source: FY2013-2022 Proposed Capital Improvement Program Budget

Appendix A3.2



If this growth materializes, ACPS will need substantial additional classroom space. Even if
growth rates slow, ACPS will need additional space. ACPS has tried to estimate growth
conservatively, using the historical cohort survival rates, population birth rates, and making no
assumptions about development in Alexandria or declines in drop-out rates. Even with this
conservative approach to enrollment projections, significant space constraints are imminent.

These trends may be impacted by the economic climate; changes in school programs and quality
(e.g., increasing numbers of students from private schools and/or decreases in dropouts), and
development activities in the City of Alexandria. Redevelopment of property such as garden
apartments, which have a high student yield to high-rise apartments, will lower the trend rate.
Redevelopment of the Potomac Yard properties will increase the trend rate.

With no modification in program, class-size, or enrollment policies, ACPS will not be able to
accommodate the projected elementary student population. Within the ten year period, ACPS
will also need to address capacity issues at middle and high schools.

Most ACPS school buildings were built in the 1940’s through the 1960°s. (See Figure 2). Seven
ACPS school buildings will exceed 75 years of age over the next 10 years. With the construction
of the 20 additional classrooms scheduled to open in FY 2012, ACPS elementary schools have
available a total of 16.5 classrooms throughout the City. With continued enrollment growth of
the level experienced over the past four years, this additional capacity will be utilized by the end
of FY 2013.

Figure 2:

Recommended Life Span 75 Years

Average Age of ACPS Buildings 56 Years

.‘f ‘\’éfcf *,4‘@# v’ G d‘f
f @‘j,;:oa
&

&

Source: FY2013-2022 Proposed Capital Improvement Program Budget
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Through this long-range facilities planning effort, alternative space utilization models will also
be analyzed in an effort to use space as efficiently as possible while still maintaining quality
instruction within the parameters of School Board approved programs.

At the November 28, 2011 City Council/School Board Sub-Committee meeting, the City and
Board agreed to move forward in developing a School Capacity Plan and that ACPS/City staff
would jointly develop a proposed work program. Funds to support ACPS long-range facilities
planning were approved in the ACPS FY2013 CIP. This planning effort will begin immediately
and will continue through the FY 2014 CIP budget cycle (June 2014), with a detailed long-range
facilities plan being the output.

Work Plan

1. Plan Goals

a. Develop a long-range educational facilities plan to be adopted by the Alexandria City
School Board and City Council. The Plan will include several key “up-datable”
elements:

¢ Long Range Enrollment Projections (10-year time horizon)

e Determine Facility Capacity needs and how they will be met, including
(1) Availability of existing and new capacity
(2) Need for additional real estate

(3) Non-school requirements such as Central Office, Transportation,
Maintenance, etc.

o Define future educational specifications

e Shape diverse and vibrant schools through continual analysis of ACPS enrollment
practices

e Schools of the future - Explore modernization/renovation options and determine
factors that affect new schools as well as off-site academic programs and
alternative school locations.

b. Develop policies to be approved by the School Board regarding:
a. Analysis of enrollment forecast components
b. Capacity needs analysis

c. Review of educational specifications
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2.

Ensure that demographic information and educational facility needs will feed into City
planning process.

Educate and inform the community.

Improve coordination and conduct fiscal analysis on capital funding for (new, expanded
and modernized) school construction.

Updatable

Elements

Commanty D Ci::;e i?al:rt\?ng
SnBsEEment Goal Process

Capital

Funding

Plan Objectives

Objective A: Updatable Elements

a.

Collaboration with City staff, ACPS, and external partners such as regional
demographers and local universities to develop a real-estate, land-use based projection
methodology that will then be able to incorporate future residential development
explicitly into the ACPS enrollment projections.

Review and possible revision of educational specifications for all grade levels, and
assessment of the required renovations and upgrades to bring all ACPS buildings up to
the standard set by the educational specifications.

Explore opportunities for prek-8 schools, off-site academics, and alternative satellite
school locations.

. Through school site surveys by an A/E firm to assess the comprehensive feasibility of

adding capacity at existing sites beyond the ones already included in the CIP; including a
real estate analysis of existing and potential new sites and short and long-term project
recommendations

Conduct fiscal analysis and strategic review of short and long term project
recommendations as part of CIP development and review.

Development of updateable as-is plans for all sites.

Development of a more robust space utilization database of all school rooms, sizes, and
uses to serve as the basis for capacity analysis.
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h.

In collaboration with school staff and external partners, develop a more nuanced capacity
analysis for elementary schools and a more sophisticated capacity analysis for secondary
schools.

Obijective B: Feed into City Planning Process

a.

Small Area planning process incorporates demographic information to evaluate current
conditions and forecast future growth for infrastructure needs and service demands
(schools) within the Plan Area

Small Area planning process uses enrollment data/forecasts to determine current/future
enrollment patterns, potential impacts on attendance zones, transportation routing and
school facility needs and opportunities for shared services.

Development of current/future demographic information and enrollment forecasts are
used to determine existing and future educational facility needs which are then
considered for inclusion in the City’s 10 year Capital Improvements Program.

Obijective C: Community Engagement

a.

Re-establishment of the Long-Range Facilities Plan Work Group, to meet on a quarterly
basis to review and advise on the work being done.

At key points in the process, additional community input will be solicited and periodic
reports to the Board and City Council will be prepared.

Obijective D: Capital Funding Coordination

a.

o p w

Development of an improved Capital Improvements planning process between the City
and ACPS.

Creation of a Fiscal Analysis Sub-Committee to review short and long term project
recommendations for cost estimates, affordability, potential for reduced costs, improved
efficiency, and project timing as part of CIP development and review.

Outcomes/Products/Benefits
Solutions to ACPS capacity problems both short and long term project recommendations.

Shared understanding of ACPS budget needs and priorities.

Update middle and K-5 educational specifications.
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Identification of future school sites/locations including satellite school sites.
Shared understanding of the “school of the future.”

Shared understanding of project costs, affordability, timing and impact on the CIP

Proposed Recommendations
18 month Plan preparation Timeline

a. Interim Deliverables by December 2012
i. Analysis of Enrollment Projection Methodology
ii. Capacity Analysis

iii. Preliminary Recommendations for Interim/Short Term Projects

b. Staff Contribution

ACPS

e Department of Educational Facilities -Planning Design & Construction
o Department of Curriculum & Instruction

e Department of Technology Services

o Department of Financial Services

Alexandria City Government

e Department of Planning & Zoning —Neighborhood Planning & Community
Development and Geographic information Services

o Department of Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities —
e Department of General Services

e City Manager’s Office

e Office of Housing
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Work Program Elements

1. Enrollment Forecasts/Demographics —

 Develop an up-datable real estate, land-use based student enroliment
projection methodology.

 Long-Range Educational Facilities Plan Work Group

« Position Paper/Updatable element of the Long Range Educational
Facilities Plan

+ Alexandria City Public Schools
« Educational Facilities
« Technology Services
» Financial Services
« Alexandria City Government
» Planning and Zoning/NPCD & GIS
» Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities

 Review and analyze factors for predicting K enrollment

* Analyze factors used for 1st-12th grade enrollment projections
including aging, migration, and annual change in K enrollment

* Review projection factors

* Prepare short-mid term enrollment projections (system-wide and by
school, by grade)

* Prepare short — and long — term enrollment projections (system wide
and by school, by grade)

» Use new methodology to incorporate future residential development
explicitly into the ACPS enrollment projections.
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2. Facility Capacity Needs Analysis —

« Define existing conditions, and determine a more robust capacity
analysis methodology. Determine factors that affect new schools and
explore modernization/renovation options

 Long-Range Educational Facilities Plan Work Group

« Position paper/updatable element of the the Long Range
Educational Facilities Plan

« Alexandria City Public Schools
» Educational Facilities

* Alexandria City Government
* Planning and Zoning/NPCD & GIS
 Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities
« General Services

« Analyze the existing educational program/facilities
« Existing school size (ES, MS and HS)
« Existing/averaged class size for classrooms (ES, MS and HS)

« Specialized classroom program area space needs: (Art, Music,
PE, Science/Laboratory and special needs)

» Non-classroom space: (ie., recreational, auditorium, meeting
space media center, library, health services, cafeteria, restroom,
office, parking...etc)

« Additional Services (i.e. , Talented and Gifted, ELL, Special
Education)

 Grade levels served

* Preschool

. K_5th

° 6th _ 8th

* High School

 Adult Education Programs

* Determine “open/modified enrollment” practice impacts (20%
currently) of out of district enrollment on system/by district.
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« Convert enrollment projections into teacher staffing required
(Determines number/type of classrooms).

 Development of a more robust database of all school rooms, sizes,
and uses to serve as the basis for capacity analysis.

« Quantify current space utilization of existing facilities
* Full-size, resource and small classroom space

« Dedicated space for other uses, such as science labs, existing
preschool programs, special education and adult education
programs

 Determine need/applicability of modular/portable classroom

 Conduct Fiscal Analysis of recommendations

« Convert enrollment projections into teacher staffing required
(Determines number/type of classrooms).

* In collaboration with school staff and external partners, developing
a more nuanced capacity analysis for elementary schools and a
more sophisticated capacity analysis for secondary schools.

» Development of a more robust database of all school rooms, sizes,
and uses to serve as the basis for capacity analysis.

» Development of as-is plans for all sites. Because of the age of most
ACPS buildings, as-is documents do not exist (from ACPS)

 Quantify current space utilization of existing facilities
* Full-size, resource and small classroom space
+ Dedicated space for other uses, such as science labs, existing
preschool programs, special education and adult education
programs
 Determine need/applicability of modular/portable classroom

 Conduct Fiscal Analysis of recommendations
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3. Educational Specifications— Determining the School of the Future

« Define future Educational Specifications.

 Long-Range Educational Facilities Plan Work Group

« Position paper/updatable element of the the Long Range Educational
Facilities Plan

« Alexandria City Public Schools
 Educational Facilities
e Curriculum and Instruction
 Technology Services

« Alexandria City Government
» Planning and Zoning/NPCD &GIS
 Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities
» General Services

+Define the future educational program
*Optimal School size (ES, MS and HS)
+Class size for classrooms (ES, MS and HS)

Specialized classroom program area space needs: (Art, Music, PE,
Science/Laboratory and special needs)

*Non-classroom space: (ie., Recreational, Auditorium, Meeting Space
Media Center, Library, Health Services, Cafeteria, Restrooms,
Administrative Office, Parking...etc)

«Additional Services (i.e. , Talented and Gifted, ELL, Special Education)
*Grade levels served

*Preschool

o K_5th

.6th _ gth

*High School

* Adult Education Programs

*Determine “open/modified enrollment” practice impacts (20%
currently) of out of district enrollment on system/by division.

*Conduct Fiscal Analysis of recommendations
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 Review and possible revision of draft educational
specifications for all grade. levels, and assessment of the
required renovations and upgrades to bring all ACPS buildings
up to the standard set by the educational specifications.

* Analyze buildings based on current/draft educational
specifications.

» Fiscal Impact of Recommendations

 Review and possible revision of draft educational specifications for
all grade. levels, and assessment of the required renovations and
upgrades to bring all ACPS buildings up to the standard set by the
educational specifications.

+ Analyze buildings based on current/draft educational
specifications.

» Conduct Fiscal Analysis of recommendations

« ldentify organizational components necessary to implement
educational specification objectives.

» Develop Educational Specifications (ie., school size, teaching
stations, students /teaching station, program capacity ...etc)

* Flexible facilities

* Universal design

« Maximize community connectivity
+ Cost effective and efficient

« Community buy-in
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4. Analysis of ACPS Enrollment Practices: Shaping Diverse and Vibrant
Schools through Enrollment Practices

« Shape diverse and vibrant schools through enrollment practices and
make policy recommendations to ensure diverse and vibrant schools.

» Long-Range Educational Facilities Plan Work Group; Any significant
recommended changes will require broader community involvement

« Position paper/updatable element of the the Long Range Educational
Facilities Plan

« Alexandria City Public Schools
« Educational Facilities
* Curriculum and Instruction
« Technology Services
* Alexandria City Government
* Planning and Zoning/NPCD & GIS

» Development of historical enrollment practice summation (formal
and informal practices).

« Identification of factors (Legislative, No-child-left-behind, Special
education, Administrative placements ...other) that influence
enrollment practices.

» Modified enrollment impact on the school system as a whole and by
school attendance area.

« Estimate of current enrollments practices impact on school enrollment
in next 10 years.

« Enrollments impact on transportation, capacity needs and CIP.
« Proposed changes to enroliments practices.
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5. School of the Future

» Explore modernization/renovation options and determine factors that
affect new schools.

» Long-Range Facilities Planning Group/Broader Community
involvement

« Position paper/updatable element of the the Long Range Educational
Facilities Plan

+ Alexandria City Public Schools
*Educational Facilities
*Curriculum and Instruction
*Technology Services
Financial Services
+Alexandria City Government
*Planning and Zoning/NPCD
*Planning and Zoning/GIS
*Recreation, Parks and Cultural Activities
*General Services

*New School
*Determine what “types” of schools will be constructed
*Program based
*Magnate
+Size (standard capacity template)
«Location/geographic considerations
+Swing space
*Urban vs. traditional
+Conduct Fiscal Analysis of recommendations

*Determine feasibility of keeping existing facilities operational after a
new school has been constructed

sLand Analysis
EXxisting sites
+ Adjacent sites
*New locations

+Land analysis based on school program needs (traditional vs. urban
schools)

«Conduct Fiscal Analysis of recommendations
*Funding Options

*CIP

Operating

«Development of a policy on revenue sharing

*Developer Contributions/Proffers
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» Modernization/Renovation Options
Methodology « Thorough school site surveys by an A/E firm to assess the feasibility

(cont.) of adding capacity at existing sites beyond the ones already included
in the CIP.
Out-Puts * Feasibility Study of moderninzing existing facilities
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Addendum |

Alexandria City Public Schools/City of Alexandria - Long Range Educational Facilities
Plan Work Group

Purpose

The work group will review and advise on the work being done to develop a long-range
educational facilities plan.

Responsibilities

To define ACPS short, medium, and long-term facilities’ needs and to subsequently
identify solutions. (Short term is defined as 1 to 5 years, medium as 6 to 10 years, and
long-term as 11 to 30 years.) This will include:

o Analyze programmatic, enrollment, and facility capacity trends

o ldentify the impact of City planning and development processes and decisions on

ACPS facilities and enrollment

o Determine options including but not limited to construction of new buildings for
meeting short term facility needs
Define the medium and long-term requirements for the number, type, capacity,
and general locations of ACPS facilities
Identify the investment required to meet the identified needs
Identify constraints, obstacles, and facilitators of change
Propose options to achieve the recommendations of the subcommittee
Prepare a report for the committee of the whole (the Long Range Educational
Facilities Plan Work Group) to discuss and approve, for inclusion in a final report
to the Superintendent

O

o O O O

To articulate a vision of future ACPS elementary and middle school facilities to
serve students, parents, staff and community through the 22™ century. This will
include:
o Define the functions to be included in a future ACPS school
o Research programmatic, land use, architectural, engineering, and ecological
innovations to be included in an ACPS school of the future
o ldentify the construction and operational cost parameters of the school of the
future
o Prepare a report for the (the Long Range Educational Facilities Plan Work Group)
to discuss and approve, for inclusion in a final report to the Superintendent

To serve as a representative of ACPS and its facilities’ needs at City of Alexandria
small area plan meetings, with City Council, and with City of Alexandria Civic
Associations. This will include:
o Attend Potomac Yard, Braddock Metro, Arlandria, Waterfront, Beauregard
implementation meetings and other small area plan meetings as a representative
of school division interests
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o Attend relevant civic association meetings

Consult with ACPS staff prior to and following attendance at such meetings

o Support the work of the Long Range Educational Facilities Plan through
presentations at public and private meetings in the City

o Report to the committee of the whole (the Long Range Educational Facilities Plan
Work Group) on the issues discussed and activities of the subcommittee,
particularly as they impact the work of the other subcommittees

o Prepare a report on future issues and actions to go to the Long Range Educational
Facilities Plan Work Group for discussion and approval, for inclusion in a final
report to the Superintendent

O

The Long Range Educational Facilities Planning Work Group (Work Group)

The Work Group will consist of 19 members and meet at least quarterly. The Work Groups Co-
Chairs will be responsible for meeting coordination, logistics and administrative support.

Membership

Elected Officials

School Board District A City Council
School Board District B City Council

Staff

Co-Chair Laurel Hammig, ACPS

Co-Chair Steve Kaii-Ziegler, P&Z, COA

Bill Finn, Educational Facilities, ACPS

Karl Moritz, P&Z, COA

Dr. Mayde Henson, ACPS

Debra Collins, CM Office, COA

Community Members

Campagna Center

PTA Rep

PTA Rep

Community Rep (6)
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Support Staff (not official members of the work group)

C&l Staff, TBD Ron Kagawa, RPCA, COA (Parks)
C&l Staff, TBD Steve Sindiong, T&ES, COA
Elementary Principal, TBD Donna Poillucci, General Services, COA
Elementary Teacher, TBD Laura Triggs, OMB, COA
Secondary Teacher, TBD Debra Collins, City Manager’s Office,
COA
William Chesley, RPCA, COA
(Recreation)

Long Range Educational Facilities Planning Sub-Committee (Sub-Committees)

A Sub-committee for each work plan element will be created. Additionally, a separate fiscal analysis
Sub-Committee will be created to review short and long term project recommendations for cost
estimates, affordability, and potential for reduced costs, improved efficiency, and project timing as
part of CIP development and review. At least one staff member from both the City and ACPS
staff with expertise in a Sub-Committee’s area of responsibility will serve as staff to each
Sub-Committee.

1) Enrollment Forecasts/Demographics
2) Facility Capacity Needs Analysis

3) Educational Specifications

4) Analysis of ACPS Enrollment Practices
5) School of the Future

6) Fiscal Analysis

Sub-Committees will identify a chairperson and a communications person. The chairperson will
be responsible for ensuring that agenda items and any associated materials to be considered at a
regular the monthly meeting of the Work Group are sent out at least 4 business days prior to the
meeting. The communications person will be responsible for writing subcommittee documents
and managing subcommittee communications. The subcommittee may identify any other
functional positions/tasks required to conduct the business of the Sub-Committee.

It is the responsibility of the Work Group and Sub-Committees to conduct the required analysis
and prepare the working documents of the group. The function of staff is to provide documents
and data that already exist; offer professional expertise and advice; and help identify resources
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that committee members might otherwise not be aware of. Subcommittee meetings and
participation may be electronic at the discretion of a majority of the subcommittee members

Communication

Communication will be via email or closed list-serve
Schedule

TBD

Next Steps

e Identification and appointment of Work Group and Sub-Committee members. A meeting
of key ACPS/City staff is being organized for the week of October 1, 2012 to address.

e Next City/Schools Sub-Committee meeting is scheduled for October 29, 2012. The
Work Groups Co-Chairs will present an update on progress.
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APPENDIX A-4

Long Range Educational Facilities Plan Work Program — Supplement 1
Revised 11/27/12

This supplement is intended to provide additional information, detail and guidance to implement
the Long Range Educational Facilities Work Program

Senior Management Team

The City and ACPS will create a Long Range Educational Facilities Work Program “Senior
Management Team” to help guide/communicate the long range planning effort. The team will
consist of Dr. Madye Henson, Bill Finn and Laurel Hammig from ACPS and Debra Collins and
Karl Moritz from Planning and Zoning. The senior management team will meet regularly —
typically, one week prior to a monthly City/Schools Subcommittee meeting.

The Long Range Educational Facilities Planning Work Group (Work Group)

The Long Range Educational Facilities Planning Work Group (Work Group) will be made up of
19 members. 2 - School Board Members, 2- City Council Members, 1-Campagna Center
Member, 2-PTA Members and 6-Community Members, 3-City Staff and 3-ACPS Staff. The
work plan has been revised to reflect a 19 member work group.

ACPS/City staff will select potential candidates and forward to the Superintendent of Schools
and City Manager for consideration. The Work Group will meet as a group every 60-90 days for
duration of approximately 18 months. Additionally, the Senior Management Team we will need
to identify potential candidates for the various sub-committees that will be integral to the
planning effort. It is anticipated that sub-committees will consist of City/ACPS staff and some of
the selected community members from the work group. This Supplement includes several
recommended candidates for consideration in the work group.

19-Member Work Group
e 2-School Board members — Yvonne Folkerts and Ronnie Campbell

e 2-City Council members — Mayor Euille and Vice Mayor Donley

e 1-Campagna Center member
0 President and CEO — Dr. Tammy L. Mann

e 2-PTA Council Designees Members
0 PJ Lepp or her designee
o0 Julie Rocchio
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e 6-Community Members
o Ken Billingsley — Director of Demographics and Information Northern Virginia
Regional Commission
Judy Noritake
Chris Hartman
Mark Eisenhour
Herb Berg- former ACPS Superintendent
Keith Jabati

O O0OO0OO0Oo

e 3- ACPS staff to include Dr. Madye Henson, Bill Finn and Laurel Hammig (ex-officio)

e 3-City staff to include Debra Collins, Karl Moritz and Steve Chozick (ex-officio)

Sub-Committees (ACPS/City Departments — Divisions)
Note: Communications to be included for internal/external dissemination of information
e Enrollment Forecasting/Demographics
o ACPS
= Educational Facilities
= Technology Services
= Financial Services
o City

Planning and Zoning
= RCPA

e Facility Capacity Needs Analysis
o ACPS
= Educational Facilities
= Elementary/Middle Schools
o City
= Planning and Zoning
= RCPA
= General Services

e Educational Specifications
o ACPS
= Educational Facilities
= Curriculum and Instruction
= Technology Services

Planning and Zoning
= RCPA
= General Services
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ACPS Enrollment Practices
o ACPS
= Educational Facilities
= Curriculum and Instruction
= Technology Services
o City
= TBD

School of the Future
o ACPS
= Educational Facilities
= Curriculum and Instruction
= Technology Services
= Financial Services

o City
= Planning and Zoning
= RCPA

= General Services

Fiscal Analysis

o ACPS
= Educational Facilities
= Financial Services

o City
= Planning and Zoning
=  General Services
= OMB

Key Dates

October 26™ - Initial draft by school by grade projections due to ACPS Financial Services

October 29" - City/Schools meeting
November 26th- City/School meeting

December 6th- School Board meeting on joint recommendation for capacity projects to

include in the FY14-23 CIP

January 24th- ACPS presents CIP to School Board
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APPENDIX A-5

City of Alexandria, Virginia

MEMORANDUM

DATE: OCTOBER 15, 2012
TO: THE HONORABLE MAYOR AND MEMBERS OF CITY COUNCIL
FROM: RASHAD M. YOUNG, CITY MANAGE

SUBJECT: LONG RANGE EDUCATIONAL FACILITIES'WORK PROGRAM - UPDATE

As you are aware, staff for the City and ACPS has been jointly developing a work program for a
Long Range Educational Facilities Plan. The purpose of the planning effort is to develop
recommendations to improve facilities planning and accommodate the growing student
population in order to support and enhance the delivery of educational programs and services in
the most efficient, cost effective manner possible.

Several weeks ago, I forwarded an initial draft of that document to City Council. In addition, the
draft work program was presented at the September 18™ City Council/School Board
Subcommittee meeting with generally favorable feedback. The Subcommittee had an excellent
discussion and offered suggestions for inclusion of additional items in the work program. City
and ACPS staff have incorporated those suggestions into the final version of the Work Program,
reflected in the following changes:

» Inclusion of fiscal analysis and/or strategic review language to various parts of the work
program. Staff also modified the work program to allow for the creation of a fiscal
analysis subcommittee.

+ Revision of the Staff Contribution section of the work program to reflect
Department/Division only, not individual staff positions,

+ Modification of the work group composition to increase citizen members and to
emphasize that staff’s role is to advise and support. The work group will consist of a
total of 19 members, two from the City Council, two from the School Board, a
representative of the Campagna Center, and eight community members, including PTA
representatives. ACPS and City staff will each have three members assigned to the work
group with other ACPS/City staff acting as support staff, not official members of the
work group.

» Modification of some of the work group’s attendance and meeting process requirements.
gp q
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ACPS and City staff have been meeting regularly and have initiated work on student enrollment
and forecasting, as well as coordinating the process to identify and select work group and sub-
committee members. It is envisioned that membership in the work group and subcommittees
will be selected by the Superintendent of Schools and the City Manager. Attached is a copy of
the revised work program for your review. As the process continues, staff will continue to keep
Council informed.

cc:  Debra R. Collins, Deputy City Manager
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APPENDIX A-6

Long Range Education Facilities Planning Work Program Schedule

Calendar 2013 Calendar 2014

I 1 1 1 1 1 1 | 1| 1 | 1| 1 il 1 1 1 I il 1 I il 1 1 1 1 i

Enrollment Forecasts/Demographics

Initial review, identification of issues and key factors
Subcommittee: exploration of key factors

Update enroliment and short/mid-range forecasts for budget, draft findings for long range forecasts >
Develop draft high, medium and low long range forecasts based on findings
Refine and confirm long range forecasts and process for regular updating > L

Facility Capacity Needs Analysis

Assessment of Existing Conditions - school sites and buildings by type of use *x kK
Building interior inventory x
Capacity and utilization assessment for each school by type of use
Building space needs by type of use, both classroom and non-classroom
Site (outdoor) space assessment and needs analysis

DX D | |6

Educational Adequacy Assessment and Future Recommendations
Allocation of existing capacity to meet current demand
Recommendations for guidelines for adding capacity
Operational Issues, short and long term
Cost estimates
Potential future school sites

lillal

lillatfal

K-12 Issues and Opportunities
Setting the framework (including relevant guidance in adopted policies and plans)

Data collection and review

Program options

faillas

Architectural design considerations

Recommended educational specifications vk
Pre-K Issues and Opportunities
Review existing conditions, practices; identify gaps in service

Prepare general forecasts of future demand

Program options x
Architectural design considerations x

Integrate into recommended educational specifications ik

Final Long Range Education Facilities Plan

Decide on Final Report Outline/Format/Contents L
Provide initial drafts of main chapters to Work Group ¢
Provide final draft to Work Group ke
Public hearings, review by City Council and approval by School Board Y bk

Active work by Work Group, Subcommittee and Staff

Subcommittee reports to Work Group/Work Group decisions

Work Group quarterly meetings

Review by City Council/Approval by School Board as of 6/13/14 A6.1
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APPENDIX B-1

EDUCATIONAL SPECIFICATIONS
DEVELOPMENT WORKFLOW

-
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2
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APPENDIX B-2
ACPS ELEMENTARY AND MIDDLE SCHOOL
EDUCATIONAL SPECIFICATIONS

The ACPS Elementary and Middle School Educational Specifications developed during this planning process were
adopted by the ACPS School Board on January 29, 2015.

These documents can be viewed from the Long Range Educational Facilities Plan webpage, http://
www.alexandriava.gov/68540 or by contacting the ACPS Facilities Department, 703.619.8038.

DRAFT LRrerFp, Appendix B-2 as of 5/27/15 B2.1
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Appraisal Summary for : Charles Barrett

Unweighted

Summar
y Points

Priority

Average

APPENDIX C

Key

Excellent

Rating Category Satisfactory

2
3 Borderline
4

Satisfactory Inadequate
Satisfactory
Very Inadequate

Satisfactory

1.0 School Site

Unweighted

Section 1 .
Points

Priority

Rating Category

14
18

Average : School Site

Borderline
Satisfactory

Satisfactory

2.0 Building Assessment

Unweighted

Section 2 .
Points

Average : Building Assessment

Rating Category

Satisfactory

Borderline

Excellent

Satisfactory

3.0 Instructional and Support Spaces

Unweighted

Section 3 i
Points

Core Classrooms

Priority

Rating Category

Specialty Classrooms

Support and Admin

Shared Spaces

Average: Instructional and Support Spaces

2 7 Inadequate

4 19 Satisfactory

- 14
4 19 Satisfactory

3 23 Excellent

3 23 Excellent

3 23 Excellent

3 18 Satisfactory

2 2 Very Inadequate
4 14 Borderline

4 14 Borderline

4 9 Inadequate

3 13 Borderline

3 23 Excellent

3 23 Excellent

3 18 Satisfactory

2 2 Very Inadequate
5 20 Satisfactory

5 25 Excellent

5 20 Satisfactory

4 24 Excellent

3 23 Excellent

5 15
4 19 Satisfactory

2 12 Borderline

4 19 Satisfactory

4 19 Satisfactory

4 19 Satisfactory

3 18 Satisfactory

3 18 Satisfactory

3 18 Satisfactory

3 18 Satisfactory

Satisfactory

4.0: Utilization

Unweighted

Section 4 : Utilization X
Points

Priority

Rating Category

Average : Utilization

Inadequate
Very Inadequate
Very Inadequate

Very Inadequate
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Appraisal Summary for : Cora KeII

Unweighted

Priorit
Points y

Summary

Average 58

Rating Category

Satisfactory

Satisfactory
Very Inadequate

Borderline

1.0 School Site

Unweighted

Section 1 .
Points

Priority

Average : School Site

Rating Category

Satisfactory
Excellent

Satisfactory

2.0 Building Assessment

Unweighted

Section 2 .
Points

Priority

Rating Category

14 Borderline

R - 9 Inadequate

14 Borderline

Average : Building Assessment 49 Inadequate

3.0 Instructional and Support Spaces

Section 3 Unweighted Priority Rating Category
Points
Core Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 37 2 7 Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 72 4 19 Satisfactory
Loose Furnishings 73 4 19 Satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 74 4 19 Satisfactory
LlightingQuality 8 3 18 Satisfactory
Natural Lighting 93 3 23 Excellent
Acousties 80 3 18 Satisfactory
| AcQueltyondTemperstee e 3 5 Sorderine
Specialty Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 60 2 12 Borderline
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 67 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings & 4 14 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 57 4 14 Borderline
LlightingQualiy 8 3 18 satisfactory
Natural Lighting 8 3 18 Satisfactory
Acousties 75 3 18 Satisfactory
AirQuality and Temperature 68 3 13 Borderline
Support and Admin
Meets Size Requirements 50 2 12 Borderline
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 58 5 15 Borderline
Loose Furnishings 100 5 25 Excellent
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 60 5 15
LlightingQuality 100 4 24 Excellent
Natural Lighting 100 3 23 Excellent
Acousties 100 5 25 Excellent
Shared Spaces
Meets Size Requirements 74 2 17 Satisfactory
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 77 4 19 Satisfactory
Loose Furnishings 8 4 19 Satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 51 4 14
3 18 Satisfactory
3 18 Satisfactory
3 18 Satisfactory
3 13 Borderline
Average: Instructional and Support Spaces Satisfactory
4.0: Utilization

Unweighted

Section 4 : Utilization X
Points

Priority

Average : Utilization

Rating Category

Satisfactory
Very Inadequate
Very Inadequate

Very Inadequate

APPENDIX C

Key

Excellent

Satisfactory

2
3 Borderline
4

Inadequate
5 Very Inadequate
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Appraisal Summary for :

Douglas MacArthur

Unweighted

Priorit
Points y

Summary

APPENDIX C

Key

Excellent

Rating Category Satisfactory

2
3 Borderline
4

Inadequate
5 Very Inadequate

Satisfactory
Borderline

Borderline
Very Inadequate

Average 68

Borderline

1.0 School Site

Unweighted

Section 1 .
Points

Priority

Rating Category

14
23

Borderline
Excellent

Average : School Site

Satisfactory

2.0 Building Assessment

Unweighted

Section 2 .
Points

Priority

Rating Category

19 Satisfactory
_ 4 14 Borderline
14 Borderline
Average : Building Assessment 58 Borderline

3.0 Instructional and Support Spaces

Section 3 Unweighted Priority Rating Category
Points
Core Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 48 2 7 Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 72 4 19 Satisfactory
Loose Furnishings 6 4 14
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 81 4 19 Satisfactory
LlightingQuality 6 3 13
Natural Lighting & 3 18 Satisfactory
Acousties 9 3 23 Excellent
A QuoliyondTemperatwe e 3 13 Borderlne
Specialty Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 30 2 7 Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 42 4 9 Inadequate
Loose Furnishings 49 4 9 Inadequate
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 39 4 9 Inadequate
LlightingQuality 53 3 13 Borderline
Natural Lighting 36 3 8 Inadequate
Acousties 76 3 18 Satisfactory
AirQuality and Temperature 6 3 13 Borderline
Support and Admin
Meets Size Requirements 20 2 2 Very Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 26 S 5 Very Inadequate
Loose Furnishings 100 5 25 Excellent
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 20 5 5 Very Inadequate
LlightingQuality 6 4 14
Natural Lighting 20 3 3 Very Inadequate
Acoustics 100 5 25 Excellent
Shared Spaces
Meets Size Requirements 36 2 7 Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 79 4 19 Satisfactory
Loose Furnishings %0 4 24 Excellent
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 69 4 14
Lighting Quality 76 3 18 Satisfactory
Natural Lighting 74 3 18 Satisfactory
Acoustics 8 3 18 Satisfactory
Average: Instructional and Support Spaces 63 Borderline
4.0: Utilization

Unweighted

Section 4 : Utilization X
Points

Priority

Rating Category

Very Inadequate

Very Inadequate

Average : Utilization

Very Inadequate
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Appraisal Summary for: Francis C. Hommond

Unweighted
Points

Summary

Priority Rating Category

Satisfactory
Inadequate

Borderline
Very Inadequate

Average Borderline

1.0 School Site

Unweighted

Section 1 i
Points

Rating Category

Satisfactory
Satisfactory

Average : School Site Satisfactory

2.0 Building Assessment

Unweighted

Section 2 .
Points

Priority Rating Category

4 9 Inadequate
- 9 Inadequate
4 4 Very Inadequate

Average : Building Assessment 33 Inadequate

3.0 Instructional and Support Spaces

Section 3 Unweighted Priority Rating Category
Points
Core Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 32 2 7 Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 62 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings 6 4 14 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 56 4 14 Borderline
LightingQualty 8 3 18 Satisfactory
Natural Lighting 95 3 23 Excellent
Acousties 8 3 18 Satisfactory
Shared Spaces
2 7 Inadequate
4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings a 14 Borderline
Inadequate

w b
(o]

18 Satisfactory
23 Excellent
18 Satisfactory
13 Borderline

w

w

w

()]
00

Average: Instructional and Support Spaces Borderline

4.0: Utilization

Unweighted

Section 4 : Utilization .
Points

Priority Rating Category

Very Inadequate

Not Rated

Very Inadequate

Average : Utilization Very Inadequate

APPENDIX C

Key

Excellent

Satisfactory

2
3 Borderline
4

Inadequate
5 Very Inadequate
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Appraisal Summary for :

George Mason

Unweighted

Summar
y Points

APPENDIX C

Key

Excellent

Average 64

Priority Rating Category ) Satisfactory
3 Borderline
Borderline 4 Inadequate
Borderline 5 Very Inadequate
Borderline
Inadequate
Borderline

1.0 School Site

Unweighted

Section 1 .
Points

Rating Category

Borderline
Satisfactory

Average : School Site

Borderline

2.0 Building Assessment

Unweighted

Section 2 .
Points

Priority

Rating Category

4

s 9

24

Very Inadequate

Excellent

Average : Building Assessment 57

Borderline

3.0 Instructional and Support Spaces

Section 3 Unweighted Priority Rating Category
Points

Core Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 45 2 7 Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 70 4 19 Satisfactory
Loose Furnishings 70 4 19 Satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 76 4 19 Satisfactory
Llighting Quality 78 3 18 Satisfactory
Natural Lighting 97 3 23 Excellent
Acousties &8 3 13

Specialty Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 64 2 12 Borderline
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 53 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings 4 4 9 Inadequate
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 54 4 14 Borderline
LlightingQualiy 6 3 13 Borderline
Natural Lighting e 3 13 Borderline
Acousties & 3 18 Satisfactory
AirQuality and Temperature 72 3 18 Satisfactory

Support and Admin
Meets Size Requirements 20 2 2 Very Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 68 S 15 Borderline
Loose Furnishings 40 5 10 Inadequate
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 90 5 25 Excellent
LlightingQuality 35 4 9
Natural Lighting 20 3 3 Very Inadequate
Acoustics 100 5 25 Excellent

Shared Spaces
Meets Size Requirements 43 2 7 Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 55 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings & 4 14 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 45 4 9 Inadequate
Lighting Quality & 3 13 Borderline
Natural Lighting 8 3 18 Satisfactory
Acoustics & 3 13

Average: Instructional and Support Spaces 63 Borderline

4.0: Utilization

Unweighted

Section 4 : Utilization X
Points

Priority

Rating Category

2
18
3

Very Inadequate

Satisfactory
Very Inadequate

Average : Utilization

Inadequate

Cs



Appraisal Summary for: George Washington

Unweighted

Priorit Rating Categor
Points ¥ 8 gory

Summary

Satisfactory

.66
0 Satisfactory

Very Inadequate

Average 67 Borderline

1.0 School Site

Section 1 LTS Priorit Rating Categor
Points y J gory

14 Borderline
23 Excellent

Average : School Site Satisfactory

2.0 Building Assessment

Unweighted

Priorit Rating Cat
Points riority ating Category

Section 2

4 9 Inadequate
_ 4 14 Borderline

Average : Building Assessment 66 Borderline

3.0 Instructional and Support Spaces

Unweighted

Section 3 Points i Priority Rating Category
Core Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 34 2 7 Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 65 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings 6 4 14 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 48 4 9 Inadequate
LightingQualty 9 3 23 Excellent
Natural Lighting 9 3 23 Excellent
Acousties & 3 18 Satisfactory
| ArQuiiyandTemperawe s s s satsfactory
Shared Spaces
Meets Size Requirements 50 2 12 Borderline
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 65 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings 51 4 14 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 45 4 9 Inadequate
LightingQualty 94 3 23 Excellent
Natural Lighting 93 3 23 Excellent
Acousties 8 3 18 Satisfactory

~
(=}

Average: Instructional and Support Spaces Satisfactory

4.0: Utilization

Unweighted
Section 4 : Utilization Poifts Priority Rating Category

Very Inadequate

Not Rated

Very Inadequate

Average : Utilization Very Inadequate

APPENDIX C

Key

Excellent

Satisfactory

2
3 Borderline
4

Inadequate
5 Very Inadequate

Ceo



APPENDIX C

Appraisal Summary for : James K. Polk Key

| Excellent
Unweighted
Priori . :
Summary Points riority Rating Category ? Satisfactory
3 Borderline
4

Satisfactory Inadequate
_ Satisfactory
Very Inadequate

Average Satisfactory

1.0 School Site

Unweighted

Section 1 .
Points

Rating Category

Excellent
Satisfactory

Average : School Site Satisfactory

2.0 Building Assessment

Unweighted

Section 2 .
Points

Priority Rating Category

14 Borderline

s 9 Inadequate

24 Excellent

Average : Building Assessment 70 Satisfactory

3.0 Instructional and Support Spaces

Section 3 Unweighted Priority Rating Category
Points
Core Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 42 2 7 Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 72 4 19 Satisfactory
Loose Furnishings 8 4 19 Satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 74 4 19 Satisfactory
LightingQuality 9 3 23 Excellent
Natural Lighting 91 3 23 Excellent
Acousties 9 3 23 Excellent
A QuoliyondTemperawe e 3 1 Borderlne
Specialty Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 47 2 7 Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 70 4 19 Satisfactory
Loose Furnishings 74 4 19 Satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 63 4 14
LlightingQualiy 91 3 23 Excellent
Natural Lighting 6 3 13
Acousties & 3 18 Satisfactory
AirQuality and Temperature 72 3 18 Satisfactory
Support and Admin
Meets Size Requirements 2 FALSE
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 5 FALSE
Loose Furnishings 5 FALSE
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 5 FALSE
LlightingQuality 4 FALSE
Natural Lighting 3 FALSE
Acousties 5 FALSE
Shared Spaces
Meets Size Requirements 58 2 12 Borderline
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 65 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings 78 4 19 Satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 59 4 14
Lighting Qualty &€ 3 18 Satisfactory
Natural Lighting 48 3 8
Acousties 94 3 23 Excellent
Average: Instructional and Support Spaces Satisfactory
4.0: Utilization

Unweighted

Section 4 : Utilization X
Points

Priority Rating Category

Very Inadequate
Very Inadequate
Very Inadequate

Average : Utilization Very Inadequate
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Appraisal Summary for :

John Adams

Unweighted

Summar
y Points

Priority

Rating Category

Excellent
Satisfactory
Satisfactory

Borderline

APPENDIX C

Key

Excellent

Satisfactory

2
3 Borderline
4

Average 83

Satisfactory

1.0 School Site

Unweighted

Section 1 .
Points

Priority

Average : School Site

Rating Category

Excellent
Excellent

Excellent

2.0 Building Assessment

Unweighted

Section 2 .
Points

Average : Building Assessment

Rating Category

Satisfactory

Excellent

Satisfactory

3.0 Instructional and Support Spaces

Unweighted

Section 3 i
Points

Core Classrooms

w w wwpksk s~ BN

Priority

Rating Category

Very Inadequate

Borderline

Satisfactory

Borderline

Satisfactory

Excellent
Excellent
Excellent
Specialty Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 51 2 12 Borderline
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 61 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings 58 4 14 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 49 4 9 Inadequate
LlightingQuality 70 3 18 satisfactory
Natural Lighting 90 3 23 Excellent
Acousties 9% 3 23 Excellent
AirQuality and Temperature 9% 3 23 Excellent
Support and Admin
Meets Size Requirements 50 2 12 Borderline
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 525 15 Borderline
Loose Furnishings 50 5 15 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 60 5 15 Borderline
LlightingQuality 6 4 14 Borderline
Natural Lighting 100 3 23 Excellent
Acousties &€ 5 15
| AirQualityand Temperature 100 4 24 Excellent
Shared Spaces
Meets Size Requirements 8 2 17 Satisfactory
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 80 4 19 satisfactory
Loose Furnishings 78 4 19 satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 51 4 14
LlightingQuality 95 3 23 Excellent
Natural Lighting 100 3 23 Excellent
Acousties 97 3 23 Excellent
Average: Instructional and Support Spaces 74 Satisfactory
4.0: Utilization

Unweighted

Section 4 : Utilization X
Points

Priority

Rating Category

Average : Utilization

Borderline
Very Inadequate
Satisfactory

Borderline

Inadequate
5 Very Inadequate
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Appraisal Summary for : LIes-Crouch

Unweighted

Summar
y Points

Priority Rating Category

APPENDIX C

Key

Excellent

Satisfactory

Inadequate

B S Borderline
o Satisfactory
Borderline

Average 66 Borderline

1.0 School Site

Unweighted

Section 1 .
Points

Rating Category

Inadequate
Borderline

Average : School Site Inadequate

2.0 Building Assessment

Unweighted
Points

Section 2 Priority Rating Category

9 Inadequate
9 Inadequate
24

o

Average : Building Assessment 61 Borderline

3.0 Instructional and Support Spaces

Section 3 Unweighted Priority Rating Category
Points

Core Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 20 2 Very Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 63 4
Loose Furnishings 79 4 Satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 77 4 Satisfactory
LlightingQuality 71 3 Satisfactory
Natural Lighting 100 3 Excellent
Acousties 9 3 Excellent

| A QuoliyondTemperatwe 60 3 Borderlne

Specialty Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 36 2 7 Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 59 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings & 4 14 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 52 4 14 Borderline
LlightingQualiy 713 18 satisfactory
Natural Lighting 8 3 18 Satisfactory
Acousties 95 3 23 Excellent
AirQuality and Temperature 67 3 13 Borderline

Support and Admin
Meets Size Requirements 20 2 2 Very Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 52 5 15
Loose Furnishings 100 5 25 Excellent
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 100 5 25 Excellent
LlightingQuality 6 4 14
Natural Lighting 100 3 23 Excellent
Acoustics 100 5 25 Excellent

Shared Spaces
Meets Size Requirements 4 2 7 Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 55 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings & 4 19 Satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 59 4 14
Lighting Quality 92 3 23 Excellent
Natural Lighting 90 3 23 Excellent
Acoustics 77 3 18 Satisfactory

Average: Instructional and Support Spaces Satisfactory

4.0: Utilization

Unweighted

Section 4 : Utilization X
Points

Priority Rating Category

17 Satisfactory

oo 8

18 Satisfactory

Average : Utilization Borderline

2
3 Borderline
4

Inadequate
5 Very Inadequate
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APPENDIX C

Appraisal Summary for : Matthew Maury

Unweighted
Points

Key

Excellent

Summary

Priority Rating Category

Satisfactory

2
3 Borderline
4

Inadequate
5 Very Inadequate

Borderline

e Satisfactory
. Satisfactory

Inadequate

Average 68 Borderline

1.0 School Site

Unweighted

Section 1 .
Points

Rating Category

Inadequate
Borderline

Average : School Site Borderline

2.0 Building Assessment

Unweighted

Section 2 .
Points

Priority Rating Category

9 Inadequate

_ 19 Satisfactory

24 Excellent

Average : Building Assessment 74 Satisfactory

3.0 Instructional and Support Spaces

Unweighted

Section 3 i
Points

Priority Rating Category
Core Classrooms
Very Inadequate
Satisfactory
Satisfactory
Excellent
Satisfactory
Satisfactory
Satisfactory

w w wwpksk s~ BN

Specialty Classrooms

Meets Size Requirements 20 2 Very Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 54 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings & 4 14 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 48 4 9 Inadequate
LlightingQualiy 93 3 23 Excellent
Natural Lighting 47 3 8
Acousties & 3 18 Satisfactory
AirQuality and Temperature 78 3 18 Satisfactory
Support and Admin

Meets Size Requirements 20 2 2 Very Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 58 5 15
Loose Furnishings 75 5 20 Satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 100 5 25 Excellent
LlightingQuality 100 4 24 Excellent
Natural Lighting 100 3 23 Excellent
Acousties 100 5 25 Excellent

Shared Spaces

Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 77 4 19 Satisfactory
e EGp e e e < 9
Natural Lighting 8 3 18 Satisfactory
Acousties 10 3 23 Excellent

Average: Instructional and Support Spaces 72 Satisfactory

4.0: Utilization

Unweighted

Section 4 : Utilization X
Points

Priority Rating Category

Very Inadequate

e Very nadequate

Inadequate

Average : Utilization Inadequate
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Appraisal Summary for :

Mount Vernon

Unweighted

Summar
y Points

Priority

Rating Category

APPENDIX C

Key

Excellent

Satisfactory

Borderline

Inadequate

Borderline

Inadequate

Average 58

Borderline

1.0 School Site

Unweighted

Section 1 .
Points

Rating Category

Inadequate
Satisfactory

Average : School Site

Borderline

2.0 Building Assessment

Unweighted

Section 2 .
Points

Priority

Rating Category

4 Very Inadequate
R - 9 Inadequate
14 Borderline
Average : Building Assessment 38 Inadequate

3.0 Instructional and Support Spaces

Section 3 Unweighted Priority Rating Category
Points
Core Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 51 2 12 Borderline
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 74 4 19 Satisfactory
Loose Furnishings 59 4 14 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 65 4 14 Borderline
LlightingQuality 8 3 18 Satisfactory
Natural Lighting 92 3 23 Excellent
Acousties a8 3 8 Inadequate
A QuoliyondTemperatwe e 3 1 Borderlne
Specialty Classrooms
MeetsSize Requiements 20 2 z
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 68 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings & 4 14 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 69 4 14 Borderline
LlightingQualiy 6 3 13 Borderline
Ntwrallightng 733 18
Acousties 52 3 13 Borderline
AirQuality and Temperature 6 3 13 Borderline
Support and Admin
Meets Size Requirements 20 2 2 Very Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 80 5 20 Satisfactory
Loose Furnishings 75 5 20 Satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 50 5 15 Borderline
LlightingQuality 6 4 14 Borderline
Natural Lighting 50 3 13 Borderline
Acoustics 100 5 25 Excellent
Shared Spaces
Meets Size Requirements 52 2 12 Borderline
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 65 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings 55 4 14 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 57 4 14 Borderline
Lighting Quality 6 3 13 Borderline
Natural Lighting 74 3 18 Satisfactory
Acoustics 74 3 18 Satisfactory
Average: Instructional and Support Spaces 64 Borderline
4.0: Utilization

Unweighted

Section 4 : Utilization X
Points

Priority

Rating Category

Borderline
Very Inadequate
Very Inadequate

Average : Utilization

Inadequate

2
3 Borderline
4

Inadequate
5 Very Inadequate
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Appraisal Summary for: Samuel W. Tucker

Unweighted

Summar
y Points

Priority Rating Category

Satisfactory

_ Satisfactory

_ Satisfactory
Very Inadequate

Average 67 Borderline

1.0 School Site

Unweighted

Section 1 .
Points

Rating Category

Excellent
Satisfactory

Average : School Site Satisfactory

2.0 Building Assessment

Unweighted

Section 2 .
Points

Rating Category

Satisfactory

Borderline

Excellent

Average : Building Assessment Satisfactory

3.0 Instructional and Support Spaces

Section 3 Unweighted Priority Rating Category
Points
Core Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 50 2 12 Borderline
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 87 4 19 Satisfactory
Loose Furnishings 8 4 19 Satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 8 4 19 Satisfactory
LlightingQuality 9% 3 23 Excellent
Natural Lighting 95 3 23 Excellent
Acousties &8 3 18 Satisfactory
Specialty Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 8 2 17 Satisfactory
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 68 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings 6 4 14 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 54 4 14 Borderline
LlightingQuality 8 3 18 satisfactory
Natural Lighting 76 3 18 Satisfactory
Acousties 9 3 23 Excellent
AirQuality and Temperature 70 3 18 Satisfactory
Support and Admin
Meets Size Requirements 2 FALSE
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 5 FALSE
Loose Furnishings 5 FALSE
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 5 FALSE
LlightingQuality 4 FALSE
Natural Lighting 3 FALSE
Acousties 5 FALSE
Shared Spaces
Meets Size Requirements 68 2 12 Borderline
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 94 4 24 Excellent
Loose Furnishings 75 4 19 Satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 69 4 14
Lighting Quality 8 3 18 Satisfactory
Natural Lighting 48 3 8
Acousties % 3 23 Excellent
Average: Instructional and Support Spaces 77 Satisfactory
4.0: Utilization

Unweighted

Section 4 : Utilization X
Points

Priority Rating Category

Inadequate
3 3 Very Inadequate
Borderline

Average : Utilization Very Inadequate

APPENDIX C

Key

Excellent

Satisfactory

2
3 Borderline
4

Inadequate
5 Very Inadequate
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Appraisal Summary for :

William Ramsay

Unweighted

Priorit
Points y

Summary

Rating Category

APPENDIX C

Key

Excellent

Satisfactory

Borderline
Inadequate
Satisfactory
Inadequate

62

Average

Borderline

1.0 School Site

Unweighted

Section 1 .
Points

Rating Category

Borderline
Satisfactory

Average : School Site

Borderline

2.0 Building Assessment

Unweighted

Section 2 .
Points

Priority

Rating Category

14
4 9
4

Borderline
Inadequate
Very Inadequate

Average : Building Assessment

Inadequate

3.0 Instructional and Support Spaces

Section 3 Unweighted Priority Rating Category
Points
Core Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 4 2 7 Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 78 4 19 Satisfactory
Loose Furnishings 75 4 19 Satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 71 4 19 Satisfactory
LlightingQuality 70 3 18 Satisfactory
Natural Lighting 98 3 23 Excellent
Acousties 9 3 23 Excellent
A QuoliyondTemperatwe e 3 13 Borderlne
Specialty Classrooms
Meets Size Requirements 43 2 7 Inadequate
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 65 4 14 Borderline
Loose Furnishings 6 4 14 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 51 4 14 Borderline
LlightingQualiy 713 18 satisfactory
Natural Lighting 77 3 18 Satisfactory
Acousties 100 3 23 Excellent
AirQuality and Temperature 6 3 13 Borderline
Support and Admin
MeetsSize Requiements 20 2 >
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 68 5 15 Borderline
Loose Furnishings 6 5 15 Borderline
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 68 5 15 Borderline
LlightingQuality 100 4 24 Excellent
Natural Lighting 20 3 3 Very Inadequate
Acousties 100 5 25 Excellent
Shared Spaces
Meets Size Requirements 8 2 17 Satisfactory
Internal Organization and Ancillary Spaces 87 4 19 Satisfactory
Loose Furnishings & 4 19 Satisfactory
Fixed Equipment and Infrastructure 72 4 19 Satisfactory
Lighting Quality 8 3 18 Satisfactory
Natural Lighting & 3 13
Acousties 95 3 23 Excellent
Average: Instructional and Support Spaces 72 Satisfactory
4.0: Utilization

Unweighted

Section 4 : Utilization X
Points

Priority

Rating Category

Inadequate
Satisfactory
Very Inadequate

Average : Utilization

Inadequate

2
3 Borderline
4

Inadequate
5 Very Inadequate
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Appendix D1

City of Alexandria
Department of Planning and Zoning
301 King Street, Room 2100
Alexandria, VA 22314
January 10, 2014

Long-Term School Enrollment Forecast
Draft for Enrollment and Forecasting Subcommittee Discussion

The long term enrollment forecast is actually a set of forecasts, one of which is recommended to guide
education facilities planning over the long term. The forecasts also include two alternate scenarios based
on different assumptions about economic conditions and families’ responses to them over the long-range
planning period through 2040. These alternate scenarios illustrate the sensitivity of the forecast to changes
in basic assumptions.

The recommended forecast, shown below as a red line, has enrollment continuing to increase at a steady
rate until 2020, after which growth will decelerate. Peak enrollment is forecast to occur in 2030 at
approximately 18,650 students, a 40% increase over today’s enrollment of 13,278 and almost double the
enrollment of 2006. Enrollment is then expected to decline to about 17,400 students by 2040.

Long-Term Enrollment Forecast and Alternate Scenarios
25,000

20&"‘ 20,174
20,000 EPSET L L1 T Ypupt

15,000

10,000

5000 == == » Sustained Growth, High Enroliment Growth
y e Recommended Planning Forecast. Birth Rate Constant 5 Years
e ACPS Mid-Term Projection
== == » Sustained Growth, Moderate Enrollment Growth
Enroliment Through 2013

Kindergarten Through Grade 12 Total Enroliment

T T

2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Enrollment Year September

The recommended forecast assumes the current birth rate remains steady for the next five years before
declining and that the rate of families with children moving from Alexandria, while remaining low, will
increase to its previous long-term average over the next decades. This forecast closely matches the ACPS
mid-term projection through its horizon year of 2023.
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January 10, 2014
The two most significant inputs to the forecast are answers to the following questions:

o Will Alexandria birth rates, now on the rise, continue to increase? And if so, for how long?
After holding steady for about a decade, Alexandria’s birth rates began to rise in 2007 and have
continued to rise. Alexandria’s birth rate is much higher than that of the nation as a whole
because we have a higher proportion of our population in the child-bearing age range. Even so,
this local “baby boomlet” will eventually recede. Local and national demographic trends indicate
that birth rates are likely to peak within the next five years and then retreat. Even after birth rates
begin to decline, the number of actual births will remain fairly high even after the “boomlet” is
officially over because the city will continue to have a high share of its population in the peak
childbearing age group. The recommended forecast assumes birth rates will hold steady for the
next five years and then decline to the pre-2007 average of 16.3 per 1000 population by 2028.
After that, the birth rate will decline more slowly, in line with national averages.

e How many families with children will move out of Alexandria before entering or completing
public school? The 2000-2006 housing bubble induced a historically high rate of out-migration
of families with children from the City of Alexandria. Relatively cheap mortgages and less strict
loan requirements encouraged Alexandria families with children to move out of the City to
locations where single-family homes are more plentiful. The housing market correction in 2007
brought a sudden and dramatic conclusion to that out-migration — with an immediate impact on
school enrollment. While the housing market has improved somewhat, enrollment has continued
to increase. Over the forecast period it is likely that some family out-migration will resume since
Alexandria has a limited amount of housing for families, but the recommended forecast assumes
that the rapid out-migration of the 2000-2007 period will not fully return because the financial
conditions that prompted it will not return, and because it appears that families are placing a
higher value on raising children in urban environments than they have in the past.

In order for enrollment to be lower than the recommended forecast, either the City’s baby boomlet would
have to end in the next 1-3 years and birth rates would have to decline at a faster pace than is assumed for
the recommended forecast, or family out-migration would have to resume at an accelerated pace. The
latest data show birth rates as rising (not falling) and do not show evidence of increasing family out-
migration, so we have not yet seen evidence that such a change has begun.

An increase in the rate of family out-migration compared to the recommended forecast is the assumption
that forms the basis of the Moderate Enrollment Growth Scenario, shown as the teal (or blue-green)
dashed line below the recommended forecast. The Moderate Enrollment Growth Scenario peaks in 2030
at about 17,100 students and declines slowly to about 15,900 students by 2040.

The gray dashed line above the red recommended forecast is a high enrollment forecast that assumes
Alexandria birth rates will continue to rise for the next five years, and that only a very slow increase in
the rate of family out-migration will take place through 2040. All other inputs are the same as those of the
recommended forecast. This scenario shows an enrollment peak of 20,600 in 2033 followed by slow
decline to below 20,200 in 2040. Alexandria’s birth rate has been increasing for the past five years and
though the rate of increase has moderated, the rate has not yet started to decline. Continued growth is
increasingly unlikely, given anticipated changes in the size and composition of the cohort of Alexandrians
in the child-bearing age range.

The table on the following page summarizes the assumptions for key factors used to estimate future

enrollment on which the various forecast scenarios are based. Additional work to refine the forecasts and
to allocate forecasts to different geographic areas of the city will be undertaken in 2014.

City of Alexandria Department of Planning and Zoning 2
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January 10, 2014

ACPS Projections, Long-Term Forecast and Alternate Scenarios Compared

Kindergarten

Population . ) Capture, Percent
Forecast or |Horizon|Growth Birth Rate Assumption of Births 5 years |Cohort Survival,
Projection Year Assumption Births per 1000 People Ago Percent by Grade
Used to
ACPS Short- estimate Projected trend in average
Term 6 years |enrollment from number of births of 5-year and 3-year average 3-year average by
S (2019) |new (60.7%) school by grade
Projection 8-year averages to 2014
development
only
Used to
ACPS Mid- 10 estimate Projected trend in average
Term enrollment from - 3-year average 3-year average by
Proiecii years new number of births of 5-year and (60.7%) school by grade
rojection (2023) 8-year averages to 2018 ' ya

development
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Enrollment Forecast Assumptions Summary
The enrollment forecasts integrate:

e Short- and long-term demographic and economic trends shaping the City of Alexandria, the
region, and to a limited extent, the nation, with

e The capacity for growth and change due to development and redevelopment.

The analysis of demographic and economic trends — particularly those that directly translate into changes
in student enrollment — is used to make assumptions about the three key elements of any school
enrollment forecasting model:

e Births: the number of births to mothers living in the City of Alexandria (regardless of the location
of the birth event)

¢ Kindergarten capture rate: the number of enrolled ACPS kindergarteners as a percentage of the
number of births five years earlier

e Cohort survival: the number of ACPS students in a grade level (for example: 1% grade) as a
percentage of the number of students in the previous grade (in this example: kindergarten) a year
earlier.

As a reality check on the enrollment forecast results, the enrollment forecast is compared to student
generation from the expected future mix of housing types based on the city’s long-term development
forecast.

e Student generation: the number of ACPS students living in a particular housing unit type (for
example: townhouses) divided by the number of housing units of that type in the City.

In order to incorporate all of the information gathered over the past year and to cross-check assumptions,
staff looked at the forecasts from a number of different perspectives:

e A perspective based on forecast of the City’s population growth, with demographic and economic
factors informing birth rates and migration of families with children in and out of the City.

e A perspective based upon the expected change in the City’s housing stock over time, with
demographic and economic factors informing how student generation rates may change over
time.

o A perspective for the mid-range based on the idea that we already know a lot about the next ten
years because so many of the students who will be enrolled ten years from now are already living
in Alexandria.

e A perspective based on the historic number of ACPS students per 1,000 people in the city, and by
comparison, in surrounding jurisdictions.

In most cases, looking at enrollment from these different perspectives resulted in forecasts that were very
similar. Where there were differences based upon reasonable assumptions, those differences were used to
create the high and low scenarios in the recommended forecast.

The balance of this memorandum summarizes the key variables in the forecasts, the trends that inform
them, and how they were used in the enrollment forecasts.
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Population

The City of Alexandria forecasts the City’s population in five-year increments to 2040. These forecasts
are done in coordination with the other jurisdictions in the region through the Metropolitan Washington
Council of Governments (MWCOG) and, as in the other MWCOG jurisdictions, constitute the “official”
population forecasts for the City.

The City’s population forecast assumes that the Washington, D.C. metropolitan region, particularly inside
the Beltway, will experience sustained growth over the forecast period, so that the city will continue to
attract residents to existing housing and planned development projects. Under this forecast, population in
the city is expected to continue to grow at a rate of approximately 1% per year, from a 2010 population of
140,000 to a 2040 population estimated at 191,000. This rate of growth continues the city’s average
growth rate experienced from 1980 to 2010.

Lower rates of population growth were studied but have not been included in the long-term forecast. The
rate of population growth is much less likely to diverge from long-term trends than other factors, such as
births and rates of out-migration.

Enrollment Forecasting Model.

Virtually all school demographers use the same basic process to model and forecast school enrollment.
What are different from jurisdiction to jurisdiction are the inputs to the model. The enrollment model uses
actual births in the city, estimates of what percentage of these births will appear as kindergarten students 5
years later, and estimates of how many of these students will proceed through each grade of school to
graduation. Among the reasons this model is the standard for forecasting:

e The model reflects the process by which students enter the population, enroll in school, and
proceed through the grades.

e For these inputs (births, kindergarten capture, and cohort survival), we have timely and very
precise data with a long historical record.

While economic and demographic factors do affect each of the primary enrollment inputs, in general data
on these factors is much less precise at the city scale, data is not as timely, and these factors affect
enrollment indirectly. For example, the 2000s housing price bubble and the housing finance crisis
certainly affected enrollment over the past decade. However, it would be difficult if not impossible to
develop an accurate enrollment forecasting model that uses housing market indicators as explicit inputs
since the local housing market is affected by many factors, not all of which are easily tracked.
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Births and Birth Rate

The figure below shows the birth rate per 1,000 people in Alexandria since 1975. Data have been
corrected to include births that occurred to Alexandria mothers but not births to mothers living in the
“Alexandria” portion of Fairfax County or elsewhere, or births that took place in Alexandria to mothers
who live elsewhere.

Alexandria Birth Rate History and Birth Rate Forecast Scenarios
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This graph shows that the birth rate per 1000 people in the city has been slowly increasing since 1975,
with a significant recent increase starting in 2007. In 2006, the birth rate was 15.7 per 1,000 people; since
then it has increased by 3.4 per 1,000 people to 19.1 per 1,000 people. Alexandria’s birth rate per 1,000
people is substantially higher than the U.S. national average, primarily because the city has an unusually
high percentage of its population in the 25-39 year age group, the age group with the highest rate of
births.

The increase of more than 3 per 1000 population reflects a combination of factors. Two of the most
important are the significant in-migration for employment and the significant increase in the Hispanic
population of Alexandria in the 2000s. Many of the young people attracted to the Washington region for
employment have aged into the prime family-forming years, resulting in a local “baby boom” that is
reflected in increased enrollments in many school districts in the region. The Hispanic population
nationally has the highest birth rate of any major racial or ethnic group, and the decade of the 2000s saw
Alexandria’s Hispanic population increase by 19%, twice as fast as the population as a whole. The share
of Hispanic students in APCS schools has grown by 29% since 2000 to almost one-third of the total
enrollment, according to the Virginia Department of Education.
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Birth Rate Forecast

In all forecast scenarios, birth rates are expected to peak and then decline over the long term for two
reasons:

e The local “baby boom” is assumed not to continue indefinitely because job growth has moderated
locally and local economies in other regions have recovered. The long-range forecast
recommended as a planning guideline assumes that birth rates are at their peak, but that this rate
will continue for approximately five years before declining. The high enrollment scenario
assumes that the birth rate will continue to increase for five more years; the low enroliment
scenario assumes that the birth rate is peaking now. In all cases, the peak is followed by a gradual
decline to return to Alexandria’s birth rate prior to the recent increases. This would mark the end
of the “local baby boom.”

e Once the local baby boom has ended, birth rates are expected to continue to decline at the same
rate of decline as that of the national birth rate projection of the U.S. Census Bureau. This birth
rate projection considers changes in race and ethnicity, changes in birth rates by race and
ethnicity, in- and out-migration, and changes in the age distribution of population. The
assumption is that these factors will affect Alexandria’s birth rate over time in the same way they
affect the national birth rate.

The figure on the previous page shows these long-term forecast assumptions of the birth rate together
with the trend in the national birth rate from the Census Bureau’s long-term projection (2012, central
estimate).

Sensitivity of Enrollment Forecast to Birth Rate. The recent increase in birth rates of approximately 3
births per 1000 people has the potential to add approximately 3000 students to ACPS enrollment if the
current birth rate remains in place over the entire forecast period. A change in the birth rate begins to
affect enrollment 5 years later. The change has full impact by 17 years later and beyond, when the effect
has reached all grades. Much of the difference in enroliment among the forecast scenarios in the
intermediate years of the forecast results from the difference in their birth rate assumptions over time.
Because of the delayed impact of birth rate on enrollment, the city and ACPS have early warning of
future impacts from this change in time to plan and construct facilities if needed.

Birth rate effects on enrollment can be moderated by families with children moving out of Alexandria,

either prior to starting school (reflected in the kindergarten capture rate) or after starting school but prior
to graduation (affecting cohort survival rates).
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The next step in the enrollment forecast model is to estimate the percentage of Alexandria births that will
enter ACPS kindergarten five years later. The figure on the following page shows the ratio of births to

kindergarten enrollment in the city since 1980, based on births since 1975.

The kindergarten capture rate of enrollments compared to births five years prior has varied from less than
50% to almost 75% over the period from 1980 to 2012. After declining during the 2000 to 2005 period,
the kindergarten capture rate has steadily increased in ACPS schools from 46.2% in 2005 to 66.4% in
2012. In 2013, the rate dropped substantially to 58.2%. The long-term average since 1980 is 56.0%.
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Alexandria’s kindergarten capture rate of substantially less than 100% means that people are moving out
of the community before their children reach kindergarten age or are sending their children to private

schools.

o Both the 2000 and 2010 Censuses show that between birth and at least age 15, the size of each
Alexandria age cohort is smaller than any of the age cohorts that precede it. For example, in 2010
there were about 2,000 children age 2, under 1,800 age 3, and under 1,700 age 4, and so forth, to
850 children age 15.. The figure on the following page shows the population of the city by single
years of age through age 20 for 2000 and 2010. In 2010, Alexandria’s 5-year-old population was
just 60% of the population of those under one year, and the 10-year-old population was 70% of
the 5-year-old population. In 2000, Alexandria’s 5-year-old population was 66% of the
population of those under one year, and the 10-year-old population was 83% of the 5-year-old
population. For the U.S. as a whole, the 5-year-old population was 103% of the population under
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one year, and the 10-year-old population was 103% of the 5-year-old population. The gray line on
the graph shows what Alexandria’s population by age would be if its 2010 population were
distributed by age the same way the national population was distributed by age in 2010.

e Consistently over time, the Census shows that between 12% and 15% of Alexandria’s school-age
children are enrolled in private school (not including population in residential schools in the city
who are counted as residents). This percentage is similar to that of other jurisdictions in the
region, and is not assumed to change significantly over the forecast period.
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Kindergarten Capture Rate Forecast.

The kindergarten capture rate is expected to decline from the current 3-year average rate in the long term
under all forecast scenarios.

The kindergarten capture rate reflects the share of Alexandria families who choose to stay in the city and
send their children to public school after having children. More families choosing urban living means a
higher kindergarten capture rate. While the evidence of more people making this choice in recent years is
primarily anecdotal, a number of factors are expected to be encouraging families to choose urban living
now and in the future. These factors include increasing energy prices that discourage long commutes; a
widening range of transportation choices including carsharing, rapid bus, bus rapid transit and streetcars
within the Beltway; less emphasis on the back yard for play and recreation and greater emphasis on group
activities at public and private facilities; and a desire to take advantage of the broader array of cultural
opportunities for children in urban areas. There are some factors that will dampen the trend of more
families raising children in Alexandria; the two most notable being higher housing prices than suburban
areas, and a high proportion of housing units in Alexandria that are small multifamily units less desired
by most families. Nearly all growth in housing units forecast for the future is in multifamily projects, and
increases in this share are expected to reduce the city’s kindergarten capture rate in the long term.

Based on these factors, the kindergarten capture share in the recommended forecast is assumed to drop
from 60% to 58% in 5 years, then drop to 56% by 2040. The capture rate throughout the period is lower
than the current 3-year average kindergarten capture rate of 60.7% but until the end of the forecast period
is higher than the past long-term average of 56% since 1975. The kindergarten capture rate for the
moderate and low enrollment scenarios is assumed to decline to 58% over two years and to further
decline gradually to the long-term average of 56% by 2040.

Sensitivity of Enrollment Forecast to Kindergarten Capture Rate. A change in kindergarten capture
rate has an immediate impact on enrollment, initially at the kindergarten level. As these students pass
through the grades, the change in rate ultimately affects the entire enrollment, with its full effect felt in 13
years. Assuming 60% kindergarten capture in the high enrollment scenario rather than the past long-term
average of 56% is responsible for about 7% of the total enrollment forecast for 2026, or about 1,000
students, the year when the change has affected all grades. This 7% effect then continues throughout the
remainder of the forecast period.
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Cohort Survival

Cohort survival rate is the term that compares the number of students at a grade level to the number of
students who were in the previous grade in the previous year. For example, the cohort survival rate for
kindergarten to first grade in 2013 is the number of first grade students in 2013(1,462 ) compared to the
number of kindergarten students in 2012 (1,516), or 96.4%. This means that 96.4% as many students
showed up in first grade in 2013 as were enrolled in kindergarten in 2012. The graph below shows
Alexandria’s cohort survival rates since 1997 by grade.
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Over the 17-year period since 1997, the ACPS cohort survival rates for elementary and middle school
grades have clustered together, averaging between 93.7% (1% to 2™ grade) and 98.4% (kindergarten to 1%
grade). Cohort survival rates by grade and for individual elementary schools and middle schools have
much wider variation. 9" and 10™ grades see a substantial influx from private schools, and these grades
have cohort survival rates of greater than 100% in nearly all years. 12" grade typically has a lower cohort
survival rate than any other grade, exceeding 90% in only four years since 1997, all of which were in the
last seven years.

Alexandria’s cohort survival rate reflects a high rate of migration into and out of the region, and within
the region among different communities. It reflects students moving in and out of private schools each
year. The city’s steady growth in population also affects the cohort survival rate, making it slightly higher
than it would be with no net annual increase in population.

A cohort survival rate of 90% means 10% fewer students enroll in the grade above than were in the grade
below last year. A cohort survival rate of 90% in all grades would result in a 12" grade class that includes

City of Alexandria Department of Planning and Zoning 11

D1.11



January 10, 2014

only 28 students for every 100 in the kindergarten class entering school. A cohort survival rate of 95%
would mean that 54 students would enter 12" grade for each child entering kindergarten. Over the past 10
years, the 12" grade class has ranged from a minimum of 44.4% of the incoming kindergarten class in
2012 and 2013 to a maximum of 61.1% in 2005, indicating that cohort survival has ranged around
approximately 95% from grade to grade for these graduating classes.

The figure below shows the average cohort survival rate by school level, averaging elementary, middle
and high school grades. Grades 9 and 10 typically have higher than 100% cohort survival, and grades 11
and 12 have much lower cohort survival, so these grades are averaged separately. Also shown on this
graph is the weighted average cohort survival rate for all grades, with the cohort survival rate for each
grade weighted by the number of students in that grade to determine the overall average.

Cohort Survival Annual Average by School Level
Enrollment in Higher Grade as Percentage of Previous Year Lower Grade
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In the past, cohort survival rates by grade have varied up and down substantially for periods of a few
years, but have returned to an overall average rate near 95% for the elementary and middle school years
over time. Cohort survival is particularly sensitive to changes in housing markets as we have seen in the
2000-2013 period. During the housing price bubble, cohort survival rates declined substantially, reaching
lows in most grades in 2005 well under 95%. When the housing finance market suddenly collapsed in
2006, and people were less able to move, cohort survival for these grades rapidly increased to rates near
100% in 2008. As housing finance and the housing market have normalized since 2008, cohort survival
has fallen to just above 95% for most elementary and middle school grades.
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Cohort survival rates tend to vary up and down over time together for all grades, and to vary in the same
way kindergarten capture rate varies over time. Since the rates all are a function of migration in and out of
the city by age, it makes sense for these rates to vary together.

Alexandria has a lower cohort survival rate than most school systems through most grades. The city’s
population in the 2010 Census showed only 70% as many 10-year-olds as 5-year-olds, while the
nationwide population has 3% more 10-year-olds than 5-year-olds. Alexandria’s housing stock has an
unusually small share of single-family units, and an unusually high share of units with four rooms or less
compared to most communities in the Washington, D.C. Metropolitan Area. Because of this small share
of housing units with characteristics that are more desirable to families, many families move out of the
city as their children grow older or as their families grow larger.

Cohort Survival Forecast

Cohort survival is assumed in the high enrollment and recommended forecasts to begin at the current 3-
year average cohort survival rate in each grade, and to decline by one percentage point for all grades very
slowly over the entire period of the forecast. This slow decline is based on the assumption that the shift in
housing types to more multifamily units over time will result in a smaller percentage of families choosing
to stay in Alexandria once they have children and as they have more children or their children get older,
in spite of an overall trend to more families choosing urban living. If current average cohort survival rates
were to continue over the forecast period, total enroliment would be approximately 2-3% higher by 2030
and 4-5% higher by 2040..

The moderate and low enrollment scenarios assume family out-migration resumes to a greater extent so
that the cohort survival rate falls two percentage points over the next two years, then two additional
percentage points through the end of the forecast period. This change in cohort survival results in a
reduction in total enrollment of about 13% over the forecast period compared to using the current average
cohort survival rates.

Sensitivity of Enrollment Forecast to Cohort Survival Rate. At the current level of enrollment, with all
other enrollment inputs (birth rate, population, and kindergarten capture rate) kept constant, an immediate
increase in the average cohort survival rate of one percentage point in all grades would increase
enrollment by about 1,000 students in 13 years when the higher enrollment in lower grades has worked its
way fully through all grades.

Enrollment Model Forecasts in Perspective

The discussion below outlines how the enrollment model forecast was reality-checked against some other
ways of viewing student enrollment trends.

Student Generation by Housing Type.

Student generation by housing type is a method often used by school districts to identify potential school
needs associated with new development. Existing enroliment patterns by housing type are used to
estimate future enrollment from new construction. In Alexandria, the types of housing that are found in
most new development have been found to generate very few students, at least until such housing is 30
years old or older. Recent increases in enrollment are associated with higher numbers of students living in
existing housing of all types rather than high occupancy of new housing. Very low numbers of students,
on the order of one per 10 units or one per 20 units, are found from new apartments and condominiums,
housing types that make up most new development. Townhouses and single-family detached homes do
not generate substantially lower numbers of students in new units, though older low-priced townhouses
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have higher student generation than new townhouses. Building data is not readily available to analyze
student generation for more than the past four or five years, so a long-term trend of student generation by
building type is not available for comparison. However, a range of realistic generation factors is available
based on recent years, and neighboring jurisdictions also maintain records of student generation by
housing type that can be compared.

The figure at the top on the following page shows the change in the mix of building types that results
from the city’s development forecast over the enrollment forecast period through 2040. The figure at the
bottom of the page shows the extent to which average student generation by housing type would have to
change to produce the recommended enrollment forecast. For the recommended forecast to be achieved,
student generation rates would have to increase on average by approximately 16.5% of the 2012
generation factor for each building type. Because most new development has a low student generation
factor, the average increase in generation factor required for existing housing is approximately 23.6%.
Because little increase in generation is expected for existing high- and mid-rise development, the increase
for single-family detached and townhouse units is estimated at 46%. An increase of this magnitude results
in student generation of approximately 0.41 students for each single-family detached home, which is
approximately the current student generation factor for single-family detached homes reported in
Arlington County.

Even as student generation rates increase over time, they will not increase at the same rate for every
housing type. Housing units likely to see the greatest student generation rate increase will be single-
family detached, townhouse, garden apartment, and affordable housing.

Each of the enrollment forecast scenarios implies a set of student generation rates, which staff examined
as a way of testing the likelihood of each scenario. The scenario selected for the recommended forecast
was chosen, in part, because the future student generation rates remain within reasonable bounds. In the
2010 Census, only 19% of Alexandria’s households were families with their own children under age 18,
compared to 29.8% of households nationwide. Alexandria’s average family size was 2.85 in 2010,
compared to 3.14 nationwide. The higher student generation rate required to accommodate the enroliment
forecast is likely to result from both larger families in those households with children, and an increase in
the share of households that are families with children. Relatively small increases in family size and the
percentage of households that are families with children would be required to meet the peak enrollment of
the recommended enrollment forecast, which occurs in 2030. Enrollment increases since 2010 show that
the current housing stock is capable of at least some growth in occupancy by families with children.

Student Generation by Housing Affordability.

An analysis of housing affordability conducted by the city showed that for most housing types, student
generation is substantially higher for housing with lower rents and lower housing values. The highest
student generation rates occur in housing that is reserved for low- and moderate-income households by
income restrictions or rent subsidies. This is in part because these programs are oriented to providing
family housing. Among market-rate apartments, student generation is much higher for apartments with
rents under $1,500 per month. Analysis by age of housing indicated that such rents are typically limited to
apartments 30 years old or older. Student generation is very low for apartments with rents exceeding
$1,700 per month.
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Sustained Growth Development Forecast

100,000

75,000

50,000 -

Dwelling Units

25,000 -

I Income-limited Family Units
m Public Housing Family Units
m High-Rise Apartment/Condo
m Mid-Rise Apartment/Condo

@ Garden Condo

m Garden Apartment, Co-Op

0 Duplex, Townhouse, Townhouse
Condo

0 Single-Family Detached

ACPS K-12 Students per Dwelling Unit

i

City of Alexandria Department of Planning and Zoning

T

2012 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Calendar Year

Student Generation Rates per Dwelling Unit
Recommended Enroliment Forecast

Average for Existing and New Development by Housing Category

1.25

1.00

0.75 -

/x‘

0.50

0.25

0.00

2015 2020 2025 2030 2035

Enrollment Year (September)

15

/\/ Public Housing Family Units

Other Income-Limited or
Subsidized Family Units

/\/ Garden Apartment or Cooperative

/\/ Single-Family Detached

Duplex, Townhouse, Townhouse
Condominium

Garden Condominium

Mid-Rise Apartment or
Condominium

High-Rise Apartment or
Condominium

2040

D1.15



January 10, 2014

The student generation model used to develop the student generation rates incorporates what is known
about existing and planned affordable housing of all types (public, subsidized, and market affordable).

In order to adjust for the expected decline in affordability as well as an expected decline in the percentage
of units in the city that are considered desirable by families, the enroliment forecast model for all forecast
scenarios assumes that the average kindergarten capture and cohort survival rates will fall slowly over
time as less of the city’s housing is affordable, and less is considered desirable by families. The moderate
and low enrollment forecasts assume a more rapid decline in kindergarten capture and cohort survival
rates.

ACPS Enrollment per 1,000 People.

The figure on the following page shows ACPS enrollment each year since 1960 as a rate per 1,000 people
in the city. Over this period, the total enrollment peaked at with the maximum enrollment of over 17,000
K-12 students in 1970, when the city’s population was about 111,000.

The rate of students per 1,000 residents peaked at over 160 students in 1966, just after the end of the baby
boom and when the first baby boomers had started graduating from high school and leaving for college in
1964. Enrollment fell to about 85 students per 1,000 people by 1988, when the last of the baby boomers
had graduated from high school. The 1990 Census shows a substantial increase in the share of Alexandria
households that were single-person households in 1990, and a significant growth in the 20- to 35-year age
cohort, as baby boomers entered the workforce.

During the housing price bubble of the early 2000s, the student rate fell again, reaching a minimum of 75
students per 1,000 in 2006 just as the housing finance market collapsed. Since then, the enrollment rate
has grown past its plateau of the 90s to reach 93.5 students per 1,000 in 2013.

The enrollment forecasts on the following page show enrollment continuing to increase to over 100
students per 1,000 people in all scenarios, reflecting the assumption that the recent high rate of births to
Alexandria residents will continue to provide an increasing number of students to Alexandria schools over
the next few years. The scenarios differ on when the local birth rate will return to its previous level, and
when the housing market will again be in a position to provide more options for people to move from
Alexandria as their families grow.

All forecasts show a substantial increase in the number of students per capita, reflecting these recent
births and the choice of at least some families to seek a more urban environment in which to raise their
children. Because it is considered unlikely that the housing market will return to the easy financing of the
early 2000s, a return to a declining rate of students per 1,000 people is not foreseen until demographic
forces including a significant increase in over-65 population and declining birth rates among the Hispanic
population balance the forces now adding students to the schools.

For 2010 fall enrollment following the 2010 Census, Alexandria had 84.4 K-12 ACPS students per 1,000
people based on its 2010 census population. Arlington County had 98.5 K-12 students per 1,000, Fairfax
County had 158.6 students and Prince William County had 195.4 students. The City’s ratio of students
per 1,000 people can grow substantially while remaining well below the ratios of the surrounding
suburban counties.

City of Alexandria Department of Planning and Zoning 16
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APCS K-12 Students Per 1,000 People Since 1960 With Forecast Scenarios
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These scenarios show the future decline in enrollment following the expected drop in birth rates at a rate
similar to that of the 1980s, when the baby boom impact was declining into a new era of stability in
enrollments in the 1990s.

City of Alexandria Department of Planning and Zoning 17
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Appendix D2

Alexandria’s Pubic School Enrollment History: 1960 to Present
Three Distinct Historical Eras - the Larger Context Influencing Enrollment Trends

1. Post-War II. Urbanization . .
_ Suburbanization 19705-80s III1. Adjustment to New Urbanism
Public School 1950s-60s Transition to New Urban Profil. 1990s to Present
Enrollment ransition to New Urban Profile
15,000

Enrollment Trend Line

10,000

5,000

1960s

Distinguishing Characteristics of Three Phases in City’s

- baby boom years

- period of rapid population growth,
when city experienced its largest
population increases in its history

- households consisted pimarily of
families with children

- 777 what was built

baby bust years

slow growth years: net population
gain from 1970-1990: .......

when large-scale commerical/retail
devleopment of suburbs commenced

saw construction of large number of
high-rise condos in West End and
other parts of city

when city’s demographic profile
morphed from a traditional
family-suburb into new urban identity

- moderate, but sustainined population
growth

- characterized by high degree of
stability in many demographic and
household fundamentals: avg
household size, household
composition (% families, households
with children), percentage share of
school-aged population, percent of
households that rent, etc.

- high degree of population
turnover/migrstion
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Enrollment Growth Scenarios
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Appendix D3

Public School Enrollment: 1980-2013

Northern Virginia Public School Divisions

FAIRFAX COUNTY & CITY

ALEXANDRIA ARLINGTON OF FAIRFAX FALLS CHURCH
School Percent Percent Percent Percent
Year Total Change Change Total Change Change Total Change Change Total Change Change
1980-01 10,831 15,152 126,981 1,097
1981-82 10,734 97 09 14,757 395 2.6 124,426 2,555 20 1,048 49 4.5
1982-83 10,543 191 1.8 14,610 147 1.0 122,944 1,482 1.2 1,013 35 33
1983-84 10,326 217 2.1 14,515 95 0.7 122,371 573 0.5 1,039 26 2.6
1984-85 10,549 223 2.2 14,643 128 09 123,158 787 0.6 1,060 21 2.0
1985-86 10,344 205 1.9 14,481 162 1.1 125,141 1,983 1.6 1,101 41 39
1986-87 9,967 377 3.6 14,706 225 1.6 127,166 2,025 1.6 1,132 31 2.8
1987-88 9475 492 49 14,404 302 2.1 127,750 584 0.5 1,133 1 0.1
1988-89 9,304 171 1.8 14,113 291 2.0 127,514 236 0.2 1,181 48 4.2
1989-90 9,269 35 04 14,290 177 1.3 126,775 739 0.6 1,215 34 2.9
1990-91 9,493 224 24 14,825 535 3.7 128,762 1,987 1.6 1,219 4 03
1991-92 9,463 30 0.3 15,237 412 2.8 131,432 2,670 2.1 1,209 10 0.8
1992-93 9,785 322 34 15,828 591 39 133,403 1,971 1.5 1,252 43 3.6
1993-94 9,815 30 03 16,458 630 4.0 135413 2,010 1.5 1,339 87 6.9
1994-95 9,792 23 02 16,854 396 24 137,646 2,233 1.6 1,356 17 1.3
1995-96 10,044 252 2.6 17,178 324 1.9 140,820 3,174 2.3 1,462 106 7.8
1996-97 10,156 112 1.1 17,546 368 2.1 143,266 2,446 1.7 1,480 18 1.2
1997-98 10,488 332 33 17,892 346 2.0 145,722 2,456 1.7 1,451 29 2.0
1998-99 10,803 315 30 18,121 229 1.3 149,035 3,313 23 1,541 90 6.2
1999-00 11,017 214 2.0 18,260 139 0.8 152,952 3917 2.6 1,675 134 8.7
2000-01 11,167 150 14 18,870 610 33 156,412 3,460 2.3 1,721 46 2.7
2001-02 11,104 63 0.6 19,109 239 1.3 160,584 4,172 2.7 1,764 43 2.5
2002-03 10,971 133 1.2 19,133 24 0.1 162,585 2,001 12 1,833 69 39
2003-04 10,902 69 0.6 19,158 25 0.1 164,235 1,650 1.0 1,874 41 22
2004-05 10,996 94 09 18,802 356 1.9 164,767 532 03 1,898 24 1.3
2005-06 10,643 353 32 18,463 339 1.8 163,768 999 0.6 1,865 33 1.7
2006-07 10,334 309 29 18,456 7 0.0 163,962 194 0.1 1,883 18 1.0
2007-08 10,570 236 23 18,736 280 1.5 165,734 1,772 1.1 1,936 53 2.8
2008-09 11,223 653 6.2 19,599 863 4.6 169,040 3,306 20 1,967 31 1.6
2009-10 11,661 438 39 20,268 669 34 171,959 2919 1.7 2,023 56 2.8
2010-11 11,999 338 29 21485 1,217 6.0 174,490 2,531 1.5 2,084 61 30
2011-12 12,396 397 33 21,892 407 19 177,606 3,116 1.8 2,183 99 4.8
2012-13 13,105 709 5.7 22,543 651 3.0 180,616 3,010 1.7 2274 91 4.2
2013-14 13,563 458 3.5 23,316 773 34 183,269 2,653 1.5 2421 147 6.5
Last 7 Yrs 3,229 31.2 4,860 26.3 19,307 11.8 538 28.6

2007-2013
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Public School Enrollment: 1980-2013

Northern Virginia Public School Divisions

School
Year

1980-01
1981-82
1982-83
1983-84
1984-85
1985-86
1986-87
1987-88
1988-89
1989-90

1990-91
1991-92
1992-93
1993-94
1994-95
1995-96
1996-97
1997-98
1998-99
1999-00

2000-01
2001-02
2002-03
2003-04
2004-05
2005-06
2006-07
2007-08
2008-09
2009-10

2010-11
2011-12
2012-13
2013-14

Last 7 Yrs
2007-2013

LOUDOUN
Total  Change
13,441
13,061 380
12,862 199
12,708 154
12,616 92
12,893 277
13,232 339
13,564 332
13,717 153
14,172 455
14 475 303
14,955 480
15,733 778
16,977 1,244
18,131 1,154
19,827 1,696
21,574 1,747
23,616 2,042
26,091 2475
28,787 2,696
31,804 3,017
34,571 2,767
37,532 2,961
40,750 3,218
43,991 3,241
47,326 3,335
50,416 3,090
53,985 3,569
56,922 2,937
60,034 3,112
63,151 3,117
65,585 2,434
68,205 2,620
70,857 2,652
20,441

Percent
Change

2.8
1.5
1.2
0.7
22
2.6
25
1.1
33

2.1
33
52
79
6.8
94
8.8
95
10.5
10.3

10.5
8.7
8.6
8.6
8.0
7.6
6.5
7.1
54
55

52
39
40
39

40.5

MANASSAS PARK
Percent
Total Change Change
1,642
1,564 78 4.8
1,562 2 0.1
1,489 73 4.7
1,494 5 03
1,458 36 24
1,418 40 2.7
1,408 10 0.7
1,370 38 2.7
1,337 33 24
1,342 5 04
1,350 8 0.6
1,385 35 2.6
1,386 1 0.1
1,490 104 7.5
1,561 71 4.8
1,623 62 4.0
1,705 82 5.1
1,788 83 49
1,831 43 24
2,013 182 99
2,169 156 7.7
2,327 158 73
2,288 39 1.7
2,374 86 3.8
2,337 37 1.6
2,497 160 6.8
2,516 19 0.8
2,464 52 2.1
2,707 243 99
2,957 250 92
3,019 62 2.1
3,123 104 34
3216 93 3.0
719 28.8

Total

3,353
3,488
3476
3511
3,696
3,730
3,941
4216
4,521
4,695

4,813
5,048
5,233
5,406
5437
5,685
5,881
6,080
6,193
6,271

6411
6,566
6,673
6,803
6,761
6,554
6,495
6.474
6,566
6,866

6,986
7,154
7,276
7,242

MANASSAS

Change

135
12
35

185
34

211

275

305

174

118
235
185
173

31
248
196
199
113

78

140
155
107
130
42
207
59
21
92
300

120
168
122

34

747

Percent
Change

40
0.3
10
53
09
57
70
72
38

25
49
37
33
0.6
4.6
34
34
19
1.3

22
24
1.6
19
0.6
3.1
0.9
03
14
4.6

1.7
24
1.7
0.5

11.5

PRINCE WILLIAM
Percent
Total Change Change
35,604
35,367 237 0.7
34,866 501 14
35,288 422 1.2
35,786 498 14
36,587 801 2.2
37,565 978 2.7
38,765 1,200 32
40,127 1,362 35
40,991 864 2.2
41,888 897 2.2
43222 1,334 32
44273 1,051 24
44 881 608 14
45,675 794 1.8
47,072 1,397 3.1
48,333 1,261 2.7
49,905 1,572 33
51,111 1,206 24
52,551 1,440 2.8
54,646 2,095 4.0
58,017 3,371 6.2
60,541 2,524 44
63,404 2,863 4.7
66,298 2,894 4.6
68,462 2,164 33
70,948 2,486 3.6
72,989 2,041 2.9
73918 929 1.3
76,862 2,944 4.0
79,358 2,496 32
81,937 2,579 32
83,865 1,928 24
85,455 1,590 1.9
14,507 20.4
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Public School Enrollment: 1980-2013

Northern Virginia Public School Divisions

NORTHERN VIRGINIA

School Percent

Year Total Change Change
1980-01 208,101
1981-82 204,445 3,656 1.8
1982-83 201,876 2,569 13
1983-84 201,247 629 0.3
1984-85 203,002 1,755 0.9
1985-86 205,735 2,733 1.3
1986-87 209,127 3,392 1.6
1987-88 210,715 1,588 0.8
1988-89 211,847 1,132 0.5
1989-90 212,744 897 04
1990-91 216,817 4,073 1.9
1991-92 221916 5,099 24
1992-93 226,892 4976 2.2
1993-94 231,675 4783 2.1
1994-95 236,381 4,706 20
1995-96 243,649 7,268 3.1
1996-97 249,859 6,210 2.5
1997-98 256,859 7,000 2.8
1998-99 264,683 7,824 30
1999-00 273,344 8,661 33
2000-01 283,044 9,700 35
2001-02 293,884 10,840 38
2002-03 301,595 7,711 2.6
2003-04 309414 7,819 2.6
2004-05 315,887 6473 2.1
2005-06 319418 3,531 1.1
2006-07 324991 5,573 1.7
2007-08 332,940 7,949 24
2008-09 341,699 8,759 2.6
2009-10 352,380 10,681 3.1
2010-11 362,510 10,130 29
2011-12 371,772 9,262 2.6
2012-13 381,007 9,235 2.5
2013-14 389,339 8,332 22

Last 7 Yrs 64,348 19.8

2007-2013
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Appendix D4

Major Demographic Trends/Factors that could Influence Public School Enrollements in
Future Years
I Factors impacting number of births and size of school-aged population in the City
- Changes in Crude Birth Rate (births per 1,000 population)
- Changes in Total Fertility Rate (average number of births a women has in her lifetime)

- Structural changes in age composition affecting relative size of cohort consisting of females
in child-bearing years

- Changes in racial/ethnic composition that may result in an increase/decrease in fertility rates
(i.e., number of births per 1,000 women 15-44 years of age)

Birth Rates - 1 D4.1
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Trends in Population, Births and Crude Birth Rate

City of Alexandria
1975 to 2011

POPULATION
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(births per 1,000 population)

20

A

10

Source: Intercensal Estimates, U.S. Census Bureau and Weldon Cooper Center, UVA; Births. Virginia Department of Health
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0861

0661

000T

010T

1975
1976
1977
1978
1979

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989

1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

2010
2011
2012

Population

108,200
107,300
106,300
105,700
102,700

103,217
105,000
105,300
107,800
110,200
111,300
111,200
110,600
111,300
111,200

111,183
113,900
116,300
117,300
118,300
118,800
120,500
122,800
123,700
126,300

128,283
130,932
130,614
129421
128,765
128,181
127,676
129,175
132,949
137,523

140,236
143 464
147,391

Births

1,618
1,615
1,586
1,408
1,456

1,435
1,436
1,446
1,600
1,588
1,717
1,721
1,685
1,708
1,806

1,949
1,798
1,900
1,857
1,604
1,842
2,149
2,141
2,110
2,221

2432
2424
2,208
2,333
2,375
2451
2436
2,525
2,595
2,558

2,667
2,632

Per
1,000
Population

15.0
15.1
149
133
142

139
13.7
13.7
14.8
144
154
155
152
153
16.2

175
15.8
163
15.8
13.6
155
17.8
174
17.1
17.6

19.0
185
169
18.0
184
19.1
19.1
195
195
18.6

19.0
183
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Trends in Crude Birth Rates

Comparison with National and Regional Trends

20

Alexandria

Northern
Virginia

10

1980 1990 2000 2010
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1975
1976
1977
1978
1979

1980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987
1988
1989

1990
1991
1992
1993
1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

2010
2011

Alexandria

150
15.1
149
133
142

139
13.7
13.7
14.8
144
154
155
152
153
16.2

17.5
15.8
163
15.8
13.6
155
17.8
174
17.1
17.6

19.0
18.5
169
18.0
184
19.1
19.1
195
195
18.6

19.0
183

Northern
Virginia

134
134
13.7
13.7
143

14.8
150
153
15.1
152
15.7
154
16.0
16.1
16.5

16.6
16.0
15.7
15.1
154
152
155
152
155
15.7

16.5
163
16.1
16.1
16.6
16.5
163
164
159
15.6

15.1
149

United
States

14.6
14.5
15.1
15.0
15.5

15.9
15.8
15.9
15.6
15.6
15.8
15.6
15.7
16.0
16.4

16.7
16.3
15.9
15.5
152
14.8
14.7
14.5
14.6
14.5

14.4
14.1
14.0
14.1
14.0
14.0
143
143
14.0
13.5

12.9
12.7
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Crude Birth Rate Trend

Neighboring Northern Virginia Counties and Cities

Prince
City of Fairfax Falls Loudoun Manassas William Northern

Alexandria Arlington Fairfax County Church County Manassas Park County Virginia USA
1975 15.0 110 12.6 12.3 9.3 159 10.4 6.6 194 134 14.6
1976 15.1 11.1 11.5 122 10.4 15.1 20.7 129 19.2 134 14.5
1977 149 110 12.7 12.6 11.7 152 18.8 17.5 19.1 13.7 15.1
1978 133 11.7 13.6 12.7 10.2 14.1 222 174 18.8 13.7 15.0
1979 142 123 16.6 134 12.5 15.1 239 16.4 18.5 14.3 15.5
1980 139 12.7 15.1 14.0 112 15.6 233 18.4 199 14.8 15.9
1981 13.7 12.7 18.6 14.1 124 154 234 19.8 20.2 15.0 15.8
1982 13.7 144 15.7 14.4 10.7 16.5 210 213 20.0 153 15.9
1983 14.8 139 15.6 14.3 12.0 15.6 234 19.1 18.5 15.1 15.6
1984 14.4 139 16.0 14.4 11.7 16.0 243 16.1 18.9 152 15.6
1985 154 149 16.0 14.8 122 18.2 234 209 18.9 15.7 15.8
1986 155 14.7 154 14.5 11.7 17.1 27.3 210 17.9 154 15.6
1987 152 152 14.5 14.9 124 18.3 20.7 204 20.1 16.0 15.7
1988 153 14.8 18.4 153 119 18.8 19.9 17.6 194 16.1 16.0
1989 16.2 15.1 14.6 15.6 129 18.7 224 21.3 20.1 16.5 16.4
1990 17.5 154 13.0 154 104 19.2 204 20.2 204 16.6 16.7
1991 158 138 15.1 153 11.1 18.4 19.1 21.5 19.6 16.0 16.3
1992 16.3 142 144 14.8 10.1 18.5 19.1 22.7 18.5 15.7 15.9
1993 15.8 14.0 15.0 142 10.3 17.5 18.8 19.5 17.7 15.1 15.5
1994 13.6 14.7 12.7 14.8 10.7 18.9 18.8 21.6 17.3 154 152
1995 155 144 129 14.4 9.8 18.5 194 18.3 16.6 152 14.8
1996 17.8 152 12.1 14.5 79 18.4 204 16.3 17.0 155 14.7
1997 174 142 11.8 14.0 110 18.6 19.5 17.5 17.2 152 14.5
1998 17.1 142 132 14.5 8.7 18.8 19.0 18.9 17.3 155 14.6
1999 17.6 13.7 13.1 14.7 11.8 18.8 19.6 20.5 17.1 15.7 14.5
2000 19.0 14.3 123 15.1 12.1 21.5 220 202 18.0 16.5 144
2001 18.5 14.8 12.1 149 8.3 203 19.2 19.3 18.3 16.3 14.1
2002 16.9 14.1 12.5 14.8 8.7 20.6 19.0 21.6 18.1 16.1 14.0
2003 18.0 14.1 14.5 14.6 11.7 202 189 189 184 16.1 14.1
2004 18.4 15.0 9.2 15.1 9.6 20.2 17.4 24.5 19.1 16.6 14.0
2005 19.1 15.0 11.0 14.7 11.1 20.2 18.8 222 18.9 16.5 14.0
2006 19.1 13.6 14.9 14.4 9.7 19.0 21.5 25.8 19.6 16.3 14.3
2007 19.5 14.6 17.7 14.9 11.3 18.4 18.8 185 18.5 16.4 14.3
2008 19.5 14.9 18.4 14.7 11.1 18.1 15.7 - 17.1 159 14.0
2009 18.6 14.5 16.4 14.6 12.9 16.6 15.8 16.7 17.0 15.6 13.5
2010 19.0 14.9 14.5 14.1 9.5 16.0 17.7 1.5 16.4 15.1 12.9
2011 18.3 142 21.7 13.8 11.8 153 18.5 45 16.1 14.9 12.7

Birth Rates - 4
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Projected Crude Birth Trends

What Census Bureau is Projecting for the United States: 2012 to 2060

Crude Birth Rate (births per 1,000 population)

20

————PROJECTED — ———

10
[ [ [3 [ [ [ [
o A4 S <> =3 <> <>
[} o (=3 [ [*3 (753 s
< < < < <> < <
Birth Rates -

P3

0s0T

5

0902

Rate

129
127
134
134

13.3
13.3
13.3
13.2
13.2

D4.5



Projected Fertility Trends
What Census Bureau is Projecting for the United States: 2012 to 2060
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Total Fertility Rate

(average number of births per woman)

2012
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019

2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029

2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038
2039

2040
2041
2042
2043
2044
2045
2046
2047
2048
2049

2050
2051
2052
2053
2054
2055
2056
2057
2058
2059

2060

Total fertility rate represents the number of children that would be born
to a woman if she were to live to the end of her childbearing years and
bear children in accordance with current age-specific fertility rates.

Total

2.00
1.99
1.99
1.99
1.99
1.99
1.99
1.98

1.98
1.98
1.98
1.98
1.97
1.97
1.97
1.97
1.97
1.97

1.96
1.96
1.96
1.96
1.96
1.95
1.95
1.95
1.95
1.95

1.94
1.94
1.94
1.94
1.94
1.94
1.93
1.93
1.93
1.93

1.93
1.92
1.92
1.92
1.92
1.92
1.92
191
191
1.91

1.91

White
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83

1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83

1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83

1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83

1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83
1.83

1.83

Black
2.03
2.03
2.02
2.02
2.02
2.02
2.01
2.01

201
201
201
2.00
2.00
2.00
2.00
1.99
1.99
1.99

1.99
1.99
1.98
1.98
1.98
1.98
1.97
1.97
1.97
1.97

1.97
1.96
1.96
1.96
1.96
1.95
1.95
1.95
1.95
1.95

1.94
1.94
1.94
1.94
1.93
1.93
1.93
1.93
1.93
1.92

1.92

Asian
1.72
1.73
1.73
1.73
1.73
1.73
1.73
1.73

1.73
1.74
1.74
1.74
1.74
1.74
1.74
1.74
1.74
1.75

1.75
1.75
1.75
1.75
1.75
1.75
1.75
1.76
1.76
1.76

1.76
1.76
1.76
1.76
1.76
1.77
1.77
1.77
1.77
1.77

1.77
1.77
1.77
1.78
1.78
1.78
1.78
1.78
1.78
1.78

1.78

Hispanic
2.53
252
2.51
2.51
2.50
249
248
247

247
246
245
244
243
243
242
241
2.40
2.39

2.39
2.38
2.37
2.36
2.36
235
234
233
232
232

231
2.30
229
2.28
2.28
227
2.26
225
224
224

223
222
221
221
2.20
2.19
2.18
2.17
2.17
2.16

2.15
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Projected Trend in Relative Size of Female 15-44 Aged Cohort - Women in Child-Bearing Years
What Census Bureau is Projecting for United States: 2012 to 2060

I. Percentage Share of Total U.S. Population
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2040 184
2041 183
2042 183
2043 183
2044 183
2045 183
2046 183
2047 183
2049 182
2050 182
2051 182
2052 182
2053 182
2054 182
2055 182
2056 182
2057 182
2058 182
2059 18.1
2060 18.1
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QUESTION:

With the baby-boom generation entering
retirement years, the age structure of the
population will be undergoing an historic
reconfiguration. What impact, if any, could
this demographic transition have on future
birth and public school enrollment trends in
the City?

Age Structure of Alexandria’s Population 2010

Percent
of Total
Population

3%

20-35

Age Group

36-49

2%

US.A

o bl

\ 1%

- 0%

Alexandria 19 32 23 19 9
Northern Virginia 27 24 23 17 9 Percent
United States 27 22 19 19 13

Birth Rates - 8
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Age Profiles of
Alexandria and Arlington County
Reflect Urban Character

UNITED STATES

Age Group

20-35 36-49
0-19

27 22 19 19 13

OUTER SUBURBS

Loudoun County

32 20 26 15 7

US.A

INNER CORE

NORTHERN VIRGINIA

Age Group

Alexandria

INNER SUBURBS

City of Fairfax

Arlington County

Fairfax County

Manassas

Falls Church

26

22 22 20

Manassas Park

10

Prince William

| IRAS
31 25 20 17 7

h Rates - 9

I
31 28 22 13

6 31

3%

2%

1%

0%

percent

3%

2%

1%

0%

3%

2%

1%

0%
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Characteristics of Alexandria’s Female Population, aged 15-44
Size and Demographic Composition

2000 Census

Alexandria city
Arlington County
Fairfax city

Fairfax County

Falls Church city
Loudoun County
Manassas city

Manassas Park city
Prince William County
NORTHERN VIRGINIA

VIRGINIA
US.A.

PERCENT - By Race/Ethnicity

Alexandria city
Arlington County
Fairfax city

Fairfax County

Falls Church city
Loudoun County
Manassas city

Manassas Park city
Prince William County
NORTHERN VIRGINIA

VIRGINIA
VIRGINIA

Females
(15-44)

35,352
49,847
4,822
219,668
2,100
41,543
8,359
2,605
68,403
432,699

1,589,080
61,576,997

Black

8,339
4,795
311
22,268
94
2,959
1,128
308
14,375
54,577

339,281
8,442267

23.6
9.6
6.4

10.1
4.5
7.1

13.5

11.8

210

12.6

214
13.7

Asian

2,289
5,137
724
33,231
188
2,620
308
128
3,057
47,682

72,121
2,682,228

6.5
10.3
15.0
15.1

9.0

6.3

37

49

4.5
11.0

45
44

Non- Hispanic

Hispanic Whites

5,266 18,192
9467 28,960
784 2,891
28,004 129,490
230 1,541
2,702 32,508
1,260 5497
377 1,736
6,386 42,302
54,976 263,117
84,528 1,063,947
8,509,703 40,460,458
149 515
19.0 58.1
163 60.0
12.7 589
11.0 734
6.5 783
15.1 65.8
14.5 66.6
10.1 61.8
12.7 60.8
53 67.0
13.8 65.7

Birth Rates - 10

P3

Minority

17,160
20,887
1931
90,178
559
9,035
2,862
869
26,101
169,582

525,133
21,116,539

48.5
419
40.0
41.1
26.6
21.7
342
334
382
392

330
343

Percent of
2000 Total

Population Population
128,283 27.6
189,453 26.3
21,498 224
969,749 22.7
10,377 20.2
169,599 245
35,135 23.8
10,290 253
280,813 244
1,815,197 23.8
7078515 224
281,421,906 219
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Characteristics of Alexandria’s Female Population, aged 15-44
Size and Demographic Composition

2010 Census

Alexandria city
Arlington County
Fairfax city

Fairfax County

Falls Church city
Loudoun County
Manassas city

Manassas Park city
Prince William County
NORTHERN VIRGINIA

VIRGINIA
US.A.

PERCENT - By Race/Ethnicity

Alexandria city
Arlington County
Fairfax city

Fairfax County

Falls Church city
Loudoun County
Manassas city

Manassas Park city
Prince William County
NORTHERN VIRGINIA

VIRGINIA
US.A.

Females
(15-44)

37,149
57,112
4,533
225,140
2419
68,333
8,345
3427
88,899
495,357

1,652,698
62,374,964

Black

8,455
4,496
249
23,999
134
5,370
1,218
473
19,676
64,070

348,733
8,888,036

22.8
79
55

10.7
55
79

14.6

13.8

22.1

12.9

21.1
142

Asian

2,726
6,793
838
45,592
305
11,984
445
334
7,379
76,396

112,961
3,624 440

7.3
11.9
18.5
20.3
12.6
17.5

53

9.7

83
154

6.8
5.8

Hispanic

6,269
8,264
883
41,834
280
9,828
2,900
1,166
20425
91,849

157,002
11,786,165

169
14.5
19.5
18.6
11.6
14.4
348
340
230
18.5

9.5
18.9

Birth Rates - 11
P3

Non- Hispanic
Whites

18,716
36,071
2417
106,804
1,623
39,392
3,600
1,366
38,726
248,715

994,778
36,427,835

504
632
533
474
67.1
57.6
43.1
399
43.6
50.2

60.2
584

Minority

18,433
21,041
2,116
118,336
796
28,941
4,745
2,061
50,173
246,642

657,920
25,947,129

49.6
36.8
46.7
52.6
329
424
56.9
60.1
56.4
49.8

39.8
41.6

Percent of
2010 Total

Population Population
139,966 26.5
207,627 275
22,565 20.1
1,081,726 20.8
12,332 19.6
312,311 219
37,821 22.1
14,273 240
402,002 22.1
2,230,623 222
8,001,024 20.7
308,745,538 202
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Change in Size and Demographic Composition - Alexandria’s Female Population, aged 15-44

2000 to 2010

Numerical Change

Alexandria city
Arlington County
Fairfax city

Fairfax County

Falls Church city
Loudoun County
Manassas city

Manassas Park city
Prince William County
NORTHERN VIRGINIA

VIRGINIA
US.A.

Females
(15-44)

1,797
7,265
289
5472
319
26,790
14

822
20,496
62,658

63,618

797,967

Change in PERCENT - By Race/Ethnicity

Alexandria city
Arlington County
Fairfax city

Fairfax County

Falls Church city
Loudoun County
Manassas city

Manassas Park city
Prince William County
NORTHERN VIRGINIA

VIRGINIA
US.A.

Black

116
299
62
1,731
40
2411
90
165
5,301
9,493

9452
445,769

0.8
1.7
1.0
0.5
1.1
0.7
1.1
20
1.1
03

02
0.5

Asian

437
1,656
114
12,361
117
9,364
137
206
4322
28,714

40,840
942212

09
1.6
35
5.1
3.7
11.2
1.6
4.8
3.8
44

23
1.5

Hispanic

1,003
1,203
99
13,830
50
7,126
1,640
789
13,539
36,873

72474
3,276 462

20
45
32
5.8
0.6
79
19.7
19.6
12.9
5.8

42
5.1

Birth Rates - 12
P3

Non- Hispanic
Whites

524
7,111
474
22,686
82
6,884
1,897
370
3,576
14,402

69,169
4,032,623

1.1
5.1
6.6
11.5
6.3
20.6
22.6
26.8
18.3
10.6

6.8
7.3

Minority

1,273
154
185

28,158
237
19,906
1,883
1,192
24,072
77,060

132,787
4,830,590

1.1
5.1
6.6
11.5
6.3
20.6
22.6
26.8
18.3
10.6

6.8
7.3

Total
Population

11,683
18,174
1,067
111,977
1,955
142,712
2,686
3,983
121,189
415426

922,509
27,323,632

As a Percent
of Total
Population

1.0
12
23
1.8
0.6
2.6
1.7
1.3
22
1.6

1.8
1.7
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APPENDIX E
DEBT SERVICE RATIOS

DEBT SERVICE RATIOS

The following ratios represent the General Fund, or tax rate supported portion of debt issued by the City for city-wide
capital needs. ' These ratios are based on the City Council Approved FY 2016 — 2025 CIP.

Debt as a Percentage of Total Personal Income
Target = 3.2 percent; Limit = 4.5 percent; FY 2016 = 3.99 percent

Debt as a Percentage of Total Personal Income

5.00%
4.50% - W
4.00% -
3.50%
3.00% -
250%
2.00% -+
FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25
——Limit —a—Target —— Excluding Potomac Yard and Sanitary Sewers

This percentage is a measure of the capacity of citizens to finance tax-
supported debt. A lower percentage means that taxes required to repay
debt represent a smaller portion of the average citizen’s income. Based
on the City Council Approved FY 2016 - 2025 CIP, and existing debt
policy guidelines there is little capacity for additional borrowing in the
ten-year plan, as the debt ratio bumps up against the limit in fiscal
years 2018, 2019, and 2023.

Debt as a Percentage of Fair Market Real Property Value
Target = 1.1 percent; Limit = 1.6 percent; FY 2016 = 1.31 percent

Debt as a Percentage of Fair Market Real Property
Value
1.80%
1.60% ——
1.40% */.A-—-*-—X——«—*_—»—-"K—‘*—\.)K

1.20%
8 —5 8 8 5 85 8 =B
1.00%

0.80%
0.60%
0.40%
0.20%

0.00%
FY16 Fy17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24 FY25

=== Limit =m—Target === Excluding Potomac Yard and Sanitary Sewers

This ratio indicates the relationship between the City’s debt and the full
value of real property in the City as assessed annually at fair market
value. It is an important indicator of the City’s ability to repay debt
because real property taxes are the primary source of the City’s
revenues used to repay debt. A small ratio is an indication that the City
will be better able to withstand possible future economic downturns
and continue to meet its debt obligations. Based on the City Council
Approved FY 2016 - 2025 CIP, this ratio is over its target and near its
limit for all fiscal years.

'"The analysis of debt ratios excludes both Sanitary Sewer and Potomac Yard debt service. Sanitary Sewer debt service is paid
through the fee-funded Sanitary Sewer Fund, while Potomac Yard debt service paid from Special Tax District revenues, incremental
property value growth in Potomac Yard, and development contributions.

Draft Appendix E_Debt Service Ratios
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Debt Service as a Percentage of General Government Expenditures
Target = 8.0 percent; Limit = 10.0 percent; FY 2016 = 7.41 percent

Debt Service as a Percentage of General
Government Expenditures
11.00%
10.00%
9.00% -
8.00% -
7.00% -
6.00% -
5.00%

FY16 FY17 FY18 FY19 FY20 FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24

=+#=Limit =@=Target —s—Including Potomac Yard ===—Excluding Potomac Yard

This ratio is a measure of the City’s ability to repay debt without

hampering other City services. A small ratio indicates a lesser
burden on the City’s operating budget. There is an important
distinction in this ratio that is referring to General Government
expenditures, and not General Fund expenditures. Based on the
City Council Approved FY 2016 - 2025 CIP, this ratio is
projected to be near its target in the next three years and nearly
reaches its limit by FY 2024.
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APPENDIX F
REFERENCE MAPS

The maps in this section show potential areas or sites for development of new schools, followed by zoning maps for all
existing schools.

In maps showing potential new school sites or areas, outlines of zoning districts are shown on aerial photos that illus-
trate development of the sites in 2013.

Each diagram shows an area scale indicating two acres and four acres. A two-acre site is the approximate requirement
for an urban elementary school in a three-story building with minimal access and parking, with minimal outdoor play
space. For such a site, the school needs to be in close proximity to a park that provides open space suitable for outdoor
exercise and physical education. A four-acre site is sufficient to provide both the school building and some outdoor rec-
reation space. The Lyles-Crouch Traditional Academy is located on a site almost exactly two acres in size, and has a
current capacity of 375 students, a little less than half the capacity of the largest elementary school prototype in the
ACPS educational specifications.

Some of these locations would be suitable for development of a school as part of a mixed-use development including
office, flex commerecial, residential, public or other uses compatible with a school.

OCHY o wh

Pofentid’iﬂ-‘"‘:*
SchoolfSITc .
: -

The Francis Hammond lower field provides a potential location for an additional school on this site. The site could be
used either for an elementary school or for a new middle school.
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A site for a public facility was set aside in the North Potomac Yard Plan adjacent to a future park site. The site is less
than one acre in area, and may not be practical to use for a full-sized elementary school. It could be used for a small spe-
cial academy.
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Zoning Map, Charles Barrett Elementary School,
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Zoning Map, Cora Kelly Elementary School
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Zoning Map, Douglas MacArthur Elementary School
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Zoning Map, George Mason Elementary School
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Zoning Map, James K. Polk Elementary School
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Zoning Map, John Adams Elementary School
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Zoning Map, Lyles-Crouch Traditional Academy
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Zoning Map Matthew Maury Elementary School

e

200

0 50 100

Y — Y

! | B = = | \ \ 1 _“l__l T \ \ L::—:i____‘-.._\__L_l__"..L-)“'
| ol Lo teP g\ By | spBRBEEEE
e PP gpo Rl N = e ————
\ — / | | e )
jl G',\] u—tll O ‘——\_D' — ?T\ |\\\
) (i \
: v.'» J]%DII'D I\G D\ \Ill l‘. |\ \\,\\
\ D \’D \ | 'l \l \ I'H | | =\ \\\
.l '.' \I | J a D\: l \l E Matthew Maury A
0 U d i || \Elemenlcry School \ \,\

A (\u_if““f A

Zoni

Mount Vernon
mentary School

’o 50 100

P A A

200

DRAFT LrEFP, Appendix F

Appendix F1.7



Zoning Map, Patrick Henry Elementary School
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Zoning Map, Samuel W. Tucker Elementary School
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Zoning Map, William Ramsay Elementary School
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Zoning Map, Francis Hammond Middle School
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Zoning Map, George Washington Middle School
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Zoning Map, T.C. Williams High School
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