COMMONWEALTH OF VIRGINIA
STATE BOARD OF EDUCATION

RICHMOND

June 5, 1926

Supt. 0.L.Emerick
Purcellville, Virginia

My dear Mr. kmerick:

In accordance with your request of June 3rd I em herewith
handing you data and information gathered by this division concerning
- . . T (=1

school building costs.

In 1924 we made a rather elaborate and detziled comparisén
of school building costs, selecting buildings in different sections of
the State of the multiple story and the single story type, attempting
as far as possible to select buildings of zbout the same quality of
construction, i.e. multiple story buildings were selected of brick, with
wood pertitions and floors, auditorium, central heating plant, usually
of steam, inside toilets, electric lights, office, library, etc., and
the same conditions maintained in single story structures selected for
comparison.

You will note by referring to the charfl under "School Building
Costs" that according to the N.E.A. Candle of Effieciency in school hoﬁse
planning that in practically every item the single story structure excelles
the multiple story structure. By referring to the graphs indicating the d
comparative costs you will note that the multiple story structure costs
15.93¢ per cu. ft. while the one story costs 11.40¢ per cu. ft. The multi-
ple story costs $4.62 per sq. ft. of instructional floor area while the
one story costs $3.61 per sd. ft. of instruectional floor srea. The differ—
ence in thése costs comes about in seversl ways.

: Firgt: The actual corridor space utilized in the one story
plans prepared by this division is negligible while it is necessary to
gpecify rather expensive corridors in multiple story buildings, and it
costs about as much per sd. ft. of floor asres to build corridors as it
costs to build classrooms and auvditoriums.

Second: The single story type of construction utilize8 short
timbers throughout except in a few cases where long spans are necessary
In the major vortion of the construction, however, girders resting on ;iers
run under the clagsrooms, apd 2 x 10's in 12' lengths are employed for floop
joists, whereas in vhe mplslpie RypRIcE Conftrﬁction, particularly on the
second floor, 1t.1s necessary to gse 2 X 1? 53 1om GeG. s 24Y long as e
joists. These timbers are expensive and difficult to get. For the ceiling
Joists and roof rafters we use a lattice truss over the classrooms and can
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Third: We have no stairways, or only a few steps where stairs do
occur, which very materislly effects the cost in view of the fact that stair-
ways usually cost about three times as much ver cubic ft. as plain classroom
construction costs per cubie {t,

Fourth: There is very little load on the walls ebove the foundation wall
thereby meking it cuite possible to use an 8" wall broken with pilasters, thus,
considerably reducing the cost of masonry. This cost effects both the cost of
masonry anc the steel supporting the masonry.

Fifth: We have found by experience that z one story building erected as
neerly as possible on a level site is the least expensive type of construction,
end we therefore do not provide any rooms in the sub-floor or basement, except
the boiler and fuel room; unless the grade is such that rooms can be provided on
one or more sides of the building with little or no excavation.

Sixth: By statutory requirement fire escapes must be provided for the
multiple story type of school building whereas on the single story type this
is entirely unnecessary, &s the buildings are practicelly 100% fire and panic
safe, which eliminates another item of fost. R~

Seventh: The cost of getting materisls to the second floor and higher in
the multiple story type of construction is a material item of increased cost for
this type of construction. This applies both to the masonry and timbers. The
higher a building is constructed there is a corresponding increase in cost in
getting the materials in place.

The above represents the chief points in connesction with #nereases
costs, as we have found them, in the multiple story type of construction sas
contrasted with the single story type of constructiocn.

I want to make very clear that the above cmmparisons, as well as the
comparisons on the enclosed chart, must be made with the thought very definitel
in mind that the buildings are similar in quality of construction. It would bey
absurd to make a statement that either type of building is more or less expensive
then the other without gualifying the statement to the effect that they- a;e s
211 intents and purposes aimiler in quality of construction and materialg incor-
porated in the construction; but on the.basis of the investigations which we made
in 1924 and as outlined above, in our mind there is no dquestion as to the
relative cost of the two types of construction, keeping in mind the fact that
similar gualities of congtruction end materials are employed.

Relative your second questign wjth-reference to the cost for maintain-
and the total value of bulldlngﬁggrecteg from plans furnisheq
a S C
I wish to say that the cost/2E&°varied over s peried of Vears
- JEdlE
from 1920 to 1925, due to the fach thas we have occasionslly added an additional
nan to the division. In 1320 I alone was working the program on s part-time bg
I; 1991 an essistant was added. In 1922 an additional assistant waz added, In
S & third assistant wes added. The operating expenses for 1325, representing
v (=2 : =

ing this office,
by this Department,

sise.
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the highest office expense and supervigion expense since this division hag
been organized, totals about §18,000. This includes all salaries, travel,
blue prints and incidentals. I might say that about #4000 in addition to
this is paid by the General Education Board, which represents no expense what-
ever to the taxpayers of this State, so that in round numbers all the:actual
expense to the State of mzintaining the Division of School Buildings for the
year 1925 was $13,000. Architects commissions on the estimated value of con-
struction for the year 1925 would aggregate at 5% approximately §48,575.
#F 71500 - /;f'%

Tn addition to this there are certain items of saving represented
which have been effected by the Division of School Buildings, as, for instance,
on the question of floor oils. There are about 20,000 gallons of floor oil
purchased each year under State contract at a net cost of about 17%¢ per gallon
which is approximately 223¢ under the average price paid for floor oils prior A
to this State contract, or which represents a saving of about {4,500, 3

If we are to add to the above saving the approximate saving effected
Ly using the single story type of construction as contrasted with the multiple
story type of construction, es explained above, there will of course be a séving
of several times this amount. The enclosed bulletin, dated January 1226 explaine
the activities in brief of this division. :

Relative your guestion regarding the practicability of planning 2
building at Lincoln to fit thé present foundation and also to be adaptable
for eredtion on the other site under consideration, I wish to advise that it would
be cuite possible to do this. I would advise against this procedure, however.
I explained to the chairmsn of your board when he and others were in the office a
few days ago that upon request we would of course be glad to go ahead with the
plans detailed for the Lincoln site, and in view of the circumstances I felt we
could give them precedence over some other work, but in order to save time and
expense 1 doubted the wisdom of going ahead with the plans until a definite decis-
ion had been reeched as to the location of the building. To plan a building to
rit the foundation at “incoln would not give you I think 211 that you would get
for practically the same money if the building were located on a plot of ground
clear of any old foundation. For instance, as I explained to your chairman, if
the plot of ground were level at Purcellville we would recommend placing the
toilets on the main floor rsther thap in the basement. Also we would recommend
a little better proportioned audito?IUﬂ than wogld‘be possible in an effort to
adapt it to the old foundation at Lincoln. If it is thg expressed wish of you
ana your boara that we go ahead and prepare plﬁns for Lincoln, we will of course
snd I think you could plen on getting them in approximately two wesks after
such request hed been filed._ In oréer to_economigg, huggver, which we are anxious
to do in all cases, I think it would be wi.se to wait until a definite decision had
been reached, and if Lincoln is the definitely lOcane%‘S?tﬁ,_lt would be a matter
of pot more than two weeks‘before you wou}d hgve the_£191§hea plans and specifica-
tions. On the other han; if some otper S}@e is the definitely decided site, it
wold siill be Bok BoPe than two weeks until you could have the finished plans

for &

do 850y

specific location.
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There cre so meny complications that arise thatl usuzlly result in
misunderstanding between the Owner, the Contractor and the Architect in subzti-
tutine plans prepared for one site to another site that we have found it or
- satisfactory to work out completed plans for each particular site. As you
will recall, at one time we attempted to adapt standard plans to different sec-
tions of the State but in view of the fact that modifications were invariably
called for we found that considerable complicetions arose which made it imprac-—
ticable to do this, and we therefore have found it wise and necessary to work
out individual plans for each particular location.

#ith regard to your last question I think I heve explained above thst
under the circumstances you could depend on getting your plans and specifications
within two weeks sfter definite instructions have reached us that you wish the
plans prepared for & particular location. If you wish us to go shead with the
Lincoln plans on the old site in the light of the above explanation we shall be
very glad to do so.

I trust this has fully answered your ingquiry.

With best wishes, I am

Supervisoy School Buildings

RVL:LB
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melative Cost of One-3uory and Twvo~-Story Buildings.

spvings are effected in one-siory Building by #

1. Reductioun of corridors.

2. Shorter ani smaller timbers in one story
building. 24 £4. spans in two siedy floors.

. Stairwmays eliminaied.

4., Lighver foundstion walls 8" wall with piiasters.

6. Materials not movaed to so great height,

Investigation by Lial Architoct shows multiple stoxy cout

#£462 per instructiion floor area ani onag staory éost £361 oF

¥
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SCHOOL BUILDING COSTS
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WALLS & PARTITIOND, 10 % MAX. 919 %

FLUES. T 9, MAX. 028 %

STARS & CORRIDORS, 20 % NAX. 1190 %

ACCESSQRIES- 1 % WX 094 %
CTOSETY, STORE ROOMS : i ;

INSTRUCTIOK- S0 % WIN. 5870 %
CLASY ROOMS, LABIRATORY, .wonomuu STACE LIBEARY GIN. WR |

ADMINISTRATION - | 16% WK (320 %
QFFICE REST ROOM TOWLET HEATING VEXTILATION

.13 %
012 Jo
1.36 %«
1.55 %

14.02%
10.20 %

COMIALATINE CQOTY OF ONL-3TORY &

MULTIPLE-ITOLY DUILDINGS - SIMILAR I QUALITY

MULTIDLE- STORY - 1993% »ir cutr
ONXE- STORY - 11407 per corr

MULTIPLE-STORY - -42.T pER $Q.FT. TOTAL FLOOR AREA

ONE- STORY-32.65 rer sQFT TOTAL FLOOR AREM

WULTIPLE STORY-24.G2 3rr sQFL INSTRUCTION FLOOR AREA
ONE-STORY-

3 3.G1 21r SQFT INSTRUCTION FLo0R AREA
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100.0 %

91.2 Yo

100.0 %

18.2 %%
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