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Executive Summary

	 This report is an update to the May 2004 Legislative Auditor’s Full 
Performance Review of the School Building Authority. In that review, 
the Legislative Auditor made four recommendations. This update uses 
the compliance levels described in the table below to describe the SBA’s 
compliance with the Legislative Auditor’s previous recommendations. 

	 The May 2004 review indentified the following issues:

1.	 Project Selection for Funding by the School Building Authority 	
	 Lacks Accountability.

2.	 Neither the School Building Authority nor the Department of 	
	 Education Maintain Sufficient Information to Study the Effects
	 of School Consolidation.	

	 The objective of this report is to examine the status of the School 
Building Authority’s efforts toward compliance with the recommendations 
from these issues.

Levels of Compliance

In Compliance The agency has corrected the problems identified in 
the previous audit report.

Partial Compliance The agency has partially corrected the problems 
identified in the previous report.  

Planned Compliance The agency has not corrected the problem but has 
provided sufficient documentary evidence to find 
that the agency will do so in the future.

In Dispute The agency does not agree with either the problem 
identified or the proposed solution.

Non-Compliance The agency has not corrected the problem identified 
in the previous audit report.  

Requires Legislative 
Action

The recommendation was intended to call to the 
attention of the Legislature to one or more statutory 
issues.

	

	 The Legislative Auditor finds that the School Building Authority 
is in compliance with one recommendation, partial compliance with two 
recommendations and non-compliance with one recommendation.

	 Two new recommendations are made pertaining to Issue 1 and are 
as follows:
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New Recommendations

1.	 The Legislative Auditor recommends that the SBA should improve 
the documentation of the three Statewide Plan Review Team committees.  
Accountable documentation should include clear and detailed descrip-
tions describing how various elements worked together to lead them to 
the scores selected for each project.  Doing so will increase the integrity 
of the scores selected by the review team.  

2.	 The Legislative Auditor recommends that the SBA evaluate the need 
for the Plan Review Team process, and consider amending or eliminating 
the process to avoid confusion over the importance of the Plan Review 
Team scores.

	 One new recommendation is made pertaining to Issue 2 and is as 
follows:

3.	 The Legislative Auditor recommends that the Department of Educa-
tion, in cooperation with the state’s higher education institutions and the 
School Building Authority, begin collecting the necessary data to conduct 
a longitudinal study that looks at academic achievement and efficiency in 
relation to school consolidation.
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Review Objective, Scope and Methodology

Objective

	 This compliance monitoring and further inquiry update of 
the West Virginia School Building Authority is required and autho-
rized by the West Virginia Sunset law, Chapter 4, Article 10, Section 
4a of the West Virginia Code as amended.   The objective of this re-
view is to determine if the School Building Authority has come into 
compliance with recommendations made in the 2004 Legislative 
Auditor’s full performance review of the School Building Authority.  

Scope

	 The scope of this report covers the time period from FY 2004 
through FY 2006.   Consulted resources include, but were not limited to, 
the SBA, related organizations and agencies, and relevant records and data.   

Methodology

	 Information compiled in the review was acquired from West Virginia 
laws, SBA records, other state records, available school consolidation research, 
and interviews with SBA, staff, and former staff.   This review was conducted 
in accordance with the Generally Accepted Government Auditing Standards.   
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Issue 1

Project Selection for Funding by the School Building Au-
thority Lacks Accountability.

Recommendation 1

	 Project rankings prepared separately by the SBA staff and the 
Plan Review Team should be  documented and retained, as required for 
compliance with the Public Records Management and Preservation Act.

Level of Compliance: In Partial Compliance
	
	 Since the May 2004 Full Performance Review, the Board has only 
had one complete funding cycle, funding year 2006.  An act passed in 2003 
enabled the SBA to “elect to disburse funds for approved construction 
projects over a period of more than one year....” As a result, new funding 
was not awarded for the 2005 and 2007 funding years.  An examination 
of the 2006 funding year documentation revealed that the SBA is in par-
tial compliance with Recommendation 1 of the May 2004 report.  As the 
recommendation indicates, there are two rating systems used to measure a 
project’s eligibility for funding.  Those ratings are a SBA staff rating and 
a Statewide Plan Review Team rating. Compliance with Recommendation 
1 in relation to those two rating systems is examined below. 

SBA Staff Rating Documentation Has Improved and Is Retained

	 A copy of the 2006 SBA staff ratings can be viewed in Appendix 
B.  During the staff review process, the staff evaluate projects by review-
ing written project proposals, interviewing county superintendents and 
other key figures, and making on-site visits to each project.  The SBA has 
improved its documentation of SBA staff ratings. 

	 The SBA was able to provide the Legislative Auditor with three 
primary forms of documentation for the staff review process:
		
	 1. 	 A one page project summary for each project.  Appendix 

C contains several examples of these summaries.

The summaries provide some additional insight into the 
information reviewed by the SBA staff when arriving at 
total combined scores; however, they do not elaborate 
specifically on why the eight scores that comprise the total 
combined scores were picked for each project.

The SBA has improved 
its documentation of SBA 
staff ratings. 
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	 2.	 Cassette recordings of project-related interviews: 

Full recordings of project-related interviews are retained 
by the SBA and serve as a useful source of documentation 
of the evaluation process. 

	 3. 	 Evaluation of proposed needs reports: 

These reports give a summary of the project being pro-
posed, general findings of on-site visits, and pictures from 
on-site visits.  The reports contain useful explanatory  
information.

	 While the staff comment sheets, recordings of county official in-
terviews, and evaluation reports provide documentation of the elements 
that impacted the SBA staff’s ranking decisions, it does not completely 
explain why scores were chosen by SBA staff.  The Legislative Auditor 
acknowledges that each project is different, and that completely objective 
ratings are not possible because of the numerous variables involved.  

Improvements Are Still Needed to Explain the Lack 
of Correlation of Funding Decisions and the Ratings

	 As Table 1 shows, there continues to be a lack of correlation be-
tween scores assigned by SBA staff and funding awarded by the SBA.  In 
funding year 2006, Kanawha, Brooke, McDowell, Hancock, Hampshire, 
and Tucker counties did not receive funding despite the fact that lower 
rated counties did receive funding. 

There continues to be a 
lack of correlation between 
scores assigned by SBA 
staff and funding awarded 
by the SBA.
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Table 1

SBA Staff Ratings and Funding Status of 2006 Projects
County SBA Staff 

Rating
Funding
Status

County SBA Staff 
Rating

Funding 
Status

Cabell 51 Funded Marion 42 Funded

Berkeley 50 Funded Summers 42 Funded
Putnam 50 Funded Mineral 40 Funded
Fayette 49 Funded Ohio 40 Funded

Kanawha 48 NOT 
FUNDED

Monroe 38 Funded

Raleigh 46 Funded Jefferson 37 Funded
Webster 46 Funded Mercer 37 Funded
Lewis 45 Funded Mason 36 Funded

Pendleton 45 Funded Hancock 35 NOT 
FUNDED

Brooke 44 NOT 
FUNDED

Upsher 34 Funded

McDowell 44 NOT 
FUNDED*

Tucker 32 NOT 
FUNDED

Jackson 43 Funded Wyoming 31 Funded

Marshall 43 Funded Pleasants 27 Funded
Preston 43 Funded Calhoun 26 NOT 

FUNDED
Grant 42 Funded Logan 25 NOT 

FUNDED
Hardy 42 Funded Gilmer 23 NOT 

FUNDED
Hampshire 41 NOT 

FUNDED
Wood 22 NOT 

FUNDED
Lincoln 42 Funded Doddridge 21 NOT 

FUNDED
Source: SBA Rating and Funding Documents
* McDowell County was not funded with this funding money, but was funded with Emergency 
funds in 2006 because of the urgency of the project.  	
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	 Although the SBA provided specific explanations for 2006 un-
funded counties that also had high ratings (see Appendix D), this was 
only at the request of the Legislative Auditor.  The information provided 
is useful in explaining some of the lack of correlation in funding.  This 
information could be provided to counties that were not funded, or at least 
have such information available to counties or the public in response to 
their inquiries.  The following is a general statement provided by the SBA 
explaining why there are variances between the rating system and funding 
awarded.
 

Please understand that there are often projects that 
meet funding criteria that are not funded because 
there are other factors that enter into our Authority 
members’ decisions that are very valid but are not 
part of the evaluation of the criteria....Projects are 
rated based on the criteria.  The timing and amount 
of funding must also be factored in the equation.  The 
fact that a project is not funded in one cycle does 
not mean it will never be considered in future fund-
ing cycles.  Given all the factors considered by the 
Authority, the relationship of the final staff ratting 
and the projects receiving funding is extremely high.  

	 The Legislative Auditor understands that the process of awarding 
SBA funding is complicated and that many factors play a role in such 
decisions.  However, the current rating system’s lack of correlation to 
funding decisions can cause confusion and speculation among the public 
and counties.  The SBA should provide detailed explanations to unfunded 
counties, as further discussed in the update to Recommendation 3.

Inadequate Statewide Plan Review Team Rating 
Documentation Is Retained by the SBA.  

	 Recommendation 1 of the May 2004 review recommended that 
the SBA maintain documentation of Statewide Plan Review Team ratings.  
All that the SBA was able to provide was the list of numerical ratings 
and a small amount of hand-written notes.  See Appendix E for examples 
of score sheets and notes.  When asked if any additional documentation 
was available for the 2006 Statewide Plan Review Team ratings, the SBA 
responded, “We have researched our files and no additional Statewide 
Plan Review Team records have been located.”  Therefore, the Legisla-
tive Auditor finds that the School Building Authority is not in compliance 
with Recommendation 1 of the May 2004 Legislative Auditors review as 
it pertains to Statewide Plan Review Team ratings.  The Legislative Au-
ditor recommends that the SBA should improve the documentation 
of the three Statewide Plan Review Team committees.  Accountable 
documentation should include clear and detailed descriptions describ-
ing how various elements worked together to lead them to the scores 
selected for each project.  Doing so will increase the integrity of the 
scores selected by the review team.  

The current rating system’s 
lack of correlation to fund-
ing decisions can cause 
confusion and specula-
tion among the public and 
counties.
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Recommendation 2

	 The SBA should consider having the SBA staff and Plan Review 
Team develop a consensus ranking, which will be forwarded to the SBA 
Board members for the decision making process.  The consensus ranking 
should be documented and retained, as required for compliance with the 
Public Records Management and Preservation Act.

Level of Compliance:  Non Compliance

	 When asked how the SBA had responded to Recommendation 2 of 
the May 2004 review, the SBA stated,“Based on the nature of the evalu-
ation process, a consensus ranking would be difficult.  However, we will 
make every effort to coordinate this process to the extent possible.”  The 
main reason that a consensus is difficult is that the two rating processes 
are only remotely related.  The SBA staff spends months reviewing proj-
ects by interviewing officials, reviewing written project proposals, and 
making on-site visits.  Additionally, the SBA staff review team consists 
of experts in architecture, finance, engineering, etc.  In contrast, the Plan 
Review Team spends only two days reviewing projects, and reviews 
only the written proposals submitted by each county.  They conduct no 
interviews, and make no on-site visits.  The Plan Review Team consists 
of superintendents and school administrators from each state’s Regional 
Education Service Agencies regions, who may or may not have expertise 
relevant to the evaluation of the architectural, engineering, or financial 
aspects of a project. 

	 There is understandable variance between SBA staff ratings and 
Plan Review Team ratings because of the difference in material reviewed, 
time spent on the rating process, and the expertise of the evaluators.  This 
is the basis for recommending the development of a consensus between 
the two rating systems.  Having two separate rating systems that are not 
comparable to each other adds confusion to the overall selection process, 
which again puts in question the accountability of the process.  Although 
having a second rating process has the advantage of having different per-
spectives, this benefit may be offset by the confusion it presents.  

	 Additionally, since the Plan Review Team ratings’ relevance to 
funding decisions is often superseded by the relevance of SBA staff ratings 
to funding decisions, the Legislative Auditor questions the usefulness of the 
Plan Review Team process.  If the SBA is not able to form the two rating 
systems into a consensus rating, the Legislative Auditor recommends 
that the SBA evaluate the need for the Plan Review Team process, and 
consider amending or eliminating the process to avoid confusion over 
the importance of the Plan Review Team scores.

Having two separate rating 
systems that are not com-
parable to each other adds 
confusion to the overall 
selection process, which 
again puts in question 
the accountability of the 
process.

Since the Plan Review 
Team ratings’ relevance 
to funding decisions is 
often superseded by the 
relevance of SBA staff rat-
ings to funding decisions, 
the Legislative Auditor 
questions the usefulness 
of the Plan Review Team 
process.
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Recommendation 3

	 The SBA should consider documenting the reasons why projects 
are or are not selected for funding, especially in choices where funding 
discretion is applied.

Level of Compliance: In Compliance

	 The SBA is in compliance with Recommendation 3 of the Legisla-
tive Auditor’s May 2004 Full Performance Review of the SBA.  Since the 
last review, the SBA has begun issuing explanatory letters to unfunded 
counties.  The Legislative Auditor finds that the letters provide useful 
information to the counties to explain why a project was not funded and 
assistance for future applications.  Examples are provided in Appendix F.  
Interestingly, the documentation that should also be maintained after every 
funding cycle was provided by the SBA in response to the Legislative 
Auditor’s request for the SBA to explain why lower rated projects were 
funded above higher rated projects (see Appendix D).  This documentation 
should be available for accountability purposes and to provide if the pub-
lic or counties inquire concerning the non-funding of particular projects.  
Providing this documentation to non-funded counties may eliminate some 
of the speculation and criticism that some have towards the SBA selection 
process.

New Recommendations

1.	 The Legislative Auditor recommends that the SBA should improve 
the documentation of the three Statewide Plan Review Team committees.  
Accountable documentation should include clear and detailed descrip-
tions describing how various elements worked together to lead them to 
the scores selected for each project.  Doing so will increase the integrity 
of the scores selected by the review team.  

2.	 The Legislative Auditor recommends that the SBA evaluate the need 
for the Plan Review Team process, and consider amending or eliminating 
the process to avoid confusion over the importance of the Plan Review 
Team scores.

The letters provide useful 
information to the counties 
to explain why a project 
was not funded and as-
sistance for future appli-
cations.
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Issue 2

Neither the School Building Authority nor the Department 
of Education Maintain Sufficient Information to Study the 
Effects of School Consolidation.

	 In the May 2004 Legislative Auditor’s review of the SBA, the 
Legislative Auditor made the following recommendation: 

Recommendation 4: 

	 The Legislative Auditor recommends that either the School Building 
Authority or the state Department of Education should enter a contractual 
agreement with either Marshall University or West Virginia University 
to conduct a detailed analysis on the effects of consolidation on student 
achievement.  

	
Level of Compliance:  Partial-Compliance

	 The Legislative Auditor recognizes the SBA for initiating a study 
on the effects of school consolidation.  The SBA contracted Marshall 
University’s Center For Business and Economic Research in February of 
2004, “to conduct an evaluation of the impact of consolidation and school 
size on academic performance among West Virginia’s high schools. . . and 
. . . employ existing literature and the results of their analysis to determine 
such relationship for schools in West Virginia.”

	 The report, titled, School Consolidation and Educational Per-
formance: An Economic Analysis of West Virginia High Schools, was 
completed and published in May 2004.  Although the study provides 
some evidence that the size of schools in West Virginia does not correlate 
with academic achievement, the study, by its own admission, is not com-
prehensive or definitive.  The study indirectly concludes that as schools 
become larger as a result of consolidation, academic performance is not 
affected, all things being equal.  The study (linear regression analysis) is 
one of many approaches to studying the effects of school consolidation 
on academic achievement.  Many of the schools in the study are large 
not because of consolidation.  Therefore, the study has its basis that since 
school consolidation generally results in larger schools, then if there is 
no correlation between school size and academic performance, there is 
no negative effect from consolidation.  The concern with this approach is 
that schools that are large for reasons of consolidating several schools may 
not perform the same as schools that are equally large for reasons other 
than consolidation.  To measure this requires controlling for factors that 
can explain the differences in performance other than school size, which 
is difficult to do.  In addition, this study does not evaluate the efficiency 
of schools after consolidation.  The State continues to consolidate schools 
without clear evidence if it is saving money or improving academic per-
formance.  For this reason, the Legislative Auditor has indicated partial 
compliance to this recommendation.

The study indirectly con-
cludes that as schools be-
come larger as a result of 
consolidation, academic 
performance is not af-
fected, all things being 
equal.

This study does not evalu-
ate the efficiency of schools 
after consolidation.

The State continues to 
consolidate schools with-
out clear evidence if it is 
saving money or improving 
academic performance.
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Key Findings of the Report

	 The researchers concluded, “School size plays a small, positive 
role in higher test scores among high school students.  The effect is mod-
est (and linear in follow up tests) and without significant interaction with 
other variables. . . .The clearest interpretation of school size impact on 
SAT 9 test scores is that there are none at the high school level.”�

	 The report also detailed a regression analysis of 9th, 10th, and 11th 
graders’ SAT 9 scores in relation to numerous other factors.  The regression 
analysis indicated that measures of income and education play the dominant 
role in overall explanations of educational outcome.  Higher educational 
achievement of teachers displayed a somewhat significant positive impact 
on test scores.  Larger class sizes had a significant negative impact on test 
scores in the analysis.  Increased school age had an insignificant negative 
impact.  Increased school enrollment had insignificant positive impact on 
test scores.  As would be expected, increased attendance rates and lower 
drop-out rates positively correlated with increased test scores.  Population 
density (the urban and ruralness of an area) demonstrated a small negative 
impact on SAT 9 scores.

	 In summary, the report notes,

Insofar as West Virginia’s policymakers are considering 
policy adjustments in education it is important to under-
stand that, at the State level, there are currently few direct 
policy tools available to influence performance.  Also, the 
effect of these policies are dwarfed by the impact of vari-
ables that cannot be directly controlled – primarily the con-
tribution of families to educational performance.  Thus, any 
policy effort that results in even modest impacts on some 
attribute of school performance is likely to comprise the 
bulk of available policy options at the State administrative 
level.  Class size, teacher education, and size of the school 
impact educational achievement minimally but represent 
virtually all the tools the State directly enjoys. . . .  The 
sum of these findings suggests that school consolidation 
has not had a large positive or negative impact on school 
performance in West Virginia. (ibid. pp. 30-31)

More Research Is Necessary

	 The Hicks/Rusalkina study adequately addresses the correlation 
between the test scores of West Virginia high school students and the size 
of the schools they attended.  However, the Legislative Auditor finds that 
more research about the effects of consolidation would be helpful.

	 �Hicks, Michael J., and Viktoriya Rusalkina. “School Consolidation and Edu-
cational Performance: An Economic Analysis of West Virginia High Schools.”  Center 
for Business and Economic Research, Marshall University, May, 2004, p. 21.

The regression analysis 
indicated that measures 
of income and education 
play the dominant role in 
overall explanations of 
educational outcome.

The Legislative Auditor 
finds that more research 
about the effects of consoli-
dation would be helpful.
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	 The study should not be considered definitive in this area.  The 
report indicated that there are numerous variables and different methodolo-
gies that could give decidedly different results.  The report acknowledges 
that some non-linear regression analysis shows that academic performance 
suffers as school size increases.  Hicks and Rusalkina conclude that their 
results suggests that West Virginia high schools have not become large 
enough to experience a decline in performance (ibid. p. 28).  Consideration 
should be given to a longitudinal study of consolidated schools to show 
the various effects of consolidation by comparing data prior to and after 
consolidation.  The Legislative Auditor originally wanted to conduct such 
a study but found that the necessary data were not available.  With mil-
lions of dollars committed to school consolidation, the SBA in conjunction 
with the Department of Education and a West Virginia higher education 
institution should coordinate the data collection to conduct a longitudinal 
study on consolidated schools.  Furthermore, an examination of students of 
different ages may be useful.  The existing study only examined the impact 
of school size on high school students.  However, the report acknowledges 
that, “the majority of studies support the idea that students perform better 
in smaller elementary and middle schools” (ibid. p. 5).  Therefore, the 
Legislative Auditor recommends that the Department of Education, 
in cooperation with the State’s higher education institutions and the 
School Building Authority, begin collecting the necessary data to 
conduct a longitudinal study that looks at academic achievement and 
efficiency in relation to school consolidation.

New Recommendation

3.	 The Legislative Auditor recommends that the Department of Educa-
tion, in cooperation with the state’s higher education institutions and the 
School Building Authority, begin collecting the necessary data to conduct 
a longitudinal study that looks at academic achievement and efficiency in 
relation to school consolidation.

The report indicated that 
there are numerous vari-
ables and different meth-
odologies that could give 
decidedly different results.

Consideration should be 
given to a longitudinal 
study of consolidated 
schools to show the vari-
ous effects of consolidation 
by comparing data prior to 
and after consolidation.
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Appendix A:	 Transmittal Letter
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Appendix B:	 SBA Staff County Project Ratings	
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Appendix C:	 SBA Staff Project Summary	
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Appendix D:	 SBA Explanations for Unfunded Projects With High Ratings 	
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Appendix E:	 Statewide Plan Review Team Project Evaluation Form		
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Appendix F:	 SBA Notification Letters for Unfunded Projects 
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Appendix G:	 Agency Response
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