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ABSTRACT

This study was conducted to identify the major practices and problems prevailing around
the management of primary school facilities in Arsi zone. Particularly focusing on the
adequacy and compatibility of school facilities to the teaching learning and the
competence of school decision makers in the management of school facilities, were delt

with to answer the basic research questions.

Purpose descriptive survey method was employed in this study. Data were collected using
three type of questionnaire to 5 Wereda Education Office Heads, 4 Wereda Education
Planners, 13 supervisors 23 principals, 19 vice principals and 104 Teachers with total
168 respondents selected from five Weredas and twenty five schools using purposive,

availability and random sampling rechniques.

The data were analyvzed using percentages and chi-square test. The study finding
conveyed that the basic school facilities such as classrooms, furniture, library and
laboratories were reported to be scarce and some of them were not available. Even the
available facilities were not organized appropriately to implement the new methods of
teaching in the curriculum. Furthermore, their planning and procuring svstems have a

problem due to the incompetence of school decision makers.

Depending on the findings and conclusions drawn from the study at capacity building and
evaluating the systems of planning and procuring school facilities have been

recommended.
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CHAPTER ONE

1. Introduction

1.1 Background of the Study

Qualified teachers and administrative workers alone are not the only ones needed to conduct a
convenient teaching learning process. School facilities are also determinant factors that contribute
their part in an education process. According to Davis and Leveless (1981: 2). school facilities
include such things as, “... a site, a physical structure, an arrangement of spaces. a set of special
environment, and cluster of specialized tools called furniture and equipment.” They also explain
that school facilities can facilitate or hinder the teaching learning process. Others. such as Adams
(1987: 158). elaborate additional facilities such as sufficient school site, sanitary facilities and
attractive environment to be useful elements to improve and to implement the designed

curriculum so as to attain the intended educational objectives.

In Ethiopia the management of Educational materials has undergone a lot of ups and downs.
According to Bender et al., (1976: x), the Ethiopian church and Quranic Schools were once
managed to teach religious education using their outer wall yards. haphazardly designed
buildings. without writing materials. books and furniture. This time “... Schooling was held in an
open air students” sitting on shipskin that were brought every morning and took away in the

evening” later, after the Emperors death, in 1927 the opening of Teferi Mekonnon School at an

out lay of forty three Million Maria Theresa made the country to own a more modern school with

its facilities.

According to Teshome (1979: 87-125), after the liberation, various measures had been taken to
reconstruct the disrupted educational system of the country. It was during this period that the
schools that were changed to garrisons by the Italians and others were restored and new ones that
are serving till now were constructed at a cost of more than three million dollars in Addis Ababa
and in Provincial cities. As Teshome (1979) further explains though expansion was held with
great responsibility to rehabilitate the disruption, the demand for education was so high that
classrooms were crowded with students flood to the extent they were sitting outside the building
in the sun, without enough learning materials, and with few ill equipped libraries. This mismatch

between supply and demand in education at the period forced the MOE to launch a controlled

expansion.



Teshome (1979: 105-106), points out how the then, controlled expansion is exercised as follows:

This scheme of controlled expansion did not only decrease the construction of
new schools, but also brought some new structures of varying size and quality
among the schools. The schools in the capital differed Jrom those in the
provinces. The former were more modern in structure and design. Those in
the provinces were less impressive, in most cases built of local materials by
local workmen

With regard to the beginning of the management, Meaza (1966: 96-156) discusses the
establishment of the MOE in 1950 with four departments under the director General who was
headed by vice Minster of education. Out of which *... the store department was the one and was
responsible for negotiating the purchase of major items equipment, books, teaching materials and
the distribution of supplies to the schools™. Moreover, there was also a sub architect department
responsible for the selection of site, drawing of plans, for the approving and supervising of
construction of new schools and maintenance. Mean while, the constitution of a planning board

in 1956. of materials production center paved the way for the coming of the educational Materials

production and distribution agency.

According to Teshome (1979: 87-125) the formation of special unit that coordinates elementary
school construction was introduced as Ethiopian school Building unit (ESBU) and with in three
years, over 109 elementary schools were built by the help of the Swedish government. Moreover.
with an agreement made in 1974 with the International Development Association (IDA) building

schools near homes of the rural people had been effective in distributing the schools allover the

country.

According to the school year educational statistics of MOE (1973 E.C) there were 5,822
Elementary schools in the country. After twelve years in 1985 E.C. the number of schools in the

country made a remarkable progress to 8120 Elementary schools (MOE, annual abstract July,

1994).

For the schools of this period as to Nebiyu (2000: 296-298) discusses the Educational Materials
Production and Distribution Agency (EMPDA) was established in 1975/76 E.C. as a sole
distributor for educational materials and facilities which until later. substituted by the regional

government as a result of the decentralization of the education management in the new education

and training policy of 1994,



Nowadays. the number of both private and public schools is growing tremendously. To control
the quality service the schools are rendering and to evaluate their performance. The Ithiopian
Government set a minimum standard on curriculum preparation. teaching materials, teachers’
qualification for the level, and on the physical facilities to be used for each level of schooling to
make citizens get quality education. Gaynor et al., (1998: 18-19) state how standards are used as
a point of reference to find out problems and to know where the problem lies so as to remedy it.
Gaynor further discusses as standards are respected because of their sources. Standards may be
established on once past performance or other comparable country, or from other organization
point of reference. Federal states and regions prepare their institutional standards so as to evaluate
their performance, an organization service delivery etc. Moreover federal, states and local
regulations have many functions; they help to check whether equity addressed in schools or not.
to fairly distribute resources, to determine standards of building for cost control. safety and life
span. Further more, standards share cost among levels, states. and locality and schools. to
determine personnel’s, teachers” administrators’ qualification at a given level and services
rendered to students with disabilities moreover, moral, and professional ethics are among ethical

standards required to be exercised in education sector.

[t 1s on this premise that various levels of the educational echelons (MOE, REB, ZED WEO and
Schools) set their respective standards based on the mandates given to them. The pre-primary and

primary school facilities standard by the MOE in 1987 E.C. is mentioned in Appendix IV.

In relation to the decentralization of management in education. the school based management
system 1s nowadays a preferred mechanism in most educational systems because it is relatively
easy to audit the problems, to prioritize the needs, to set the objectives. to tackle problems related
to human, material and financial resources of schools, and to raise funds and to evaluate

outcomes in relation to the objectives set.

In the 1994 Education and Training Policy of Ethiopia due attention is given for the construction
of school facilities to improve access of primary education and to attain the Millennium

Development Goals. This makes the primary schools in the country 19412 in 2005/06 (MOE
Annual Abstract).
To attain this global, MOE take measures to decentralize roles and responsibilities to the extent

of schools to increase parents and community role in managing schools so as to develop

community participation using Wereda education and Training Board (WETB) and Kebele

('S)



Education Training Board (KETB) as a bridge (ESDP, 2003/04). As a result, in the past four
years (1994-97) the expansion of schools in Oromia region is increasing dramatically. According
to MOE (2003/04) statistical data in 1994, there were 4592 elementary schools in the region

while in 1998 E.C., the schools in the region reached 7488.
Similarly. the expansion of schools and student enrollment is growing rapidly in the Arsi zone.

Table 1: Primary School Expansion and Student Enrollment in Arsi Zone

Expansion of Schools Student Enrollment
Academic Year Previous New
Total Constructions Total
1986 76 | 356 432 -
. 1996 432 115 547 543917 |
1997 547 167 714 658463
1998 714 102 816 695373 !
B .
1999 - - 731 564572
Extluding two weredas thal |
Source: Arsi Zone 1999 Educational Statistics were gopmmted o mewly |
organized zones _]

The number of Schools was 76 in 1986 then a remarkable progress was made in ten years ime
and 356 new schools had been constructed in the zone. As data in table 1 above shows after 1996
the number of schools increasing in hundreds every year while at the same time the number of
students were increasing in ten thousands every year. Moreover, as the current data depicts the
teaching learning is going on in 731 primary schools with a total enrolment of 564572 students.
Thus in order to cope with this changes and guarantee the sustainability of the school facilities
supply, competent management that plan schools based on school mapping in an innovative
design need to work collaboratively in a team (Paisy, 1992: 141). Moreover. for the better
improvement of school facilities UNESCO (1972: 36) discus the need for competence in
management skills and collaboration in planning school buildings and facilities as follows:

.. the next generation will require buildings and amentias which facilitaies

teaching methods unknown to the past generations audio visual equipment,

extensive libraries recreation areas to name a few. And their planning will
require the cooperation of different expert advisers.



1.2. Statement of the Problem

Primary education has become a priority agenda in most nations. That is why our country
Ethiopia has been struggling to attend ‘Education for All’ in 2015 E.C. For the purpose,
educational reforms were made, strategies that improve the inputs of education such as
maintaining the standard of facilities and decentralization of the educational management was set
with the grand objectives of improving access, quality, equity and relevance of education. To
attain this national objectives, in Arsi Zone primary schools were constructed in hundred every

year to improve access. Educational management is decentralized for proper curriculum

implementation.

Despite all the efforts, the availability of basic school facilities such as classrooms. library.
laboratory, furniture and the organization of school compound were not in line with the minimum
standard set by MOE, Even the existing ones were not well designed and organized to implement
the new methods of teaching in the curriculum. Moreover, the budgets distributed through WEO
to schools have a shortcoming interms of prior planning school facilities due to delay in budget
and faulty purchase. Above all managing school is a team activity in which each member shares
an organizations burden. However in the actual situation sometimes principals” willingness to
involve others in the planning has a problem while other time the willingness on the part of

teachers and students to participate in the managerial activities to the level expected.

Therefore, to reveal and avert the drawbacks around the management of school facilities.
conducting the study is found appropriate. This researcher has, therefore. been initiated to look

into the matter in detail by way of addressing the following basic research questions:
1. Do facilities available in government primary schools conform to the minimum standard

set by the MOE?

2. Do the available school facilities conform to the new methods of teaching in the

curriculum?

To what extent does the existing WEQ School financing system enhance the improvement

(OS]

of school facilities?

4. Who are involved in the management of school facilities? What major roles are they

playing?
5. Do the major school decision makers have the necessary competence in managing the

school facilities?



1.3 Objective of the Study

1.3.1 General Objectives

The general objective of this study is to identify the main practices and problems that hinder

proper implementation of the curriculum in Arsi zone so as to suggest possible solution to the

problems by making effective and timely decision

1.3.2 Specific Objectives

The study is conducted specifically:

This

1.

o

(98

To assess whether primary school facilities available in the zone in line with the MOE
standards.

To examine whether the existing primary school facilities available in schools are
appropriate to implement the new methods of teaching in the curriculum.

To investigate the practical problems in school facilities finance.

To examine the roles and responsibilities of school decision makers.

To analyze the level of competence of school decision makers in school facilities
management.

To find out the short comings of the management of school facilities and to guide the

future.

1.4. Significance of the Study

researcher believes that the study will have the following contributions:

It helps to raise the awareness of the WEQO, the school management (school principals.
teachers, and personnel in charge), practitioners and policy makers so that they can meet
the increasing demand for school facilities and the changes that need to be made to fill the
gaps in disseminating these facilities among localities, programs and departments.

Even if the study area is limited in scope the researcher believes that the result of the
study may contribute to other primary schools as there is relative similarity.

The researcher believes that the study may help to create a link between the school
facilities and the teaching learning process (curriculum, teachers training). So it will help
to adjust future designs in school facilities accordingly.

It may also initiate other researchers to see in to the matter in detail.
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1.5 Delimitation of the Study

The study was conducted in Arsi Zone of Oromia Region. Out of the twenty five were in the
Zone five have been selected. This covered 20% of the total. Again out of 199 schools in the

selected weredas twenty five schools were taken.

With the objective of assessing the practices and problems of the management of school facilities
particularly focusing on the availability of physical facilities such as classrooms, furniture their
convenience for the curriculum, implementation, the planning, financing of school facilities. and

the competence of the major school decision makers were the themes treated.

1.6 Limitation of the Study

[n the process of this study the investigator encountered with various challenges in which
shortage of related literature in the field was the one while for the study only questionnaire has
been used due to lack of time and respondents cited in the study were occupied by fifieen days
workshop of National Census Training and the reluctance and carelessness of some respondents

in filling the questionnaire were among the few. If he hadn't faced the problems. the

comprehensiveness and the reliability of the study would have been improved.

1.7 The Research Methodology and Procedure of the Study

1.7.1 The Research Design

For the study descriptive survey method were employed using questionnaire as an empirical data
gathering tool as the method is an economical means and continent to examine and describe the
practices and problems in the management of school facilities in the study site in a relatively

large scale and in detail based on the data.

1.7.2 Data Sources

The sources of data in this research study were WEO Heads, WEO Planners and supervisors {rom

Wereda and the school principals, vice principals and teachers who have served more than two

years in the school.



1.7.3 Sample Population and Sampling Techniques

The total number of respondents in this study were 168. Out of which 3(20%) WEQO Heads
4(16%) WEO Planners, 13(13%) supervisors 23(3.1%) principals 19(3.7%) vice principals and
104(1.2%) teachers. The researcher employed availability sampling for the wereda respondents,
school principal and vice principals as they are incumbents of the position while teachers were

selected using stratified random sampling using their level of education and years of service.

1.7.4 Data collection Tools

Among data collection tools, the study employed the questionnaire with closed and open ended
questions to elicit answers to the basic research questions of the study. as it was economizcal

means (o reach the two groups of respondents (WEQO and school).
1.7.5 Data Collection Procedures

The questionnaire was translated in to the regional language “Afan Oromo’ to make it easily
understandable. Before full scale implementation pilot test were done in Asslla Andinet, Gohi
primary school and Tiyo Wereda Education office was requested to check if there was any
ambiguity in the language. the content and the clarity of the questions to avoid errors before
dispatching the questionnaire. As a result, some wrongly constructed questions were changed and
unnecessarily repeated questions were omitted. Orientation been given to brief the respondents

about the objectives of the study with the intention of getting genuine and reliable responses.
1.7.6 Methods of Data Analysis

The study was used both quantitative and qualitative method of data analysis. Data gathered
through questionnaire with closed ended items were tallied and tabulated from the highest
frequency distribution to the lowest to make it easily understandable. To compute the responses.
percentage and chi-squarc test were employed. The chi-square test has been computed at P<05
degree of significance as error Is inevitable phenomenon in researches of such a type. In the end
the closed ended responses were analyzed quantitatively while the open ended responses were

analyzed and interpreted qualitatively.



1.8 Organization of the Study

The study comprises four chapters, of which the first chapter deals with the background of the
study, statement of the problem objectives of the study, significance, delimitation, limitation.
methodology of the study and organization of the study. The second chapter presents the review
of the related literature. The third chapter is devoted for the presentation and analysis of the data

in which summary of the findings. conclusion and recommendations are part and parcel of
chapter four.
1.9 Definition of Terms

Primary Education: a primary education from grades 1-8 sub divided into two sections of basic

(1-4) and general 5-8 education (MOLE, 1994, 14).

Woreda: is a part of an arca developed for administrative purpose in a given authority and

responsibility with a population size of about 100.000.

Private School: is a school owned by individuals for the purpose of providing education for pre-

yrimary, primary and above.
I

Government School: a school that is owned fully by the government.



CHAPTER TWO
2. Review of the Related Literature

2.1. Introduction

This chapter deals with the review of the related literature enriched with facts. theories and
empirical findings from reputable sources that were written on the management of school
facilities. The review begins with defining the term management and facility and followed by
other topics such as key school facilities, the status of school facilities in implementing the
educational program, the school based management for the improvement of school facilities. the
major decision makers of school and finally the competency of the school management will be
discussed to mention a few. Before taking an idea or a concept for grant it is advisable to view it
from various authorities perspective this enhances clear and comprehensive understanding which

again will help as a spring board for the forth coming assessment.
2.2. What is Management?

To begin with the term management as cited in Haileselassie (2000 :8) it was a catching word in
theory, practice, research and literature in the past two decades, the document went back to quote
How Henri Fayol (1916) defines the concept: “to manage is to forecast and to plan, to organize.
to command, to coordinate and to control.” Similarly Atchison and Hill (1978) as cited in
Haileselassie, put the definition of the word as the way “to a common set of activities that are
designed to promote and direct purposeful work™ Other authority Harold Koontz also views
management as “the art of getting things done through and with people informally organized
groups.” The above mentioned definitions one way or the other focus on the human element
aspects, focus on the strategy to attain commonly agreed organizational goals specifically.
However, the definition suits with the purpose of the study is the one that is organized by Peter
Drucker and expressed as quoted by Mcllweel (1991), and cited in Haileselassie according to this
authority “management is: the organ of society specifically charged with making resources
productive, someone who directs the work of others and who does his work by getting others to

do theirs. Peter Druckers’ definition comprehensively emphasizes the role resources (human,

material, financial) play in the goal attainment.
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2.3. What is Facility?

According to word net Princeton edu/per/web facility is something designed and created to serve
a particular function and to afford a particular convenience or service “catering facilities™. toilet
facilities, educational facilities. Another authority by the name Philip B. Gove (1989: 813) on the
Webster’s Third New International Dictionary defines facility in two ways as “... something that
promotes the ease of any action, operation, transaction or course of conduct usually used n
plural”. And something that is built, constructed, installed or established to perform some
particular function or to serve or facilitate some particular end. From these definitions one can

casily understand that facilities are inputs that can help as a means to the realization of designed

program(s) and activity in an organization or school.
2.3.1. Classification of Facilities in Education

Kimbrough, Ralph B. (1968:332) in his writing conceptualizes school building and its ground as
a system of facilities that is designed to accommodate schooling activities. For him graded school
encompasses  facilities such as administrative office, primary classrooms, intermediate

classrooms, library clinic, lunchroom, special classrooms, toilets, and other service facilities.

Davis I.. (1981: 2) on his part describes what a school facility include in the following ways “a
site. a physical structure an arrangement of spaces, a set o special environments. and a cluster of

specialized tools called furniture and equipment”

Regarding the requirement of primary school facilities, Herrick John H. et al.. (1956: 120-121)
list facilities other than classrooms, shops and laboratories where direct teaching learning takes
place into four as follows: “Non-classroom facilities for pupils, administrative offices and

staffrooms. custodial and service facilities and facilities for public use.”

Other authorities such as Smith, Louis M. and Keith Pat M, (1971: 27-28) divide physical
facilities of school in their specification in to four as: “Educational space, ‘general purpose
classrooms, special instructional areas’ auxiliary, spaces, special facilities and general
environment.”

Except for difference of terminology the school facilities classified above is almost similar if not
identical to that of Herrick John H. et al., (1956). What makes the Smith, Louis M. Keith. and Pat

M., (1971) facilities different and so special is that the flexible nature of the building for varying

11



purposes. As to Smith, Louis M and Keith Pat M. (1971) the flexibility of the building of four
kinds 1) daily flexibility 2) frequent flexibility 3) infrequent flexibility and 4)long-range
flexibility. The first, daily flexibility refers to the moveability of furniture. equipment. and walls
or partition according to the need. The second and the third imply changes for periods days and
weeks while the fourth is to show long term additions, deletions and alterations. Among all. the
flexibility of facilities will be helpful for teachers and their pupil to change their methods of
teaching accordingly. Moreover, the ability to make addition in the long-term flexibility also will

benefit administrators to manage additional enrolment.
2.4. The Importance of Setting Facility Standard for Education

According to Resnick. Lauren B. and Wirt, John G. (1996: 6-62) policy makers use standards as
an instrument of speeding up the cducational programs and to judge the attainment of major
concerns such has access and quality. In the 1960s improving access was the concern while later
changes shift the interest to the quality of learning, this time, policy makers believe that as quality
learning is achieved by the accountability for the expenditure of funds or by fulfillment of the
resources. The gradual development in the complex and diverse delivery system of education

shift the conception from government by rules or design standards to governance by out comes or

performance standards.

Rivlin, (1971) as cited on Resnick, Lauren B. and Wirt, John G. (1996: 53) “... the idea that
programs should be judged in terms of their outputs, or their effects on clients rather than their
inputs, or the resources they used.” This is not to mean that resources are unimportant for the
attainment of quality learning but it is to emphasize on out put and out comes. The secretary’s
commission of America on Achieving Necessary skills, (1991: iv) as cited on Resrick, Lauren B.
and Wirt, John G. (1996: 55) argues for “the development of standards for work place readiness.
assessment tools to determine whether standards are being met, and institutional structures to
maintain and implement those standards and assessments.” UNESCO review reports and notes in
Asia and the Pacific (1985: 47) also identify factors that contribute to a doctrine in standards as:

The academic level at primary school; the nature of grade VI examination, the

selection system in to secondary education, conditions of appointment and working

conditions of teachers, training of teachers, school community relationships,

inspection system; material and supplies to schools and feedback from the schools
based on: the information collected from teachers and personnel of schools.



According to Rensnick and Wirt (1996) standards are dynamic all the time based on the social
and economic level of the country. Other authorities such as Goddard, Del and Leask. Marilyn
(1992: 19-22). view standards as a central concern of teachers’ students, parents and government

in the process of achieving high quality learning all schools with the possible resources provided.

Moreover, the MOE 1987 E.C. standard document for elementary school facilities also discusses
the role, that, clear policy objectives, quality of a curriculum, the organization and management
and the human, material and financial resources plays in the delivery of quality education. It
further explains the significance standard facilities have in maintaining uniform function of
public, community and private schools. which in turn minimize the variance. might be created in

student’s achievement. Setting standard also helps to use resources economically by controlling

a

the problem under or over utilization of facilities might bring about MOE (1987: E.C: 1-3).

Baker, J., and Peters, J., (1963: 50) describe three advantages of standards in the maintenance of
facilities: the first is to reduce the frequency of maintenance, as the quality of materials been
produced by a certain company or brand competes, with other company’s or brand products to
stay competent in the market. The second is efficiency. Efficiency in this sense refers to the
mastering of the system in the process of operating similar hardware continually. The last one is
economy which helps in the reduction of spare part inventories for the maintenance. in obtaining

training from the company for long lasting facility service.
2.5. The Key Primary School Facilities

2.5.1. Instructional Facilities

2.5.1.1. Classroom

Out of facilities in the school, classroom is the one where students pass relatively much of their
time. Irrespective of what material it has made of it has to be airy and bright that can allow sun
light, with an optimum temperature between 70 and 75°F. Every corner of the classroom should
be spacious for reading and writing with comfort naturally or with 50-70 foot candles artificial
light. The floor should be cemented to keep the classroom clean from flu and other disease. It has
to have windows that can be easily opened and closed. Educational pictures drawn on the wall of
the classrooms also create impetuous on learning. Moreover, classrooms of the future should be

of large and small size to be suited to the changes in the instructional programs (team teaching.

individual and group learning) Kimbrough Ralph B (1968: 332-348).
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Other writers such as Herrick John H. et al., (1956: 254-261) and McClurikin (1964: 120-1235)
discuss about classroom size and shape one after the other. The authorities agree, as there was a
strong debate as to which classroom shape to choose among square, rectangular and other shapes
of classrooms in the 1950 and 1960s. Though no curricular specialist is evidenced in favor of one
or the other, the admission of light into class, usable area made some schools to produce

rectangular school systems set their own standards of shape flexibly.

According to the writers classroom size is viewed from two perspectives student enrollment and
size in square feet per pupil. Herrick John H. et.al., (1956). puts pupil-classroom ratio 30:1 with a
minimum of 900 square feet for a classroom while the later states similar pupil-classroom ratio

and left the class size in square feet unmentioned.

Hugh Hawes (1979: 147) suggests the need to have adequate space for the young children to
work properly in the classroom or on covered verandahs in order to use all kind of groupings.
The MOE standard document for kindergarten and primary schools in 1987 E.C. puts the
elementary classroom size as 7x8: 56 square meter for 1-4 and 6.92x7. 26 = 50.24 square meter

for 5-8 with 50 and 40 students per classroom respectively.

2.5.1.2. The Library

What makes a human being different from other creatures is his accumulation of knowledge and
experience in books and libraries to the upcoming generation with vast stored knowledge that
help man to solve the problems he encounters in the struggle to achieve quality life. John W. Best
(1977: 403). The various reforms in the curriculum brought about new methods and techniques of
teaching-learning such as project work, problem solving; group and individual learning ete which
makes teaching learning to go beyond the textbook approach and demand the use of well
equipped functional elementary school library. The modern elementary school curriculum
encourages teachers and students to use variety of instructional aids like: maps, reference books.
periodicals, pamphlets, authentic material etc. for its success. Therefore, the presence of the
library service plays a pivotal role in achieving classroom activities Kimbrough, R.B. (1968: 301-
302). He further discusses that to get well equipped functional library there should be an effective
leadership who exert his atmost responsibility to equip the library facilities and create corporate
culture among the users of the library (teachers and pupils) and the librarian to both achieve

quantity and quality of service for the instructional needs of pupil. According to this authority. in



1960 the American Library Association established specific standards of library facilities such as

the number of books, size of facilities and technical arrangement.

Other authorities such as Herrick John H. et al., (1965: 338-352) discuss the importance of
planning library facilities in education and what a complete elementary school library requires. as
a minimum a reading room, an office space, a work space, storage space for books and storage
for materials. The reading room of a library for disciplinary reasons, shouldn’t be a study room.
The reading room should have sufficient light both natural and artificial with careful sonic design
to control both the internal and external noise. Besides the authorities advise to locate the library
in a convenient noiseless place for users and where the students get easy access to drinking water

and toilet service.
2.5.1.3. Laboratory

Herrick John H. et al.. (1956: 282) discuss as laboratories are life and blood for the teaching of
sciences and other subjects such as language especially “speech” for the process of practical
application of theories. Therefore, their organization requires due consideration in its construction
Herrick (1956)explain the consideration to be given for ventilation, and safety, to remove
irritating or poisonous gases to acrate the laboratory and to control fire in case it happens. Smith,
Louis. M. and Keith Pat M. (1971: 182) on their part emphasize on ample space for various

purposes as storage place and preparation room that suit to work with and smooth flow of traftic.

2.5.1.4. Resource Center

Herrick John H. et al., (1956: 348) refers; the term as a place where teachers’ and pupils find
teaching materials that assist the instruction. According to him, resource center space is designed
in the basis of activities to be provided in the local school program. In the center instructional
materials are made. stored and distributed whenever necessary. For these purposes to be fulfilled
the center needs sufficient space for workshop and display room. Kimbrough Ralph B. (1968:
302) on his part calls resource center as “the instructional materials center.” He discusses this
center as it includes audio-visual materials (projection equipment, films, filmstrips, slides
recordings charts) in addition to other material. For him it is the expansion of responsibility to

coordinate material facilities and teaching aids to effectuate the current elementary school

program.
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2.5.2. Administrative Facilities

2.5.2.1. School Office

School office is a place where ample information about school occupants is organized and
records are reserved for future use. Kimbrough, Ralph B. (1968: 343) lists down what school
office includes as principal’s office, reception area, guidance and counseling offices, teachers’
workroom, curriculum coordinators office, teachers lounge, vault, storage rooms for supplies and
books. conference rooms and health clinic. He reminds us that these offices are opened

established to serve the instructional need of the school.

For the location, Herrick John H. etal., (1956: 366-367) points out four factors as the need for
future expansion. Accessibility to the occupant, spatial affinities to classrooms and with buildings
in other part and the suitability for use when other buildings are closed. These olfices should be
suitable for counseling with out interruption for secretarial services as typing, keeping record.
clerical work and as a reception area. More over, it serves as separate work room lor duplication.
supply room conference room during committee meeting and other school services Kimbrough
Ralph B (1968: 344) suggests the need to have an attractive, comfortable administrative area that
is furnished with the necessary office facilities that radiates a pleasant feeling when the faculty

communicates with parents. teachers, other citizens, officials and students.

2.5.2.2. School Stores

In the school. stores are significant places to keep unused school furniture and equipment, reserve
textbooks and old files etc. for effective handling of materials. Herrick John H. et. al.. (1956:
373) suggests two types of stores in a big schools: The central storage and small building stores.
According to the authorities, the reason for this is to ease the handling and to prevent pilfering.
spoilage, and other losses. For proper handling of material, economy of space, storage equipment

like shelves and bins should be considered in the design of the plan.
2.5.3. Health Service Facilities

2.5.3.1. Toilet Facilities

Charles, C., Wilsons, M.D (1964: 253-255) discusses as toilet in school is an important facility
that makes students to feel schools as their homes especially to attract girls’ education and to

reduce dropouts of girls. A clean, bright, well ventilated toilet room for both sexes is important
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that facilitates healthy teaching learning environment. It has to be located in the right place to
safe guard water bodies. air pollution, and accessibility from every classroom and secure girls. [t

has to be constructed of non absorptive materials for effective cleaning.

2.5.3.2. Water Supply

Safe and sufficient water supply is vital in the school for cleaning, gardening drinking, safety and
recreational purposes. As in rural areas when the water source is other than pipeline periodic.
chemical and bacteriological check is necessary to safe guard the school community from water

borne diseases Charles C. Wilson, M.D, (1964: 249-250).
2.5.4. General Environment Facilities

2.5.4.1. School Ground

Authorities such as Kimbrough Ralph B (1968: 337-338) and others discuss as a school ground
that is kept clean and beautiful serves for various purposes. Firstly. as an instructional space for
physical education and other small and large group teaching secondly, as a recreational place for
swimming, thirdly, for partial activities like gardening and fishing. Proper planning of school
ground will help for the safe arrangement by zoning various school activities mentioned earlier to

be continued in harmony for a long period of years.

For this, principals and other faculty members are expected to work hard for play area safety and
health by avoiding unnecessary obstacles fulfilling other auxiliary spaces like locker. dressing

rooms, showers, first aid room and storage spaces for uniform and equipment.

[n addition Rao, V.K and Reddy, R.S (2005: 67) and others remind us spaces and places to be
organized in the school ground as parking, walks from one block to another, and space for
planting fruits, indigenous trees and flowers to beautify and Create attractive scene that
encourage pupils, teachers and others to stay in alone, in groups, in crowds and in mobs of

hundreds for various purposes that support the instructional need.
2.6. The School Based Management for School Facility Improvement

According to International Institute for Educational Planning http://www.unesco. org /iiep, the
school based management came into being as a result of the weakness of the centralized school
management system in the 1980’s as one of the major issues in school reform in the educational

systems of various countries under different terms’ as SBM, and GM in UK and Wales,
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Tomorrow’s schools and charter school in USA, the school of the future in Australia. better
schools in Western Australia, school based decision making in New Zealand and so on. The need
for adapting this reform is becoming a growing interest in many parts of the world. This new
innovation mainly focuses on school empowerment in resource utilization, self budgeting. school
based curriculum development self management staff development, student counseling and other
developments with the aim of increasing efficiency and effectiveness of the school systems. So as
Lo improve the quality of education schools” provide. The quality of education provided in school

based management can be judged on how school adequately responds to the local situation.
In favor of this on Spear C. Eric (1994: 53) to cite what an audit commissioner said:

“the objective of delegating financial management firom local authorities to
schools was 1o empower schools to use their closer knowledge of pupils and
their commumities in determining how resources applied to greatest effect. 4
Jurther ain was to improve efficiency by building schools, through their day
1o day management to use resources efficiently.”

[n addition to what has been said so far Thomas and Jane Martin (1996: 3) suggest the
importance of resources as a means to an end to translate parents aspiration for their children as
these can be easier through the school based decision-making to innovate the design of the

buildings, to have better space and other facilities.

According to the study conducted by these authorities on 15 grant maintaining and SBM schools
in UK 9 head teachers told as there was an improvement to refurbish their teaching rooms with

carpets, with blind windows due to understanding children’s” and staffs response to a quality

environment as a stimulus for learning,

Demmock, Clive (1993: 3) enumerates six features of effective school based management
descriptions that cited on (Brown, 1990) as follows: "autonomy, flexibility and responsiveness.
planning by the principal and school community, adoption of new roles by the principal. a
participatory school environment, collaboration and collegiality among staff and heightened
sense of personal efficacy for principals and teachers"

Green, Howard (1993: 21-25) also puts the changes resulting from the local management school
and its impact in the following words governing bodies and heads are partners in the managing of

resources “... a new frame work for schools pushes these changes towards their logical

conclusion and envisages a pattern of for schools where quality, diversity parental choice, school

18



autonomy and accountability are the major themes. It sees acceptance of these principles as lying

at the heart of shaping a more open, more responsive and more demanding system of education.”
2.7. The Status of School Facilities to Curriculum Success

To enjoy the fruit of education, the use of innovative school facilities should go hand in hand
with changes in curriculum. However, in many school systems the existing facilities are out of
date, so they do not accommodate the current needs of the teachers, students. other personnel and
the new curriculum inputs. The state policies in building codes do not lend it to changes. An
attempt to re-mould the old school building style by preparing new educational specification that
is based on local needs is a necessity Morphet et al., (1972: 176).

The real cold fact is that school facilities contribute to stubbornly assert

increqasinelv obsolete educational models of the industrial ace And our

teachers and kids keep telling us something is wrong. With the size of the

classes, the lack of flexibilily, lack of technology, well its just not fun place
to be. hup:www filel"AFit EP and OB20% buildings. htm.

The other equipment worth mentioned in ‘school for the teaching learning is furniture. But
furniture in schools is not suitable for diverse classroom interaction such as group and individual
work as it does not accommodate to use the classroom for different purposes. Moving the
attached desks is a difficult task. It is also clear that different tasks demand variety of sitting
arrangement. Sitting in groups when the activity requires individual arrangement vise versa will
make the lesson unsuccessful. With regard to Furniture, Hugh Hawes (1979: 147) criticizes as
the immoveable seating arrangements only permit one kind of groupings that faces the teacher. In

favor of this V.K. Rao R.S Reddy (2005: 68-69) say:

“Almost all school furniture, even the most modern, is badly designed for
human beings, and it reminds the students of the institutional living they
have tried to put behind them. Perhaps it is time for all of us to stop
buying school furniture and think more creatively about the kind of
furniture people need in order to learn and work together.”

To change this obsolescence of school facilities and to change the situation for the better.
authorities propose “...a new school design that responds to individual study, small group and
traditional lecture space for large group instruction and a computer based activities area. In effect.
there are five different learning settings within a 2, 500 square foot learning environment designed

to support a variety of learning styles” http//file:// A:Xfutureclassrooms:htm.
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McClurkin, W.D. (1965: 4-9) discusses the need to update the school facilities with the growing
need of the aim. content and methodology of the curriculum. He exemplifies how developing
communication skills in language do necessitate for the improved language laboratory. He further
explains what well organized facilities mean to education as follows: ... good school facilities
portray in their space arrangements and their physical accommodations the increased efficiency

of organized education in promoting the growth and learning of pupils.”
2.8. Planning Educational Facilities

At this point in time no one argues on the importance of planning. Especially planning school
facilities is crucial as it involves many parties, requires huge investment in terms of money and
time and relatively long work process. Herrick John 1. et. al., (1956: 5) writes the major steps 1o

followed in school building planning as. Educational planning. architectural planning and ends

be fo

up with the acceptance of the construction by the board of the school. According to him this
process may take from two to five years depending upon the size of the educational program and

the support from the participants.

McClurkin, W.D. (1964: 16-80) on his part discusses seven important information needed in the
planning process as community, historical, resource, cultural, political and social analyses: 2)
population studies like demographic trend, mobility of families. the crowdness or sparseness of
living, availability of school in the area; 3) school board policies such that length in school year.
distance from school, school size, grade structure, pupil progress, school subjects. use of school
property and other matters; 4) school organization in human, finance and material resource:; J)
Educational program; basic, general, adult education program. or elementary. secondary: 6)
school building utilization whether the school plant and other spaces utilized fully and effectively
or not, 7) Evaluation of the capacity and adequacy of the existing facilitics. In relation to the

school facility planning, Stoops et al., (1981: 203-219) discusses the main activities incorporated

in the planning as this:

Planning should include legal research, identifying the need, projection of
maximum land use in the district pupil population projections, and school
plant assessment afier approval by the school board, the funding proposal
must be presented to electorate in such a way as (o secure the maximum

turnout of favorable voters.
Davis, J. (1981: 30-41) tells us the importance of preparing educational specification that serves

as guide to the architect in designing school, by giving information about the educational
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program (the type of courses, services) to be held, the kind of equipment and materials installed
to successfully implement the forth coming functional schooling, and he also cites 21 points that

help in the preparation of specification.

Hugh, Hawes (1979: 197) discusses the importance of “consultation’ in the planning of schools to
decide ‘variation in the means. the material available’ and also to give them a chance for the
curriculum designers to suggest the type of building and furniture they need taking into account
the style and the cost based on the economic difference of the locality, even to plan schools for

the poor as without them curriculum is not complete.

According to, Tolbert and Baum (1985: 393) in the design of new school projects four technical

things should be taken into account: size, location. timing and the technology package.

Size of a new school is determined based on school mapping to know the student population out
of school and the program to be delivered. So as to estimate the cost of the school. for the
selection of school location accessibility and environment is also a decisive factor either in
improving or decreasing students’ enrolment especially that of girls. Studies indicate that the
nearer the location the better the enrolment and to reduce the chance of abduction on their way to
home. Besides this, school should be located in a safe attractive environment relatively free from
noise of frequent high way. industry, business areas and dancing hall etc which continually
distract teachers and students from interacting. In support of this Kivula (1983: 11) warns us ...
school site shouldn’t be located near places of amusement, travelers, dance hall, drive in theatres.
cemeteries, or over installations which in any way demoralize, or adversely affect the outlook of

the school child.”

On top of these Tolbert and Baum (1985: 394) further discuss mentioning the need for locating

projects nearer to primary source of energy. select convenient soil type, observe the pattern of

rainfall and the availability of water sources.

With regard to time it is understood that school construction is planned a head ol time. as the
process of procuring takes a reasonable time to construct a new school and fulfill other related

input that helps to start a school. Therefore, time precedence is vital for, timely supply of

education (Getachew, 1999: 8).

Technology package is the availability of raw materials for construction, the labor force, cost of

local capital and government policy on construction should be followed Tolbert and Baum,
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(1985: 394). In relation to materials of construction Herrick John H. etal., John H. etal., (1956:
126) also say it is the responsibility of educational planner, to be successful in the technical
design of schools and the decision of building material to reduce obsolescence created because of
poor quality. For this, involving parents and community is an important in educational planning
to be fair in locating schools and attaining support from the community to decide raw materials of
building based on experience considering the negative impact of using poor quality materials and
in relation to the government policy. Above all, empirical studies conducted in USA between
1980 and 1986 on the effect of noise in relation to school location or school site shows that
students that are learning in schools exposed for prolonged high intensity noise within and
outside in community work setting affects students’ behavior, achievement and health

http:/Amew, the relationship between environmental quality of school facilities and student

performance

2.9. Procuring, School Facilities

In material management in general and school facility in particular the procurement function is
done based on periodically revised procedures and guide lines of the policy manual. One of the
policy decisions is whether “to make’ within the user’s plant or to buy it form outside. This
decision is made to curb consistent failures of supply of items, quality requirements, and quantity

requirements and cost aspects (Gopalakrishman, P. and Sundaresan. M. (1977: 11-12)).

2.9.1. Purchasing Facilities

In any organization supply of goods or service is a necessity to accomplish commonly agreed
goals on the basis of the requisition from various departments, sections of the organization. That
is why supplies such as furniture cupboard, books for the library etc is acquired. Purchasing uses
as a principle the ‘five-rights’ price, quality quantity, time, and source in the acquisition of
supplies and facilities. For this the following purchasing functions should be followed:

Identify the purchase needs, Identification of potential suppliers, conduct educational

materials market research, collect of verbal and written quotations (or Performay.

preparation and issuance of bidding documents, analysis of bidders document,

selection of supplies, Issuance of purchase order, administration of contracts and
maintenance of purchase records.

To guarantee the continuity of educational materials and supply at the lowest price Nebiyu (2000:

307-311).
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Ray, Hack and Candoli (2001: 210-215) refers the above mentioned purchasing functions with
different terms as: Purchase act. and the sub parts as Requisition, Specification. Quotation.
Bidding, Advertising, Contracting Bid Opening, Bid award. security requirement: vender
evaluation and the like which is almost similar in content. They view purchasing as not an end in
it self in the materials and supplies management. Items are purchased to implement the aim and
goals to be achieved, this process considers the objectives, needs and policies of those served.
According to these authorities purchasing involves the management of material flow from the
source of production to the point the service is used. Purchasing follows the power and

responsibility delegated to each level as ‘state mandate’, Federal mandate’, centralized and site

based capacity of purchase.
2.10. Receiving and Controlling School Facilities

2.10.1. Receiving School Facilities

Facilities acquired either by making or buying quantity and received by the clerk assigned for the
Job, after being checked and inspected carefully in relation to the ordered amount as well as
suppliers” delivery note. The clerk signs for the receipt and the notes be prepared in copies. to be
delivered to the supplier with comments about the items if need be. The documentation process
helps for the correct control, security and accuracy in general and that of school facilities in
particular. In computer assisted organizations order is coded, on the data base to be contrasted
with the actually received. This will make the control easier when the goods checked. If in case
there are damaged, incorrect items noted, “But it is decided to keep them, a reduction in price

might be negotiated”. Otherwise, the goods arranged to be returned Margaret (1998: 156-161).

Dobler (1996: 406) on his part discuss receiving as clerical activity where purchasing of materials
to be controlled and wrong items inspected for correction. Receiving takes time. Because it is a
check point where receiving report is prepared for the invoice payment, future purchase is
negotiated and purchase order is closed. Poor receiving creates wastage and additional cost.

Therefore, the writers suggest the need to be supervised by a responsible person on continual

basis.



2.10.2. Controlling School Facilities

2.10.2.1. Controlling of Fixed Assets

Fixed assets consume relatively a high amount of investment in terms of money, time and energy.
Therefore, their usage needs a careful monitoring and control of costs and records. FFor proper
utilization of the assets in addition to the initial capital costs, the following ongoing costs should
be managed: "regular maintenance, ad hoc maintenance and breakdown, cost of hiring
replacements, cost production during maintenance and breakdown, insurance, power cost.

consumables, e.g. stationary for a computer system, security systems and financing costs for

loans, mortgages etc."

In the control of fixed asset recording costs of the assets alone will not suffice other information
about the asset need to be registered using the following data: "description, date of purchase, cost,
depreciation. record. supplier. insurance details, location. breakdown and maintenance record and

usage, e.g. number of hours, miles traveled, units produced".

Moreover, fixed assets should be labeled with a code for better follow up and they should not be
moved from place to place with out the legal notice of the authorities sometimes it's advisable to
fix the most expensive assets to prevent its removal. On top of these, locking the doors, and

instilling security cameras and fitting with an individual alarm that detect movement is among the

means of controlling Margaret (1998: 177-179).

In relation to codification other authorities tell us that organizations store large number of items.
Therefore they need some sort of identification, to create a consensus in naming the material in the
organization. Even if the objective of codification is similar system of codification varies from
organization to organization based on the nature of the items. According to the writers there are
two fundamental systems known as Kodak system and Birsch system used in the companies of

USA and UK respectively Gopalakrishan P. and Sundareson M. (1977: 39-41).

2.11. Planning Orientation and Training

The fast development in science and technological changes is discarding the old manually
operating machines and equipments Instead the introduction of modern electronic, computerized

machines and equipments and building materials necessitated the need to orient users and train
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personnel’s to reduce unnecessary waste result due to misuse on continuous and progressive

manner to cope with changes Clinfton (1984: 145-147).

Ray. Hack and Candoli (2001: 289-290) express the steps to be followed after completion of the
construction of facilities, during the hand over of the facilities to the instructional personnel.
They emphasize the need to orient how to successfully use the facilities for the purposes intended

and train students to make them good guides to the community and their successors.

2.12. Planning for School Facilities Maintenance

Baker and Peters (1963: 43) and others view maintenance as a program that is held to assure the
continuance of the instructional and, supportive school facilities to be orderly and safe for the
service they were designed. It is believed that maintenance program is a component of an
effective school facility. Its planning beings by identifying the work to be done, the starting and
the finishing time and the responsible body, based on the master inventory, specific checklist and
previous years maintenance records is helpful to decide on the budget. According to the writers
“there are a few “rule of thumb™ approaches that might be considered in relation to the cost. The
cost of maintenance covers not more than five percent of the recurrent budget or one percent of
the plant replacement cost. Elementary school facility maintenance is a challenge as the users are

youngsters who expose the school facilities to frequent wear and tear in addition to the

weathering and the long use.

Kimbrough, Ralph B. (1968: 340-342) on his part discusses the need to have an attractive school
and classroom environment to arose teachers’ pupils and other school personnel’s through regular
redecoration using custodial service, refurbishing the school facilities to create constructive and
cheerful feeling in the delivery of the teaching learning. Finchum, (1961) as cited on Kimbrough
custodial services in elementary schools are determined on the basis of numerous factors such as
the size. condition, stage of development of the school site; type of construction. location and
mechanical systems used. The author has also noted to plan for the storage place. for the
custodial supplies, safety and prolonged service Baker and Peters (1963: 44) enumerate what
maintenance entails as plumbing, heating and ventilation, electrical systems, doors and windows.
roofing, walls and floors, and other items requiring day to day follow up or renovation to keep

the health and safety of the facilities. They also classify maintenance into two broad categories as

preventive and remedial.



2.12.1. Preventive Maintenance

According to Baker. I. and Peters. J. (1963: 44) and Handy. H.W. and Hussain. K.M. (1969: 83)
preventive maintenance is an ongoing task of renovation to protect school facilities from failure
of function. The writers view it as the most cost effective and sensible way of maintenance
program that contribute to prolong function of facilities. The later groups divide preventive
maintenance in to two as, “the scheduling of work on a periodically recurring basis which assures
that routine jobs are completed as sound practice dictates, and the small house keeping
maintenance tasks which are done routinely, without fanfare, by the custodial or permanent
maintenance personnel”. This implies the provision of adequate custodial service with little

money before damages occur and become beyond the capability of the school workers in day to
day and long term activity.
Kimbrough Ralph B. (1968: 340-341) discuses the use of custodial service in the maintenance of

property as follows:

Custodial service fulfill the purposes of preserving property values,
protecting health and safety, providing a climate conducive to learning,
facilitate good will in the system, maintaining neat and clean facilities and
effecting operating economies. Unfortunately, many school systems do not
provide adequate custodial services.

2.12.2. Remedial Maintenance

Remedial maintenance refers to the type of maintenance that requires special planning and large
capital investment. It takes into account the un programmed or emergency facility breakdown-
replacement program created by manmade and natural disaster like wind blowing the roof and

cracking of the pipe. Baker and Peters (1963: 44).

In addition Ray, Hack and Candoli (2001: 236-246) put as maintenance concentrated with repair.
replacement, and up keep of all school facilities while operation is devoted to keeping facilities
and equipment ready to use. These authorities explain three organizational plans of maintenance
namely 1) the local system maintenance program; 2) the contracted or out sourced maintenance
program’ and 3) the amalgamation of the two. As to the writers both ways have their own
advantages and disadvantages. For example district financing reduces cost, and creates job for
personnel’s, eliminates overhead cost, avoid delays, etc while outsourcing helps to reduce the

work load on the management and help them to focus on the educational program. These writers
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classify types of maintenance into four as: 1) Preventive 2) Periodic 3) Recurring and 4)

Emergency.
2.13. The Major Decision Makers of the School

Managing school is a complex activity as compared to other organizations. Because of the
centrality of its relationship to other organization in the society and as it receives orders from all
members of the community. Campbell et al (1962: 80-85) as cited in Ayalew (1991). This made
the management of school to be a team or collaborative activity. As a result, countries are devised
their own systems of management, sometimes with similar responsibility but different names and
vise versa to cite a few. If one sees the school management of Sankhuwa Saba District of Nepal.
Schools are managed by school-cooperative committee which is chaired by “an elected body
namely. the panchayata assembly”. The committee is modified to mabilize resources. to check
school finance and to case the headmaster. The committee also plays its role with DEO on
supervising and control school budget. According to this management system, the panchayata
members freely deal with their responsibility of school support.

[n Ethiopia the Kebele Education and Training Board is the highest management team in a school
in which 3 PTA members who are representatives of parents including the chairman are members
of the board in which kebele chairman is a chair person. The head teacher is a secretary. female

and youth association representatives and teachers association chair person of the school are

members of the board. MOE (2002: 24) next to the KETB the PTA is key decision maker in
school.

[t is organized from a chair person elected from the parents teachers assembly of which two
teachers are elected by parents-teachers assembly of which one is a female and parent

representatives up to four members based on 2:1 parent-teacher ratio MOE (2002: 28-29).

2.14. The Responsibilities of School Decision Makers in the

Management of School Facilities

2.14.1. School Board

According to Kagan, (1972) as cited in Bush, et al., (1980: 275) school board manages the
general character of the school based on the power delegated to them by the 1944 education act

with the professional manager of the school that is responsible for the conduct and curriculum of
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the school. The board discuss on issues of the school’s curriculum, teaching methods, internal

organization or financial affairs through the head teachers report.

Herrick, John H. et al., (1956: 13-14) view the board as a policy maker, and need assessor, fund
solicitor, approval of educational specification, site selector, collaborator to the architect. and

award contracts for the construction in the building and installing of school facilities.

According to the MOE (1994: 22-23) document the board is administratively subordinate to the
Kebele Education and Training Board (WETB with) equal life time of the kebele assembly. It has
about 20 various mandatory responsibilities; however, to be economical those directly or

indirectly related to the facility management are discussed as follows:

¢« Approving and executing the schools™ annual budget plan

e Raising funds from internal as well as external sources

e Enrolling school age children in the vicinity and raising awareness to
reduce dropouts.

e Facilitate efficient use of the schools property and control frond and
misuse.

e Monitor and supervise the head teachers, teachers and non-teaching staft
are on the on proper teaching learning process.

e Plan and coordinate community contribution in materials. labor and in
cash for the provision and expansion of school.

e To motivate teachers works hard to ease their problems so as to reduce
turnover.

e Appoint teachers

e Dismiss those who are unwilling to accomplish their responsibility.

¢ Quarterly report to the concerned

e Select and give new school sites when necessary. And others

2.14.2. The PTA

Parents Teacher Association (PTA) is organized in the schools with the intention to enhance the
school effectiveness through building smooth communication that facilitate understanding
between educators and the parents Kimbrough, Ralph, B., (1968: 86). Thomas and Jane Martin

(1996: 82) on their part express as PTA’s in school plays significant role in internal and the
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external fund raising. In the study visit conducted in 15 secondary schools in UK four schools
benefited substantive financial contributions as a result of the newly organized PTA’s for varied
instructional support activities like library development and musical instrument for after school
entertainment. Stoops et al. (1981: 470) also explain PTA s as bridge between the parents and the
instructor to make the best for the child and also to transfer information about school policy to

the community and report community interest and criticisms to school.

Regarding the organization of PTA (MOE, 1994 E.C: 25-30) discusses they are subordinate to
parent teacher assembly with a life time of 3 years. The assembly can cancel the appointment in
case of distrust. Moreover the document presents the 16 responsibilities assigned to PTA, to

mention a few that are related to the management of school facilities:

. Work on students personality development

o Monitoring teachers and head teachers

. Conduct teaching and non-teaching workers discipline problems
. Monitor and control the proper delivery of academic program

. Take measures on students who have discipline problems

. Consult the KETB and the management on how to raise school funds
J Evaluate teachers performance
. Reward teachers, school heads and non teaching staff. workers who

have done exemplary activities.
. Call parents meeting to strengthen parent school relationship.
° Plan duties related to their job and responsibility with the approval of

parent-teacher assembly and present excuision report every semester.

® Control students dropouts relating with the parents
° Take part in the preparation of school plan in giving comments and

suggestion.
2.14.3. The School Principal’s Role

In the writings of Bush et al (1980: 73-97) the role of the head and its position are discussed
briefly. According to them, head teachers occupiedl strategic position in the mobilization of the
resources of the school for the accomplishment of goals. They also call it as “the man in the
middle role’ in society. The need to develop new skills managerial and coordinative tasks, which
again subdivided into programming, coordinating, monitoring, collateral and service-giving
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relationships. In this coordinating is the integration of others tasks based on negotiation rather

than directive.

Kimbrough Ralph B. (1968: 118) divide principals roles in to two as agent of change in the
school system and as one who develops an open pluralistic system in which teachers can and will
act as agent of changes. He further, discusses the need to involve various practitioners in planning
of school facilities with especial emphasizes the leadership role' the teachers and principals of the
elementary schools play in the planning of facilities for higher quality education. To get capacity
building and good career development prospects. To ensure best school leadership. proper
manpower planning is indispensable. For this, careful selection of candidates based on merit.
building their capacity from time to time: through in service, short term and long term, on the iob
training and giving incentives by using the career development plans will help initiate, retain and

attract eftective leaders Forjela, 5.B. (1993: 107-127).

Stoops. et al., (1980: 89-92) enumerate the role of principal as a business manager. as an
educational leaders, and as a public relations person among which principals as a business
manager is at the center of budget preparation, expenditure control. equipment and supplies
administrations, school plant maintenance and operation based on the policies and regulation of
board committees at different level. According to there authorities as an educational leader is also
expected as a program designer that excel one step ahead of his staff to be viewed by his
colleagues “as a teacher of teachers’. They view principals as public relation person who devote
much of his time and attention to integrate school community bond through two way
communication. Saxe (1980: 194) also view principal as the responsible person for all activities
in and around the school ground. He further divides principal’s primary function into broad parts
as a director of instructional program and as school facility operator, above all subordinates of
some incumbents and supervisory and administrative roles based on the rules and regulations of
the board of education. Saxe Again (1980: 201) lists statement of duties for elementary school
principals in loss Angels City Board of Education among which number (13) reads us “provides
for the proper and best use of the school plant by initiating requests for maintenance repairs and

proposals for essential or desirable alternations and improvements."

Similarly the MOE (1994: 33-39) Educational Organization for Financial and community
participation document presents 21 responsibilities and accountabilities of the head teacher

among which some are concerned with the management of facilities.



2.14.4. Teachers Role in the Management of School Facilities

As repeatedly discussed in the review, school facilities need is based on the educational program
planned in which the school staff (teaching and non-teaching) be involved and also pupils and
parents might be participated to its effectiveness Herrick John H. et al.. (1956: 9) Saxe (1980:
167-191) on his part describes the role of teachers in the administration as institutional.
managerial and technical. Institutionally teachers take their part in the administration of education
through their association. At managerial level for instance a person in a position of unit leader
involves in the planning, coordinating instructional activities. Moreover. he works as a resource
allocator and material manager to foster efficiency and effectiveness of his unit and environment
as a whole. From the technical point of view Saxe (1980) sees the teacher as a traffic manager
who shares the space, as supply manager who is supplying material and official time keeper that
decides the beginning and the end. Baker and Peters (1963: 249) and Charles C Wilson. M.D.
(1964: 264) present teacher as a collaborator for the custodians in the process of keeping clean

and orderly teaching environment by securing the assistances he can get from his students.
2.14.5. The Students’ Role in the Management of School Facilities

Various studies show that people perform better if they participate in planning and decision
making Baker and Peters (1963: 7). Therefore, participating students in the planning and
decision-making of school facilities will help them to develop a sense of ownership which in turn
leads them to take part actively in the management and especially maintenance and operation of
their school environment Charles C Wilson, M.D. (1964: 264) discusses the role students play in
keeping the school building and grounds neat and tidy. In rural elementary schools of Ethiopian
custodial service, beautification of the environment by planting different types of trees and

flowers is actually done using students good will under the encouragement and supervision of

their teachers and other personnel’s.

Hicks William V. (1957 136) explains for us to what extent students are responsible in the

management of property if they are participated in the decision making beautifully as follows.

. place these articles about school on tables, pedestals, and window sills. The
pupils will be less likely to destroy them if they have a feeling that these articles
belong to them, too, if they have had a part in this “corner brightening " and are
encouraged to want a colorful school. If they have earned the money, or helped
to earn it, and have been a part of purchasing and selection, they will want to
protect and care for these beautiful additions .



2.15. The Competence of School Administrators

As management literature by Katz (1974) as cited in Ayalew (1991: 3-4) depicts. Managers of

institutions including education should have to have conceptual, human and technical skills to

properly manage organizations.

1. conceptual skills refers to the ability to see or view an organization as wholesome and

know how each and every part in an organization contribute to the greater whole. It also
requires the knowledge of how parts integrate and change in one affects the other.
Therefore, managers of school need to know how the school interacts internally within its

members and externally with the local community to respond to their needs.

Human skill is concerned with how to lead people as a group and individual to
accomplish certain organizational goals at work place. This skill is manifested in how
employees view their bosses and vis versa. In this deal, considerable self respect and

respect for others will promote effective relationship among people.

Technical skill deals with having specialized knowledge or understanding of particular
activity as a matter of professional training or experience. Technical skills can be
demonstrated on how one uses tools, methods procedures and techniques in a given work
activity. In schools teachers need various teaching methods based on the nature of
subjects they teach. The school decision makers also require the knowledge of finance.
accounting, scheduling. purchasing. construction and maintenance. Having knowledge of
technical skill for school leaders is significant to manage the work in a balanced way

putting themselves in the workers’ shoes. Ayalew (1991: 3).

Schools are places where complex activities are going on and where there is relatively higher

human intimacy and relationship exists among people of similar profession. This makes the

management of school a bit different. Human handling in this institution needs careful

consideration at times of selection, motivation and working with Ayalew (1991: 3-8).

Green, Howard (1993: 144-149) views competence from two dimension as

The characteristics of effective or ‘superior’ managers, or

The actual performance required of managers.



He discusses that as the first view gives much emphasis to personal competence that individuals
bring about to their job to register successful attainment while the second view tries to relate the
ability to perform work activities to the standards required. In this management standards give due
emphasis to the management role required as opposed to what the individual manager and the
attributes they should possess. According to the document the second view is favored by the
management Charter Initiative (MCI). The MCI derived the following key management functions

based on the analysis of the managers’ jobs and by further dividing into component parts.

Table 2: Management Charter Initiative page 146

Key roles/function Management competences (units ) ’

I Initiate and implement change and improvements in services. '

products and systems

]

\

)

1) Managing operation - Monitor. maintain and improve service and product delivervy !
|

. Monitor, and control the use of resources ’

2) Manage Finance JI Secure effective resource allocation for activities and projects

- Recruit and select personnel.

3) Manage people - Develop teams, individuals and self to enhance performance

~N| SN ] W

. Plan. allocate and evaluate work carried out by teams. individual
and sell

8. Create, maintain and enhance effective working relationships

9. Seek. evaluate and organize information for action

4) Managing information 10. Exchange information to solve problems and make decisions.

(8]
|5



CHAPTER THREE

3. Presentation, Analysis and Interpretation of Data

3.1 Characteristics of the Respondents

In this study five Wereda Education Heads and four Wereda Education office planners and
thirteen supervisors were involved as a group. Out of which 5 (100%) WEOHs, 4 (80%) WEOPs
and 13 (100%) supervisors found to be wereda sample elements. Form the other category
23(92%) of school principals, 19 (76%) vice principals and 104(83.2%) teachers became subject
of the study from the five sample Weredas in the Arsi Zone. So as to analyze, interpret and find
out the main problems prevailing in the sample area based on the information from the total 168
respondents returned the questionnaire by filling the necessary information.

Table 3: Characteristics of Respondents

[ Wereda Respondents School Respondents .
Varia Categories of - i - - = = - = = Grand
ble : WEOH WEOI Superviso Total S. V. Teachers Tatal Total
e respondents g . ¢
| s Principals Principals |
! No | % | No| % |[No| % [ No[ % [ No| % | No| % | No| % | No | % | No | % |
! Sex | Male 51100 4 100 13 100 22 100 | 23 100 18 | 94.7 82 | 788 123 | 842 | 145 | 86.3
; | Female - -1 - - - - - - - 1] 53] 22] 212 23| 158 | 23| 137
Total 5 100 4| 100 | 13 | 100 22 100 | 23 100 19 | 100 | 104 100 146 100 | 168 100
Age 18-25 - - 1 25 1 6.7 2 9.1 2 8.7 51 263 28 | 269 35 24 37 22
26-35 % = - 2 133 2 9.1 13 56.5 91 474 48 46.2 70 47.9 72 43
[ 36-43 3 60 3 75 7| 46.7 13 | 59.1 6 | 26.1 3| 158 23 | 221 32| 219 45 | 268
| 46 and above 2 40 - 3 20 5| 227 2 8.7 2] 105 5 4.8 9 6.2 14 8.3

wn

Total

Below grade 12 - - - -

100 4 100 13 100 22 100 | 23 100 19 100 | 104 100 146 100 | 168 100

I
\
| Level
|
|

| Grade 12 - R R - - N N N
of
: complete |
educat — — + == ==
ion | 10+1TTI = - - - - - - - - - 1 33 101 9.6 11 75 11 6.5 !
i 12+1 TT1 - - - - 1 6.7 1 4.5 - - 3 I5.8 19 18.3 22 15.1 23 13.7 |
12+1 college - - - - 1 6.7 1 4.5 - - 2 10.5 30 28.8 32 219 33 196 |
Diploma 3 60 4 100 10 | 66.7 17 773 23 100 10 | 52.6 41 394 74 50.7 N 54.2
12+Diploma = = - - - - - = < 2 1.9 2 1.4 2 1.2
12+2 college : . . . 5 - - - - - 3] 158 2 1.9 5] 34 5 3
10+3 - - - = = . . - - - - - -
BA/BSC 2 40 - - 1 6.7 3 13.6 - - - = - - - - 3 1.8
Other - - - - . . “ < » & s ¥ 5 s
Total 51 100 4| 100 13 | 100 22 100 | 23 100 19 | 100 | 104 100 ’ 146 100 | 168 100

As can be seen form the table 3, despite the fact that the government has been exerting its at most
effort to empower women, all Wereda respondents are males while of the total school
respondents 22(21.2%) are females. With regard to the age distribution of the respondents
72(43%) are in the category of 26-35 years followed by age group between 36-45 which is
45(26.8%), youngsters between 18-25 years of age groups are in the third and 46 and above are

the last in the respondents age category with 37(22%) and 14(8.33%) respectively. The students
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researcher was convinced in that the diversity of the age group would be promising in there

search for reliable information.

As to the qualification of the respondents 91(54.2%) are diploma holders 10(6%) are 10+2. 10+

o

D

and BA/BSC and the remaining 67(39.8%) are TTIs and 12+1 years college. Therefore, the

researcher believed that relatively respondents had adequate knowledge and understanding for the

primary school level.

Table 4: Respondents’ Years of Services (Total, in the district and on the Current Job)

Wereda Respondents

School Respondents

Grand Total

Vanrinble Categories of WEOH WEOP Supervisors Total S. Principals V. Principals Teachers Total
respondents
No A No Yo No Yo No Yo No Y No Yo No o No Yo No Yo
Total 1-5 5 - 1 6.7 45 2 8.7 6 316 36 | 346 44 | 300 45 | 268
ears of
xears 6-10 - 1 25 - 1] 45 1 17.4 2 105 2 | na2 28 | 192 29 | 17.26
service
11-15 - 2 13.3 2 9.1 8 34.8 5 26.3 18| 173 31| 2.2 33 ] 196
16-20 2 40 3 20 5| 227 2 8.7 5 26.3 10 9.6 17 | 116 EE T |
‘ 21-25 1 20 3] 78 2 3 e | 273 3 26.1 1 5.3 15 | 144 2 | 150 | 28 | 166
26-30 2 10 B 5 33.3 7] 318 1 43 - 3 2.8 4 27 1| 65
31 and above - - - - - - & : - "
Total 5] 100 4 | 1oo 13 100 | 22 | 100 | 23 100 19 100 | 104 100 | 146 | 100 | 168 100
I Yearsof Less than 1 Year - - - = -
Nerviee in e - - —
the 1-3 2 40 1 25 2 13.3 5] 227 2 8.7 2 0.5 36 | 346 A0 | 274 s ] Tl
district 16 2 40 - 2 13.3 1] 182 3 13 5 26.3 21 | 200 29 [ 199 33 ] 196
7-9 1 20 1 6.7 2 9.1 6 26.1 2 10.5 23 | 221 3| 212 33 ] 196
10-12 - - 1 6.7 1 4.5 4 17.4 3 15.8 12 | 118 19 13 20 [ 119
13-15 E ] 25 1 15 1 174 4 21.1 5| 48 13| 89 4] s3]
16and above = 2 50 7 46.7 9 | 401 4 174 3 15.8 7 6.7 14 9.6 23 | 137
Total 5 100 4 | 100 13 100 | 22 ] 100 [ 23 100 19 100 | 104 100 | 146 | 100 | 168 100
Years of  |Less than Ivear = = . = - - - - = - - - - - -
servicein [ 1.3 10 3 73 7 167 | 12| s45 ] 12 52.2 9 47.4 36 | 346 57 39 69 | d11
he
bae 46 ] 0 2 E s 333 8 | 364 5 217 2 10.5 17 | 163 21| 164 3 19
current i | |
jah 7-9 3 - - - 4 174 5 26.3 14 13.5 23 15.8 23| 137
10-12 E 1 25 i 6.7 2 9.1 1 43 1 53 8 73 10 6.8 A EE TN
13-15 - - 1 43 2 10.5 8 7.7 11 7.3 1 6s
16 and above . - - - . = 21 | 201 20| 14| zT'I"Tf%"'
| Total 5| 100 4 | 100 13 o [ 2] 100 23 100 19 100 104 100 | 146 | 100 | 168 l 100

Moreover, about 94(55.90%) of the study group had a total experience of more than 11 years

with more than 7 years service in the district and above 4 years service on the current job.

Therefore, the researcher assumed the study group with better comprehension capacity can elicit

better information about the management of school facilities in their respective weredas and

schools.



Table S: Level of Information Communication in School Facility Management

Wereda Respondents School Respondents ]
WEOHs WEOPs Supervisor School V. Principals | Teachers |
Rank Principals :
No | % | No| % | No] % | N | % No % | No | % |
| Have you read the MOE 1987 E.C primary I
School facility standard documents i
Yes 4 80 I 25 5 38.5 8§ 348 2| 632 36 | 346 |
No 1 20 3 75 8 61.5 15 65.2 7 368 68 634 |
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 23 100 19 100 104 100
3 If vour answer for question no. | is "No.’
what is your reference to achieve the ‘
standard? |
a. Directives from REB and ZED in form 1 50 - - 3 2312 12 38.7 7 338 52| 419
of checklist 1 |
b. Sharing experience from neighboring I 50 - : 3 38.3 2 6.5 2 12:5 20 177
districts 3
¢ Knowledge from workshops and 8 61.5 17 54.8 7 388 50 40.3
seminars |
Total 2 100 - - 13 100 31 100 18 100 124 | |

For the proper management of school facilities, communication plays a significant role. table 3
item no. | depicts whether respondents have read school facilities standard document or not, in
this regard. of the total Wereda respondents, 4(80%) WEOHs. 1(25%) WEOPs and 5(38.5%)
supervisors reported as they have read the MOE 1987 E.C document about primary school
facilities standard. However, majority 3(75%) WEOPs 8(61.5%) supervisors and few 1(20%)
WEOHs respondents said no. On the other hand, of the school respondents 8(34.8%) principals.

12(63.2%) V. principals and 36(34.6%) teachers asserted as they have read the document

whereas a good number of 15(65.2%) school principals, 68(65.4%) teachers and less than half

7(36.8%) vice principals responded the contrary. This clearly indicates as there is a failure in

communication. This may slow down implementation and goal achievement.

For the second item 1n table 5, of the Wereda respondents who haven’t read the MOE document
WEOHSs, Confirmed as they had used knowledge from workshops, seminars and Directives from
REB and ZED in the form of Check list as their first means of obtaining information while
majority supervisors reported knowledge from workshops, sharing neighboring districts'
experience and directives from REB as first second and third respectively. Similarly, of the
school respondents principals and vice principals selected synonymously knowledge from
workshops and seminars as their first means of obtaining information but for directives from
REB principals rated second while vice principals rated it first. Teachers on their part asserted as
they use directives {from REB as the first, knowledge from the workshop as the second and

sharing neighboring districts experience as the third means of obtaining information.

From this one can observe that communication about the school facility standard in the study area
is inconsistent and relies mainly on directives and seminars instead of using MOE written
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documents for the management of school facilities. This in itself might create a gap in facilities

management among weredas and schools.

Table 6: Availability of classroom in relation to student size

N Wereda Respondents School Respondents ]
0 Items WEQHs WEOPs Supervisor School V. Teachers |
Where do  you put  your principals Principals ’
student classroom ratio? - _
No Yo No Yo No Yo No Yo No Yo No Yo
| Classroom-student ratio | -4
a.40-50 - ) 15.4 - - 5 26.3 - B
b. 51-60 - - 3 23.1 | 4.3 6 31.6 16 154
c. 61-70 3 60 1 25 4 30.8 12 52.2 - - 45 433
d. 71-80 2 40 2 50 3 23.1 9 39.1 8 12.1 27| 26 |
e. 81 above - 1 25 I 7.7 I 4.3 12 ] 115
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 23 100 19 100 104 100 |
Classroom-students ration 3-8
2 a. 40-30 - - - - - 4 21.1 - -
b. 51-60 - - 3 23.1 3 13 7 36.8 R
¢l 3 60 2 50 7] 534 7 304 | 4 20 5| 133
d. 71-80 o 2 40 | | 25 3 23.1 | 11 47.8 2 10.5 32| 308
Lo 81 and abore ! -] e 2l - o e 2 103 2] 1is
| Total | 5 | 100 | 4] 100] 13| 100 23] 100 19 100 104 100

As can be seen from the table 6 item 1 and 2 about classroom student ratio for the primary first

cycle, of the total wreda respondents only 5(38.5%) supervisors reported as student class room

ratio 1s between 40-60 while all WEOHSs, 3(75%) WEOPs and 7(53.9%) supervisors pointed out

between 61-70 and 71-80. Moreover. relatively few number of 1(25%) WEOPs and 1(7.7%)

supervisors Indicated above 81. On the other hand almost similar proportion of school

respondents also confirmed the same truth, for the primary second cycle. From the study result

one can clearly see how classrooms have been crowded with students. This may also result in

poor quality learning, poor service facilities and achievement.



Table 7: Adequacy of Classroom Facilities

School respondents
LA

No | School Facilities I S. Principals V. Principals Teachers
No Yo No Yo No B Y|
31 Class room facilities 7 |
3.1.1 Classrooms i |
A V. adequate - - - I;“ s
B Adequate , 39.1 71 368 s1] 519
i C. Inadequate 12 522 2] 62| 3| 317
D. V. Inadequate 2 8.7 - - 3 48
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
3.2 Furniture |
3.2.1 Auached desks ;
A. V. adequate - . x < 6 Ty
3. Adequate 1 4.3 . - 23 22
C. Inadequate 15 65.2 9 474 ) 1 50
DV Inadequate 7 304 0| 526 3| 2
v 23 wo | 10| w0 | ta ! 100
3.2.2 Teachers chai 7 ) __:_ ___-____ i
ANV adequate ) £ . - N T i
3. Adequate 3 13 2 10.5 23 | 201
¢ Inadequate B 8 348 g 474 47 1 452
L DV Inadeguate 8 348 LT -5 N O N,
[, Not available 4 174 - - 13 1 123
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
| 3.2.3 Teachers” table “ |
L A V. adequate - - - - 2 1 9 |
B Adequate ) 1 3 158 12 J 113
C Inadequate 6 3 421 R ‘ 3
D. V. Inadequate 12 2 8 421 32 308 |
E Note available = - - 3 18
| Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
3.3 Black board
4.3.1 Size for the grade level ‘ ]
A. V. adequate ) - ” - - 10| 96
B Adequate 12 52.2 2 105 3400 327
(. Inadequate 9 39.1 11 579 3l ﬁ
. V. Inadequate 2 8.7 6O 3o 9 7L
Total 23 100 19| 100 104 100

Table 7 presents the availability of classroom facilities. As depicted under item one. of the total
school respondents 9(39.1%) principals, 7(36.8%) vice principals and 66(63.4%) teachers rated
availability and classroom facilities were adequate and V. adequate. In contrast, while 14(60.9%)
principals, 12(63.2%) v. principals and about 38(36.5%) teachers reported the availability of
classrooms in schools generally inadequate and V. inadequate respectively. The response of the
teachers for the adequacy of classroom is a bit exaggerated. The researcher assumes failure
related the number of student with the standard, the diversity of the schools may create a problem

and the carelessness of some respondents in filling the questionnaire may be subject to the

problem. Generally, the adequacy of classroom in school is fair although not perfect that the
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absence of adequate number of classrooms in school forces to congest a large number of students
in a single classroom which may be taken as one cause for the poor quality of education.

Item two of table 7 portrays the adequacy of furniture, in relation to this, the data indicates more
than 70% of school principals, vice principals and teachers synonymously asserted that attached
desks, teachers’ chairs and tables were in adequate in the schools. This clearly shows that the
extent to which curriculum implementation process, teachers and students are suffering from the
scarcity of this basic equipment and how the classroom teaching learning is negatively affected.
Item three of this table deals with the availability of standard blackboards for the grade level. In
this regard, 12(52.2%) principals. 2(10.5%) vice principals and 41(42.3%) teachers judged it to
be satisfactory whereas nearly 48% of principals, about more than 90% vice principals and 57.7%
teachers complained it was below the average. Principals responses. about the size of the black
board is a bit exaggerated as compared to others. This may hecause of the knowledge they have
about the equipment as they are relatively far or distant from the issue than others respondents.
On the whole sample schools have a problem in getting standard and quality blackboards for the

level. This is intolerable especially for teachers and students at a level where much exercises has

been done on the blackboard.
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Table 8: Adequacy of Library Facilities

I \

School Respondents

| No | School Facilities S. Principals V. Principals Teachers
[ No Y No % No Yo
{ § | Reading room
‘_ A V. good - . - . 10 9.6
B. good 6 26.1 6] 316 16 154
C. poor 9 39.1 7 | 36.8 47 355
D. v. Poor 4 17.4 6 | 316 36 34.6
E. Not available 4 174 - - 3 4.8
Total 23 100 19 100 | 104 100
2 Book store
A V. good - - - - 16 154
}___ B. good 61 261 2] 105 | 14 135
¢ poor s| 217 10 | 526 ] 49 471
} D. v _Poor 10| 435 7] 368]| 16 15.4
| E_ Nol Available 2 87 . HEE 87
[ Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
i 3 Shelves o | i | !
‘ L AN oo ' T Tes T a6 |
B. good 1 43 2| 105 14 13.5
C. poor 12 522 7| 368 50 48.1
| D. v Poor B 91 391 § | 421 | 23 24
Total 23 100 19 100 | 104 100
4 Reference books in quantity -
A. V. good = - - - 2 1.9
B. good - - - - 24 23.1
C._poor 15 65.2 15 | 789 33 33.7
D. v. Poor 7 304 4] 211 43 41.3
Total 23 100 19 100 | 104 100
, 5 Recency of reference books
i_ AL V. good . - - - - -
L B. good T aTwes| s 173 |
1 C. poor 14 609 91 474 | 39 375
‘ D_v. Poor §$] 38| s 17 163
12, not available 1 43 - - 30 288 |
| Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
| 6 Furniture
A V. good - - - - 6 5.8
3. good - - 41 211 4 3.8
C. poor 13 56.5 7| 368 43 433
D. v. Poor 7 304 8§ ] 421 28 26.9
I=. not available 3 13 - - 21 20.2
Total 23 100 19 100 | 104 100
7 Library Service
A V. good - & - 10 96
13. good 7 304 8§ | 421 16 16.4
C. poor 13 36.5 7] 368 34 32.7
D. v. Poor 2 8.7 41 211 22 21.2
E. not available 1 43 - - 22 212
Total 23 100 19 100 | 104 100

Table 8 above shows respondents view about library facilities, in this regard item 1 describes
about the availability of reading room for this 6(26.1%) principal 6(31.6%) vice principals and

about 16(25%) teachers responded as good and v. good. however, a good number of 13(56.5%)
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principals, 13(68.4%) v. principals and majority 8§3(70.1%) teachers asserted as reading room in
their schools was poor and very poor. Moreover, 4(17.4%) principals and 3(4.8%) teachers
revealed as there 1s no reading room in their school. This indicates that there is a problem in
library facilities.

For item four about the availability of books except for 26(25%) teacher respondents who said v.
good and v. good. All principals, vice principals and majority of the teachers rated as poor and V.

poor. Hence missing this item from a library means missing the whole library.

Table 3.2 item five investigates the availability of furniture in the libraries, of the total
respondents 4(21.1%) v. principals and 10(9.6%) teachers reported the availabilities of furniture
was good and v. good while all principals, over 15(75%) vice principals and 73(70.2%) teachers
confirmed the furniture were poorly and v. poorly available. Besides other 21(20.2%) teachers
revealed as totally absent. I'urniture 1s also an important element in the organization of libraries.
Not having enough amount of furniture to the level means a problem for the proper functioning

of the library. This again negatively attects the classroom teaching learning.

The last item of this table investigates about the library services the schools were rendering. in
relation to this, 7(30.4%) principals 8(42.1%) V. principals and 26(25%) teachers reported the
services was good and v. good while 16(69.5%) principals 11(57.9%) vice principals and
78(75.1%) teachers commented as the service was generally poor. Thus, even if library facilitics
were refurbished to the extent possible if the service delivery is a missing it is wastage ol
resources, when we critically see in to the results of table 8. In all cases show school principals
and v. principals were rated for v. good for all items while teachers did the researcher assumes
this may because of the number of teachers as teacher respondents are four fold that of principals.
Filling the questionnaire without understanding on the part of some teachers may also the cause.
Generally, the study result about the organization of libraries was revealed that the libraries were
not organized as supposed to be needed. This has an impact on the classroom teaching learning

and on students® achievement as well.



Table 9: The Availability of Science Laboratory Facilities

| | o School Respondents e
No School Facilities S. Principals | V. Principals Teachers
| No a No Y No Yo
Y Science laboratory and pedagogic centre facilities
1 Science laboratory
E ALV, good - - -
: B. good - - -
I C. poor - - - - -
} D.v. Poor - = = } = | = f
‘ E. not availahle 23 100 19 | 100 104 100
| Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
2 Science Kit |

A V. good 5 21.7 - 12 1.5 |

B. good Y 39.1 6 31.6 8 7.7 |
‘ C. poor 2 8.7 9 174 29 27.9 |
; D. v. Poor 7 304 4 211 17 16.3 |
! Total 23 100 19 100 104 100 |

Item | in table 9 depicts about the availability of science laboratories, regarding this. the MOE

covs el wpileeveen Talivemmeecns T wdl
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principals. vices principals and teachers commented as there was no laboratory service in their

respective schools. This clearly shows that how science curriculum implementation was totally

impractical and students were forced to learn theories alone.

Item 2 in table 9, presents about the availability of science Kkits. in relation to this. 14(60.8%)
principals 6(31.6%) V. principals and 20(19.2%) teachers rated for good and v. good whereas.
majority school principals. vice principals and teachers responded to be poor and v. poor and
even 38(36.5%) teachers reported as it was totally absent. Thus from this figure one can deduce

that science education that has been given in the schools would have been at risk.
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Table 10: Availability of Pedagogic Center Facilities

| School Respondents
Noo | School Facilities S. Principals I V. Principals | Teachers
No % No ve | No |
10 Pedagogic centers [
I Workshop room
AV, eoond 2 = = .
| B. good 3 13 b 05| 4. 38
C. poor 2 8.7 2 10.5 | n 2 |
D. v. Poor 16 69.7 11 57.9 18 | 173 |
E. not available 2 8.7 4 211 60 | 57.7 |
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100 |
2 Display room for Pedagogic Center , ‘
A, V. good - 1] 1.9 “
B. good 8 34.8 6 316 12 | 115 |
C. poor 2 8.7 - - 30 'K
D. v. Poor 1 47.8 13 634 | 31| 198
E. not available 2 8.7 5 5 19 | 17.8 i
Total 23 100 19 100 e L 1o
| 3 Coordinators office for Pedagogic Center = b i ]
[ aview 1 8.7 : | 6| s8]
) - - - T 1
B. good 3 13 6 31.6 | 17 16.3
C. poor 9 39.1 11 57.9 40 38.5
| D. v. Poor 8 34.8 2 10.5 6 5.8
| E. not available ) | 2 8.7 5 = 1 33 337
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
4 Equipment (work tools)
A. V. good 1 4.3 2 10.5 1 1.9
B. good 1 4.3 4 21.1 21 202
C. poor 19 82.6 11 57.9 32 30.8
D. v. Poor 2 8.7 - - 24 131
E. not available - 2 10.5 25 24
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100

ltem | in table 10 discusses the availability of pedagogic center workshop rooms. To this eftect
of the total school respondents 5(21.7%) principals, 4(21%) V. principals and 4(3.8%) teachers
reported the availability of the room was good. However, majority of the respondents reported to
be poor and v. poor. Moreover, 2(8.7%) principals 4(21.1%) vice principals and 60(57.7%)
teachers confirmed there is no work shop room. Almost similar situation was portrayed for the
display room, coordinators office and equipment in the study. This implies that the inconvenience
and total absence of workshop rooms, display rooms, coordinators office and scarcity of
equipment may hinder the participation of teachers and students in the production of teaching

aids to make classroom teaching practical. Which might also affects the students’ achievement.



Table 11: Availability of the School Compound

School Respondents

|
E No | School Facilites S. Principals VL Principals o :x;-!h-r-_ :T, 77
} l No Yo No : No
} I |1 Size in relation to student population
| ; v, V. goad 8 348 6 3.6 18
| B. good 6 26.1 8 421 43
L C. poor 8 34.8 3 158 30
i D. v. Poor 1 43 2 10.3 4 1.4
Towal 23 100 19 100 104 KL
2 Space fro games foot ball
AL V. good 4 17.4 4 3.6 23 331
B. good 9 39.1 5 42.1 36 34.6
C. poor 3 13 2 10.5 41 39.4
D. v. Poor 7 304 3 15.8 4 3.8
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
3. Valley ball field
AL V.o good 4 17.4 2 10.5 20 19.2
B. good 9 39.1 = - 41 314
C. poor 3 13 8 42.1 43 4.3
0. v. Poor 7 30.4 9 £7.4 = =
o Total S 23 100 19 oo 4 100
1 | 4. Handball i
! VL s 3 I s 3 1 X3
B. good | 4.3 - - 17 16.3
C. poor [ 26.1 G 316 2 1.9
. v. Poor o 14 60,9 1 51.9 23 4
E. not available 2 3 - 57 6.8
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
3. Basket ball
A. V. good 4 17.4 2 10.5 4 38
B. good - - 5 26.3 4 3.8
C. poor 1 4.3 7 36.8 6 58
D. v. Poor 16 69.7 P 10.5 22 2l.2
E. not available 2 8.7 - - 68 65.4
Total 23 1o 19 100 104 100
6 Suitability for open air teaching
A. V. good - 2 10.5 7 6.7
B. good 5 2.7 8 42.1 27 26
C. poor 18 78.3 7 36.8 37 355
D. v. Poor - - 2 10.5 21 20.2
E. not available = - - - 12 115
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
7. Shade trees
A. V. good 2 8.7 6 31.6 16 154
B. good 9 39.1 3 42.1 33 3.7
C. poor 7 30.4 2 10.5 23 22
D. v. Puor ! 4.3 - - 18 17.3
E. not available 16 69.7 15.8 14 13.5
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
8. Flowers
A V. good 2 8.7 - -
B. good 2 8.7 3 42.1 12 11.3
C. poor 1 47.8 7 36.8 39 313
D. v. Poor 6 26.1 4 21.1 31 29.8
E. not available 1 8.7 - - 22 21.2
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
9. Fence
A. V. good 1 4.3 6 31.6 14 13.5
B. good 13 56.5 11 57.9 23 225
C. poor 9 39.1 2 10.3 46 44.2
D. v. Puor - - - - 5 14.4
E. not available [ 5.8
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100§




Table 11 item 1 is about the availability of ample space. in relation to the students’ population. to
this effect, of the total school respondents 14(60.9%) principals, 14(73.7%) V. principals and
61(58.6%) teachers asserted as there was ample space however, 9(39.1%) principals 5(26%) V.
principals and 43(41.3%) teachers judged it was poor and v. poor. It is visible that the former
category respondents’ result showed the betterment of the situation but when we compare it with
the remoteness of the sample areas it is difficult to take it for grant. As the number of student
population is ever growing dramatically.

Obviously primary schools are the place where the future professionals are created. As table 3.4
item 2-5 discusses about the space for games. In this regard among the four games: foot ball.
volleyball, hand ball and Basket ball incorporated in the study showed the availability of football
and valley ball games were relatively viewed better by majority of the respondents as compared
(W Ui futer two gainies witich according to the majority of respondents rated as poor and v. poor.
The study showed that the schools did not give equal emphasis for games as they were parts in
the physical education curricutum. |his may end up with failure in achieving the goals ot the

curriculum.

[tem 6 of this table. deals with the suitability of the school compound for open air teaching. in
relation to this, of the total school respondents 5(21.7%) principals. 10(52.6%) v. principals. and
34(32.7%) teachers reported to be good and v. good while 18(55.7%) teachers rated poor and v.
poor. Apart from this 12(11.5%) teachers reported total inconvenience. It is understood that some
subjects like physical education. music, arts etc. sometimes demand out of classroom teaching.
For this. shade trees, flowers and fences play a significant role though study results about shade

trees and flowers indicated poor and v. poor by majority of the three groups of respondents.

The last item on table 11 presents about the availability of fence. The availability of fence was
rated by majority of the respondents as good and better. On the wiwole the study result indicated

that shade trees and the availability of flowers had a problem and this might dissatisfy teachers

and students and negatively affects the learning.
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Table 12: The Adequacy of Office Space and Facilities

School Respondents

| .
No School Facilities | S. Principals I v, Principals | Teachers
| L.

|
No Yo No Yo N0 | %
12 Office facilities ‘

| Teachers staft room
A. V. good . > - - - 3 48
B. good - 2 105 29 | 279
C. poar 15 65.2 7 36.8 33 317
D. v. Poar 5 217 8| 421 31 | 298 |
E. not available 3 13 2| os f sg |

Total 23 100 19 100 104 100

2. Tables and chairs in m/n to teachers number 1‘
A. V. good u - 3 28 :
B. good . 2 105 I e !
C. poor 10 4335 9 474 26 25 |
D v Poor 11 478 8 42.1 51 44
E not available o 2] 87 - 137 138

Total a 23 100 o 0| 104 1o

| 3 Lockers inrn to teachers number R | ! i J

B. good 3 13 - - 10 9:
C. poor 8 34.8 [ 316 28 269
D. v. Poor - ~ 10 435 15 | 684 | 17 432
E. Not available 2 8.7 - - 19 183

Total 23 100 19 100 104 100

4. Principals office |
A V. good 4 174 3| 21|
B. good 10 | 435 s | 421 55| 520 |
C. poor 9 391 9 47.4 26 25
D. v. Poor - - 2 10.5 E

Total 23 100 19 100 104 100 |

5. Department head office ]
A. V. good - - - -
B. good - - 2 10.3

| C. poor 6 26.1 9| 474 | 30 2838

D. v. Poor 15 | 609 $ 2] 2| 308,
E. not available 2 8.7 - - 42 404

Total 23 100 19 100 104 100 |

6. Ware house i
A. V. good - 4 211 11 106 !
B. good 9 39.1 8 42.1 25 24 |
C. poor 6 26.1 7 36.8 41 39.4
D.v. Poor 8 34.8 - 16 154 |
E. not available - - 9 87 |

Total 23 100 19 100 104 100 |

Table 12 item 1 spotlights about office facilities, in this, item one describes about the
availability of teachers staff room in relation to this, few 2(10.5%) V. principals and 34(32.7%)
teachers reported the availability of staff rooms as good and V. good however. majority
20(86.9%) principals, nearly half of 8(42.1%) V. principals and 64(61.5%) teachers rated to be
poor and very poor and even 3(13%) principals 2(10.5%) and 6(5.8%) teachers revealed the total
absence of teachers staff room further investigation a bout tables, chairs, and lockers in relation to

the teachers number commented to be poor by majority of the three groups respondents.
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The second item investigates about the availability of principals office regarding this almost
majority school principals and teachers and nearly half of the vice principals rated principals’
offices were good and v. good while relatively few number of principals. teachers and vice
principals condemned it to be poor and very poor. As to the other office related equipments like
tables. chairs, shelves and cupboards, the data depicted majority of the three groups of
respondents confirmed the in adequacy of the equipments with few exception who rated good. It
is believed that principal’s offices serve as the center for teachers, non teaching staft, students
and the community as whole for different purposes (meeting, consultation, guidance) and the
like. Having shortage with the items worth mentioned above means a problem for the proper
management of the whole process.

[tems 4-6 in this table investigates, the availability of other oftices such as department offices and
ware houses. Kegarding tiis the majority ol te tuee groups tespondents asserted the availability
of offices in their respective school were poor with the exception of 12(63.2%) vice principals
who rated good and above for the availability of ware houses. Therefore. the study result shows
that there was a mismatch between works to be performed and the facilities needs. This may
hinder the proper functioning of department heads, clubs and warchouse activities. This may also
create wastage as a result of improper placing of office facilities. From this one can deduce that
teachers do not have ample space to be prepared for the lessons and to correct students™ papers in
schools and where to put their instructional provision. This inturn might have an indirect negative

effect on the proper delivery of the teaching learning process.
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Table 13: Adequacy of Toilet Facilities and Water Supply

‘ ~ School Respondents
No ‘ School Facilities | S.Principals | V. Principals | Teachers |
‘ No | % | No % | No Y% |
13 Toilet facilities . ’
1. For boys |
A. V. good | 43 4 21.1 12 115 |
B. good | 1 47.8 10 52.6 41 39.4
C. poor 9 39.1 3 158 28 269
D. v. Poor 2 8.7 2 10.3 21 20.2
E. none - 2 1.9
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
2. For girls ]
A, V. good | 4.3 + 21.1 12 11.3
B good 7 30.4 8 42.1 33 3L
C. poor i 71 304 3 15.8 34 327
D. v. Poor 8 34.8 4 21.1 25 24
E. none - - - -
Total 23 106 19 100 104 100
3. For male teachers il B ,
A. V. good 1 43 - - I 10.6
B. good 8 34.8 10 52.6 33 317
C. poor 6 2611 3 6.5 30 28.8 |
D. v. Poor 8 34.8 4 211 18 123
E. none - - - - 12 1.5
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
4. For female teachers
A. V. good - - - - -
B. good 6 26.1 8§ 42.1 25 24
C. poor S 34.8 7 360.8 32 30.8
D. v. Poor 9 39.1 4 21.1 27 26
E. none 20 19.2
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
13.1 Water supply
A. V. good - - - - - -
B. good 9 39.8 7 36.8 36 34.6
C. poor 14 60.9 12 63.2 50 48.1
D. v. Poor - - - - 18 17.3
E. none - - - - -
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100

The first item on table 13 presents about the availability of sanitary facilities in this regard, the
data is compiled on four toilet facilities boys’. girls’, male and female teachers. In relation to this.
the data of the majority of the respondents synonymously shows that more than half percent of
the three group respondents asserted toilet facilities for boys were good and very good. however.
toilet facilities for girl students rated as poor by majority of principals and teachers even though.

12(63.2%) vice principals reported it to be good and very good.

On the other hand, for the male and female teachers’ toilet facilities majority of the three groups

respondents asserted as the facilities were poor and v. poor. Few teaches’ reported as totally
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absent. Therefore. the study result shows a problem in toilet facilities. morcover. as little
emphasis was given to girl students and female teachers™ toilet facilities as compared to the boys
and males. From this one can imagine the problem that might be created on the health and safety
of the school community as a result of poor toilet facilities in the campus where relatively large
number of people work.

The last item in this table deals with the water supply facilities, in relation to this of the total
school respondents 9(39.8%) principals, 7(36.8%) V. principals and 36(34.6%) teachers reported
as the water supply of their school was fair enough respectively. However, 14(60.9%) principals.
12(63.2%) vice principals and 68(65.4%) teachers stood in contrast. As further investigation on
water supply indicates majority of the schools reported as they use water from river whereas few
schools in town get access to pipe water. From this one can understand water supply in schools

was poor. Lhis may create poor sanitary conditions which might bring about unhealthy situation.

Table 14: Appropriateness of School Site for the Teaching Learning

School respondents l
No Items S. Principals V. Principals Teachers |
No %o No Yo No %o i
14 1. Size of the school
A. V. good 8 = 4 21l 20 19.2 |
B. good 21 91.3 15 78.9 53 5|_1|
C. poor 2 8.7 - - 26 23 l
D. v. Poor - - - 5 4.8
E. none - - - - - -
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100 |
2. Centrality 1o students population ]
A. V. good | 4.3 4 21.1 13§ 125 |
B. good 15 652 4 21,1 47 452
C. poor 3 13 - < 33 | 31.7
D. v. Poor 4 17.4 9 47.4 9 8.7
E. none - - 2 10.5 2 1.9
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
3. Drainage
A. V. good | 43 2 10.5 11 42.3
B. good 7 304 2 10.5 A4 42.3
C. poor 6 26.1 2 10.5 21 20.2
D.v. Poor 9 39.1 11 57.9 19 18.3
I E. none - - 2 10.5 7 6.7
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
4. General Environment freeness
from disturbing noise
A. V. good 6 26.1 9 47.4 21 20.2
B. good 15 65.2 8 42.1 47 45.2
C. poor 2 8.7 2 10.5 30 | 28.8
D. v. Poor - - - s -
E. none 3 * - - 6 38 |
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100 J
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Table 14 item 1 describes about the appropriateness of the school size in this regard majority of
the 21(91.3%) principals. 19(100%) vice principals and 73(70.2%) teachers asserted the school
size was good and V. good however, 2(8.7%) principals and 31(29.8%0) teachers reported the
inappropriateness of the school in accommodating the students population the situation shows an

improvement although still data indicates some gap.

With regard to item 2 about centrality of the school site to the students population. 16(69.5%)
principals 8(42.2%) v. principals and 60(57.7%) teachers confirmed the centrality to be good and
V. good nevertheless, 7(30.4%) principals. 9(47.4%) v. principals and 42(40.4%) teacher
respondents refuted centrality of the site to student population by rating poor and very poor. From
the study result one can see as there was relative improvement in building schools nearer to

student population because of the scheme ‘Education for all” although there was a gap

Item 3 of table 14 is about the drainage of the school site, of the total school respondents
8(34.7%) principals 4(21%) v. principals and 55(52.9%) teacher respondents asserted school site
drainage was good and above whereas, 15(65.2%) principals, 15(68.4%) V. principals and
40(38.5%) teachers rated to be poor and V. poor. This shows that schools drainage have a
problem. As a result schools established on swampy sites were short lived and create problems

during bad weather on kids and also on out of classroom activities.

With regard to the last item on table 14 about the general environment (security, noise and beauty
of the scene) majority principals, vice principals and over 68(65.4%) of teachers asserted to be
good and V. good whereas, relatively 2(8.7%) principals, 2(10.5%) v. principals and 30(28.8%)
reported poor and 6(5.8%) teachers are non respondent. From this, one can understand that the

sample schools environment 1s almost safe from disturbance. This may enhance good teaching

learning environment.



Table 15: Appropriateness of Classroom Situation for Teaching and Learning

| School Respondents .
No | Class room Situation S. Principals V. Principals Feachers
i No % No | % No % |
15 | 1. Temperature
| A. V. good - - - - 9 8.7
[ B. good 14 609 | 15| 789 69 | 663
. C. poor 3 21.7 4 21.1 15 144
] D. v. Poor 4 17.4 2 s 1 10.6
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
| 2. Ventilation |
A. V. good 1 13 2 10.5 12 1.5 |
| B. good 16 69.7 17 89.5 65 62.5
C. poor 3 21.7 - - 21 20.2
D. v. Poor I 4.3 - - 6 38
|| Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
| | 3. Light R
L A. V. good 1 43 2| 105 | 13 125 |
r B. pood T 739 17| 85| 63| 006
C. poor 2 8.7 - - 18 17.3
D. v. Poor 3 13 2 - 10 9.6
Total 231100 19 100 104 100 |
4. Free from disturbing noise
A. V. good 5 2L.7 13 68.4 17 16.3
B. good 14 60.9 6 31.6 48 46.2
C. poor 4 17.4 - - 31 20.8
D. v. Poor - - - - 4 3.
E. None Respondent - - - - 4 38
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
| 5. Nawre of the floor
L A. V. good 3 13 2 10.5 8 7.7
B. good 7 304 3 263 37 39
' C. poor 13 56.5 12| 632 5| 529
‘ D. v. Poor - - - - 5 3.8
l Total 23 100 19 100 104 100

Table 15 deals with the general classroom situation, item 1 investigates about the appropriateness
of classroom temperature for the teaching learning. In relation to this 14(60.9%) principals.
15(78.9%) v. principals and 78(75%) teacher respondents asserted the temperature of their
classrooms were good and above however only 9(38.1%) principals and 26(25%) teachers said

poor and V. poor. This shows that the temperature of classrooms is suitable to impart lessons n
the sample schools although it is not perfect.

Table 15 item no 2 portrays about the ventilation of classrooms. In this regard, good number of
17(74%) principals, 19(100%) vice principals and 77(74%) teachers confirmed to be good and
above. Whereas, 6(26%) principals, and 27(26%) teachers objected it was poor and v. poor. Form
this. it is fair to deduce that classroom ventilation was good in promoting the health and safety of

the students and the teachers as well.



As to item 3 in relation to classroom light, majority of the school principals. V. principals and
teachers rated good and v. good however, relatively few numbers of school principals and
teachers refuted to be poor and very poor. The study result indicates that classroom light is

suitability enough for the teaching learning. This may positively assists learning.

ltem 4 depicts about the freeness of the classrooms from play ground noise. to this eftect
19(82.6%) principals, 19(100%) vice principals and 65(62.5%) teachers claimed to be good and
v. good while 4(174%) principals and 28(26.9%) teachers only objected the freeness of the
classtooms from disturbing noise. Thus, from the study results one can say that classroom
instructions were held in a relatively peaceful situation which may positively support the

students” achievement and save teachers teaching time.

The final item of table 15 is about the impact of classroom floor for proper teaching learning 1o
this effect 10(34.7%) principals. 7(36.8%) vice principals and 45(43.2%) teachers judged as good
and v. good however, 13(56.5%) principals, 12(63.2%) vice principals and 59(3.7%) teachers
complained to be poor and v. poor. Therefore, the result of the study indicates that there is a
problem with the floors of the classrooms. This may force students to sit in an inconvenient

classroom for relatively along period of time which may create a problem on the students” health

and the teaching learning as well.



Table 16: Suitability of Classroom Size and Furniture to the Teaching Learning

Wereda respondents sehool —rcspumicnt.\‘ Table Caleula
No [tzm WLEOL WIOP sup Sp 1 v.P Teach Dr vitlue of ed value
No Yo No Yo No Y No Y% | No| % No Yo A Dy’
16 To what extent of the following school facilities
in line with the changes in the curriculum? . B ) _ ] -
- Classroom size for group teaching ) B e
A V. cood = = = 1 7.7 - - 4 = 8 779 D
B. good o 2 [0 2 ] 308 |9 390 12 105 [47 asa B
C. poor 8 60 2 50 8 61.3 11 474 18 42,1 | 29 279
D. v. Poor 2 = - - - - 3 13 9 474 | 20 19.2
E. none - - - = s . B N N i
Total 3 100 4 100 13 100 23 100 19 | 100 104 100 | 15 25.00 32.95
2. FFor team teaching
A. V. good = = 1 25 - ! 4.3 4 20,1 |3 2.8
B. good - - - - 3 231 |9 39. 7 1368 |23 22.1
C. poor 5 100 3 75 6 62.2 13 560 8 42,1 | 47 45.2
D. v. Poor » 2 - - 4 30.8 - - - - 31 279
E. none = = - - - - - - - " 1 1.9
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 23 100 19 | 100 104 100 | 20 3141 28.53
3. Classroom furniture for group work
A. V. good # = i - ! 7.7 " ' - - 4 3.8
B. good 3 = | 25 3 231 | 43 8 42.1 | 24 23
C. poor 3 60 | 25 7 53.8 19 82.5 4 21,1 | 31 49
D.v. Poor 2 40 2 50 2 154 3 13 7 36.8 | 25 24
E. none 2 & ‘ - - - - - - E = =
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 23 100 19 | 100 104 100 | 15 25 21.14
4. Furniture for students age - 1
AL V. good S o, SRR, RN A & N N S S T L . ) -
B. sood 20 2 50 4 308 i 13 8 42,1 1 29 27.9
C. poor ' FI T 2 500 |4 N8 |17 {739 |9 W4 (47 52 i
1. v. Poor - = - 4 30.8 ; 13 2 105 | 21 20.2
L. none - - - - = = ‘ - { - - - i R B
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 23 o |19 | 100 104 100 15 25 1418

N
(]




[tem 1 in the above table discusses about the appropriateness of classroom size. in relation o this
of all respondents 2 (40%) WEOH’s, 2 (50%) WEOPs. and 5 (38.5%) supervisors confirmed
be good and V. good. Whereas. 3 (60%) WEOHs. 2 (30%) WEOPs and 8(61.3%) supersisors
refuted it. On the other hand 9(39.1%) principals, 2 (10.5%) V. principals and 335 (32.99%)
teachers reported that classroom size was appropriate however majority of school principals. .
principals and nearly fifty percent teachers condemned the suitability of classroom size of the
present day. Therefore, the study shows as classroom size is inappropriate for various method of
teaching this may distort the whole effort going on to improve quality education. For item two of
table 4.2 regarding classrooms appropriateness for team teaching comparatively few weredy
respondents 1 (25%) WEOPs and 3(23.1%) supervisors accepted it was good and very good
respectively while majority of the three group respondents condemned its appropriatencss. On
top of this, from school respondents 10 (44.4%) principals 11 (57.9%) vice principals and 26
(24.9%) teachers expressed their view in favour of it however, more than half percent of
principals, 8(42.1%) vice principals and majority of teachers objected it. Hence. the study result
shows that there is problem in implementing team teaching due to classroom size and obviously

now a days team teaching has been on exercise at primary level especially in the self contained
classrooms.

Item 3 of this table investigates about the appropriateness of classroom furniture for group work.
In relation to this except for 1 (25%) WEOPS and 4 (30.8%) supervisors who said good and
above all WEOH’s, majority WEOPS and supervisors confirmed their disagreement by rating
poor and very poor. On the other hand 1 (4.3%) principals 8 (42.1%) vice principals. 28(26.8%)
teachers conveyed in favor of the existing classroom furniture’s. However, comparatively large
number of 22 (95.6%) principals, 13 (57.9%) vice principals and 76 (73%) teachers condemned
the suitability of the existing classroom furniture for group work. This shows that classroom

furniture is unsuitable to perform different kinds of classroom activities. This again affects the

teaching learning one way or the other.

For the last item in the table 16 regarding the suitability of classroom furniture for the students
age: of wereda respondents 1 (20%l) WEOHSs; 2(50%) WEOPs and 5(33.7%) supervisors
affirmed to be good, nevertheless majority WEOHs, half WEOPs and above 8(61.6%)
supervisors claimed it is not suitable. Form school; of the total respondents 3(13%) principals.
8(42.1%) vice principals and 36(34.6%) teachers reported that the furniture is suitable for

students age. Whereas 20(86.9%) principals, 11(57.9%) vice principals and 68(65.4%) teachers
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condemned the suitability of furniture to the students age by rating poor and Very  poor,
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without ease. This may have its own impact on the deal to secure students full attention towards
the lesson and mayv also affect the physiological development of yvoungsters as classroom desks
are same for all age children.

Moreover. the chi-square test made on the table about the appropriateness of classroom size and
furniture to the changes in the curriculum reveals as there is common perception among the
groups of the respondents for all items. except for item one on table 4.2 as the calculated value of

the items are in the domain of the table value,

n
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able 17: Appropriateness of Library Facilities to the C|

—

assroom Teaching Learning

W

creda RL.s[z(mdclts - Scm);ﬁd@! Rg_spondul_ti N Table ——
No Item WEOH wiop Supervisors S V. Principals Teachers DI | value )
I | Principal - - . value Dy
No| % | No [ % | No | % | No | % | N | % | No | % ofx
I7 | 1. Library facilities space for . - o N N
individual study ] N S R ]
A. V. good = - - = I . I 10 9.6 I
B. good = - - 25 4 30.8 3 I3 Il 57.9 26 25
C. poor 51 100 | 75 50385 151 652 2 105 30| 283 T T
D. v. Poor = - 3 - 3 - - 41 21.1 33 31.7
E. none - - - - - 51 217 27 105 51 438 ]
Total 5] 100 4] 100 13 23| 100 91 100 104| 100] 20| 3141  7028|
2. For group study o - ]
A. V. good - - : : 1 -1 - - - - - }
B. good . - l 25 1 2] 87 21105 28| 269
C. poor 2] 40 30 75 6| 462 11| 478 6 316 520 30
D.v. Poor 3 60 - - 5 38.5 5 21.7 |1 579 19 18.5
B meirie « - - = - 5[ 217 - - 51 a8 B
Total 5[ 100 4170013 23| 100 23 |00 [FT04 ) 100 20 3iaL | 49.27 |
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Foritem 1 in table 17 about the appropriateness of library spaces for individual and group study.,
In this regard except for 1 (25%) WEOPs and 5 (38.5%) supervisor who said good. all WEOHS
majority WEOPs and supervisors condemned the poor level of libraries as a study places. while
school respondents also confirmed the same. This clearly shows that libraries are poor|v
organized in schools. almost in all cases one classroom is used as a library. This doesn't fultil]
the library need of students. On the other hand curriculum implementation forces teachers 10 use
variety of methods that require library use. On top of this the chi-square test of item one ahout
library suitability for individual study, signifies there is a common felt needs among the group of
respondents however, item two indicates the absence of common understanding among the

groups.
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Table 18: The Process of Planning New School Facilities

} ! Woereda Respondents
{ |

! School Respj‘m(lcnts”
'EOPs | S - School | Vice
WEOPs | Supervisor ‘ chao ice

oo Question items | WEOHs Principals | Principals Teachers

| | No | % No | % No Yo No | % | No [ % .\7‘0' [

| 18 | 1. The most applicable method of ‘ J | j
school facility planning in i | | |

| vour district? | | : o

i A, Need assessment survey 4 30 - 20 154 5 138 2, 74 33 295
' B. student enrolment - - 2 50 4 8 12 33.3 10| 37] 52] 464 |
C. Availability of budget 1 20 2 30 7| 33.8 19 52.7 15| 356 | 27 TR
| Total 5] 100] 4] 100] 13| 100 100 | 27| 100 {112 [ 100 |
‘ 2. Schoeol site selection criteria in i |
the district is based on | | i
AL Centrality to student 5 100 4 100 41 308 14 452 17 | 58,6 | 6l 39.1
population | |
B. Take any vacant land donated - - - 4] 30.8 6 19.4 2 69| 31| I‘).fL"
C. The size of the land - T - - 4] 308 6 19.4 81276 40! 256
D. Nearness to high \\_1_\ B - | | - - 1] 77 5| 16.1 2] 891 |5,4—_
. , | } - | 100 31| 100 29| 100156 100 |
3. New construction in your ‘ J | [
district is initiated by | j
A. Preparing educational plan and - - - - 41 30.8 - - -] - - '
give it to an archiicct | | ' . i

B. Discussing with an architect 2 40 2 50 41 308 = - : < = -
C. By simply informing the need 3 60 2 50 5] 385 = = - - | i |
Total s 100 4] 100] 13| 100 : - - - T

Table 18 item 1 seeks information about how school facilities plans been prepared in schools. In
this regard, of the total wereda respondents WEOHSs reported as need assessment survey is the
first and availability of budget is the second means of obtaining information while WEOPs
choose students enrollment and availability of budget as equally important means. Supervisors
on their part rated for the availability of budget, students’ enrollment and need assessment as
first, second and third respectively. One the other hand, of school respondents school principals
and vice principals asserted the same with supervisors while teachers make students enrollment
first, need assessment the second and availability of budget the last. The information gathered

shows as there is lack of common understanding about how plans are prepared. This may create

wastage of resources.

For the second item on the table 18 in relation to the site selection criteria. all Wereda
respondents synonymously ranked centrality to the student population as their first choice. While
also majority school respondents asserted the same, with, some additional options such as the
size of school, take vacant land and nearness to highway as second third and fourth reasons
respectively. This indicates, as there is an improvement. This will enhance access and helps to

address society need for education.



For the last item in the table 18 on how new construction been initiated in their locality majority

wereda respondents reported “simply” informing the need to the architects” as the first choice and

discussion prior to construction with the architects™ as the second while supervisors alone rated

for the preparation of educational plan to be given

to the architects. From this one can

understand that schools are constructed with less technical involvement of educational experts.

This may force schools to stick only to standards instead of adapting schools to the curriculum

and society needs.

Table 19: The level of team Work in Facilities Planning

Wereda Respondents

School Respondents

No ltems WLEOIHs WEOPs Super Visor )S'Lh(.ml _ .\ s ) Teachers
Principals Principals
_____ No Yo No Yo No | % No [ % [N [ % L N
|_\}' | 1 Have the material resource positions | f | I
stated in your distriet”? - |
A Yes 3 60 I 25 4 308 I - e
b. No - 2 W 3 73 9 69.2 = T T Y
C. None 5 5 3 = - - -] ' |
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 - - - - - -]
2 If vour answer for question No (5.1} is 1
| No' how do vou manage the work?

A. by delegating the work - - | 33.3 2 222 | |
B. by forming cominitiee 2 100 1 333 1 1.1 - | -
C. By sharing the work according - - | 333 6 66.6 - - | -
D. none - - - - - - - - - |
Total 2 100 3 100 9 100 - - - - - -
3. How do vou evaluate the team sprit | |

between school board and WEO in |

planning school facilities
A. Very Good - 1 25 2 15.4 - - - 10 9.6
B. Good = = 2 4 30.8 = z =z 46 | 442 ]
C. Poor 4 80 3 75 3 383 - 38 363
D. Very Poor 1 20 2 154 - 8§ N7
E. None Response B g < ; = = - - 2] 1
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 - - - - 104 | 100 |
4. What do vou thing about the team 1

work between architects and WEOQ in I [

school planning N
A Very Good - 1 23 - - -
B. Good - - - 4 30.8 - i
C. Poor 3 60 I 25 4 30.8 - - - |
D. Very Poor 2 40 2 30 3 3835 - - - -
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 - - - - - -
5 How do you evaluate the technical

support of WEO in school facility

planning? |
A. Very Good - - - - - - - 6 316 | |
B. Good - - - - 3 13 5 26.3 | |
C. Poor - - - - 11 ] 478 8 421 | -
D. Very Poor - - - - - - 9 39.1 - - - -
Total - - - - - - 23 100 19 100 | = | - |

[tem no. 1 in table 19 investigates whether or not material resource positions in the district were

staffed or not, regarding this of the total wereda respondents 3 (60%) WEOHs, 1 (25%) WEOPs

and 4(30.8%) supervisors reported the staffing of the positions. While 2 (40%) WEOHSs. 3 (75%).

WEQOPs and majority 9 (69.2%) supervisors complained they were not staffed. The studyv result

signifies the gap in human resource. This may bring about a problem in the planning of school

facilities.



The second item of this table treats how lack of experts in the positions were delt with. in this
regard of the respondents who complained about the absence of experts majority ol the wereda
respondents ranked sharing the work as first while others rated for forming committee and
deligating second and third respectively. This again shows as there is lack of responsible person

for the post which may cause ineffectiveness. delay on the work to be done.

[tem, 3 of table 19 shows respondents view about the team work of school board and WEO in the
planning of school facilities. In relation to this few 1 (25%) WEOPs and nearly half of the
supervisors 6(40.2%) confirmed to be good. Whereas, majority WEOHs, WEOPs and more than
(50%) of the supervisors refuted the practice was poor. Apart from this, from schools respondents
56 (53.8%) teachers discussed as the team work between the two parties were good while ncarly
half of the teachers objected it. Form this one can understand there is a problem in the activity of
the two parties which may end up in poor performance of facility planning and management as
well.

With the final item presented to school principals and vice principals on table 19 regarding the
technical support of WEO. 3(13%) principals and 11(57.9%) vice principals viewed the support
was good and very good while majority principals 20(86.9%) and 8(42.1%) vice principals
declared the technical support was poor. This forces one to deduce that there is a problem of
technical support form the WLO. This may hinder the overall management practice of school

facilities and affect negatively the teaching learning process.
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Table 20: The Technical Support in Facilities Planning

! | Wereda Respondents | School Respondents -
i [ I i = - ——
No | Questinn items | WEOIs | WEOPs Supervisor | - . Feachers
| \ ) | Principals _ Principals S
| | No [ % | No_ | % No | Y No | Y | No | % N o
i 20 1. Does the technical design of school [ | I ‘ T o
facilities take into account the diversity | | !
| of whether? | | ‘
| A Yes 2 10 2 30 T 308 1 30.8 | 15 1 98¢ T T
: [ b No 3 60 I 25 T EEE TR AT e T ER e
| | C. None 1 25 N J N - - i = ==
| Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 13 100 | 19 | 0o | 14| oo
|_— 2 If your answer for question No. (1) is ‘ ! |
i ‘No', why? |
| A. The architects do not now the | 143 - - | -] T8 T 0w
| situation | | |
| B. Because not to violet the standard set 2 286 - - | 10 | 10 2 20 | 0 | 23
| C. Lack of technical control during the 3 429 1 30 g 60 6 60 4 an | 91l 2
{ curriculum | :
J D. Due to the capacity of local 1 14.3 - - 3 30 3 30 i 19 | 21 | 244 _'
contractors {
I E. None respondents - - | 50 - - - 5 - - | S| 931
| Total 7 100 2 100 10 100 10 100 10 100 | 86 g |
L _ Ao 000 S 1, il
| 3 To what extent the technical support | ‘ |
make a ditt ¢ adapung i | | ‘
schools facilines o education |
!_ __needs? - ) ‘ | i J J | | |
| A Very Good | L] 2 15.4 I 43 3 20 6| 58 |
{ B. Good E z - - 2 15.4 9 391 3 158 | 30| 288 ]
C. Poor 4 80 4 100 6 46.2 9 39.1 6 316 | 39 ¢ 37 “4’
[ D Verv Poor . - - - - 3 23.1 4 17.4 6] 3] 297 o]
| Total | 100 4 100 13 1o 23 wo |00 ton 104 ] taa
4. Have school constructions in your |
district completed before the ! i
academic vear? | |
A Yes ] 20 3 75 3 231 - - - -1 -
B. No 1 80 ] 23 10 76.9 5 : - |
Total 3 100 4 100 13 100 - - - « | -] -
| 300 vour answer for question No (4} 1s |
| "No™ why? | |
{ A. Lack of prior planning 3 23.1 32 10 - - - - | - |
B. Budgel delay 2 154 ] 50 4 20 - - £ 57 - i
| C Lack of technical support form WEQ 3 23.1 - - 4 20 - - 3 | | -
| D. Lack of capacity of coordinating 4 30.8 | 50 6 30 B B g | | iy
| E. Shortage of Budget 1 77 4 20 - - E | |-
L Total BE 100 2 100 20 100 - - - -] -] - ]

[tem 1 in table 20 investigates whether the design of school facilities account for the diversity of
weather or not, regarding this, of the total Wereda respondents 2(40%) WEOHs. 2(50%) WEQOPs
and 4(30.8%) supervisors confirmed to be true whereas, 3(60%) WEOHSs 1(25%) WEOPs and
9(69.2%) supervisors condemned the situation and 1(25%) WEOP is none respondent. Apart
from this of school respondents nearly half principals, majority vice principals and 43(41.3%)
teachers asserted in favor of the coherence between technical design and diversity of weather
while relatively 12(52.2%) of school principals. 4(21.1%) vice principals and 61(58.7%) teachers
claimed the fact. From this it is plausible to conclude that technical design of school facilities
were not in line with diversity needs classrooms and other facilities constructed and made in
same standard with out considering diversity of weather and individuals difference. This may
make facilities not to withstand the wear and tear of weather and short lived. Which may create

wastage on resources moreover it may dlso affect students’ health.
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ltem 2 of table 20 is about possible raised by the respondents as a problem for the technical
design of facilities. in relation to this, of wereda respondents majority WEOHs and supervisors
reported lack of technical control during construction as the first reasons while majority teachers.
principals. and few WEOHSs. supervisors and vice principals rated not to violet the standard set
and due to the capacity of local contractors as equally possible reasons however. a good number
of teachers, few principals and WEOHSs reported lack of architects knowledge about the locality
as the last possible problem.

[tem 3 of the above table deals with the extent to which technical support given to schools help to
adapt school facilities to educational needs. in this regard, few WEOHs and 4(30.3%) supervisors
reported the adaptation was good and very good however. 4(80%) WEOHSs. all WEOPs and
majority 9(69.3%) supervisors stood against. On the other hand. more than 30 percent school
respondents of the three groups revealed there were no support of adaptation of school facilitates
to educational needs. The study result clearly shows there is a problem of adapting school
facilities to the changes in the curriculum. This may hinder the application of various methods of
teaching that is incorporated as a new input in the curriculum which may in turn negatively

influence the teaching learning.

Item 4 of the above table seeks information whether construction of school facilities inline with
the academic schedule or not, in relation to this, out of wereda respondents except for 3 (75%)
WEOPS and 1 (20%) WEOH and 3 (23.1%) supervisors who said constructions of schools been
completed on time majority respondents of WEOHs and supervisors refused the timely
completion of school constructions. The statistical data clearly signifies how sever the problem
is. As a result of this delay, there is wastage of instructional time that may affect students’
achievement.

The last item of this table depicts the reason why school facility constructions are delayed, in this
regard of respondents who said no 4(30.1%) WEOLs, 1(50%) WEOPs and 6(30%) supervisors
reported lack of capacity of coordinating as the first reason for the delay in school facilities while
lack of technical support from WEO and Budget delay is rated equally as second and shortage of
budget and lack of prior planning reported as the third reason. From this one can understand as
there is a problem of delay in construction due to lack of capacity, technical support and prior

planning. This may create wastage in resources and affects the teaching learning.
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Table 21: The Finance of School Facilities

School respandents

| f [tems Wereda Respondents ) o
| No I What 15 the source of your | WEOH | WEOP Supervis S. V. Principals Teachers
budget tacility planning” ! I or Principals
| ! No Yo No %o No % No % | No | % | No .
[ 21 [ o covernment grant | i B
| | b, community contribution 4] 222 41 333 6 17.1 10 213 6| 14 4y 233
J ¢.Donor support 51217 4| 333 13 37.1 16 34 17 | 393 67 | 38 ]
J d. internal revenue 4] 222 - - 6 17.1 1 2.1 2 4.6 | 28 0 159
| ¢. others 5] 217 4| 333 10 28.6 20 | 426 1§ | 41.9 | 40 | 227,
Total 18 100 12 100 35 100 47 100 43 100 | 176 100
2. How does your school get | B
government grant budget ‘
a. Incash - = - - - = - - - [J - -
b. Inkind - - - - . - 23 = 19 -1 ‘
c. Response = % - = = = - - 5 - | - =]
Total - - - - - s 23 - 19 NS
2. How do you evaluate the timely |
release of government budget in :
vour district? ) 1 -
I a V. zood B [ = = = - - * ] - - =
b.  Good IR T 2 30 31 231 - | - | [ - -
J < Poor 3] 60 T 75| 6| 462 - - T
}_ d. V. Poor L 25 4 308 - | | -1 - s
e. No response - - - - - - - - | - - - 5
Total 51 100 4] 10| 13 100 - =] - - - | -
3.1 your response for item no (3) [
15 poor or v. poor what is the |
reason? | i
a. lack of capacity - - 3 31.3 - - - - = |
b. work load 1 25 2 50 2 12.5 - - - - .
c. Lack of adequate prior 2 50 2 50 4 25 - - - - i -
planning ’
d. Negligence - - . 3 312 i B - - | | -
¢. Other 1 25 - - - - - - - - - < |
Total 4 | 100 4 100 16 100 - - - - - | -
4. Does vour district use the | |
granted budget for what it has been |
all crated for? |
a.  Yes 3 60 4 [ 100 | 7.7 - - - - - -
b. No 1 20 - - 12 92.3 - - - ! -
c.  No response | 20 - - - - - - - - -
Total 51 100 4 190 13 100 - - - - - -
Do WEO financing have a problem | [ 5
in school facilities gunmen |
a.  Yes - - # - - - 52.2 - 13 78.9 | 83 I8 |
b.  No - - - - - - | 478 - 40 210 | 19 ] 185
c.  No response - - - - - - - - - - 27 19
Total - - - - - - 100 - 100 100 104 100
5. For a better facility management |
which level of financing do you '
from these two choices? |
a. School financing 2 40 | 25 11 84.6 20 7 13 | 684 83 1 798
b. Wereda financing 3 60 3 79 1 7.7 3 13 6| 316 21 | 202 ;
¢. No response - % - 1 7.7 - - - - =
Total 5 10 4 100 13 100 23 100 19 100 104 | 100

Table 21 item [ is about the sources of school budget, in relation to this, wereda

respondents put

internal revenue and community contribution as equally important sources of school budget while

they place government grant and donor support as the second. Wereda education planners also

rated equal point for internal revenue, community support and government grant by excluding

donor support from the options.



Supervisors on their part reported internal revenue, community contribution and government
grant as first; second. and third school budget sources respectively. On the other hand from
school respondents, principals put internal revenue in the first place and ordered community
contribution, government grant and donor support as second, third and fourth. While teachers
rated community contribution as first government grant as second internal revenue. third and
donor support as fourth. From this different way of putting sources of school budget one can
understand that schools rely on different sources of budget based on their locality social and

economic situation with some amount of government assistance for all. This might create

&
differences among schools.
As can be seen 1n table 21 ttem 2 about how schools receive their government grant budget
almost all school principals, vice principals and teacher respondents synonymously asserted as
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[tem 3 is about the timely release of government budget, in relation to this 40% percent WEOH s.
50% WEOPs and 23.07% supervisors reported as good while majority of the WEOHs. WEOPs
and supervisors complained about delays in budget WEOHs and WEOPs respondents reasoned
out lack of adequate prior planning and work load as the first and second reason for the problem
of budget delay on the other hand, supervisors selected lack of capacity and negligence as
number one problem. lack of prior planning and work load as their second and third reason. The
information from the respondents asserted as there was a gap in the scanty school budget

administration which may create delay in facilities supply for proper teaching learning.

[tem 1 of table 21 investigates whether budget has been used for what it has allocated for. in this
regard, 60% of WEOHs and all the WEOPs confirmed as budget is used only for what it has been
allocated for however, 20% WEOHs and 92.3% of supervisors objected the idea and revealed as
sometimes the budget allocated been converted to travel cost and other budget headings. From
this. one can deduce that budget is not used for the purpose it has been allocate for. This may be
difficult to bring about sustainable school facilities improvement and becomes a bottleneck to

supply the demand for primary education in the run to achieve the Millennium development goal.

For the question presented on table 21 of item 6 to this group of respondents to investigate
whether or not WEO financing school budget creates a problem in their school facilities planning,

or not of the total school respondents 11(52%) principals, 15(78.9%) vice principals and



83(79.8%) teachers said yes whereas 11(47.8%) principals, 4(21.1%) and 19(18.3%) teachers
reacted against.

Moreover, in further inquiry made togather respondents preference on table 21 item seven among
the two financing systems (school or wereda financing) for the betterment of school facilities
planning. except for 3(60%) WEOHs 3(75%) WEOPs, 1(7.7%) supervisor. from wereda and
3(13%) principals, 6(31.8%) v. principals and 21(20.2%) teachers from school. who favored
WEO financing, majority 11(84.6%) supervisor, 20(87%) school principals. 13(68.4%) vice
principals and 83(79.8%) teacher respondents depicted as school financing helps o easily
identify facilities needs, avoid delay in purchasing develop sense of ownership in their further
comments. On the other hand those who said WEO financing is better put for ward cost reduction
lack of human resource at school bulk purchase as a reason for their preference. From this one
can clearly understand how W L0 linancing school budget made a problem on schools day to day

activities and the need to change this financing situation.
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Table 22: The Purchase of School Facilities

Item Wereda Respondents B _Ht’lmIII Respondents ] cateutated
No WLEOLL WEOP Supervisor S. Principal V. P'rincipal Teachers I)I'—’ Table value | value of Dy’
n!']"'_y_k_ IO
22 1. How do you evaluate the purchase ol | No Yo No Yo No Yo No Yo No Y No Yo
WLEO- in terms of the school needs?
Buying the ameunt required 1 i
A V. good - - - 1 7.7 - - R - - i
B. Good 4 %0 31 A1 3 231 3 13 | a2 -
C. Poor Ll 20 1| 25 5 38.5 17 739 o T 548 i R )
D. V. poor - - 4 30.8 3 13 | 25 24
Total k) 100 4 100 13 100 23 100 19 1o 104 100 15 25 29.57
2. Buying quality requested
A. V. good - = - - | 7.7 - - - 2 1.9
B. Good I 20 I 25 3 23.1 ] 174 Ve ] 33 317 —
C. Poor 3060 I 7 538 14 604 263 | 35 52.9 )
. V. poar 1 20 - A 2 154 5 217 RN 14 135
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 23 100 IF:: 100 104 100 15 25 244
3. Buying at a reasonable price |
A. V. good 3 % - 1 77 - 2 B 19 183
B. Good 4 80 4 100 4 30.8 15 65.2 Y 474 24 23:1
C. Poor 1 20 - - 6 46.2 3 13 0 3.6 46 44.2
D. V. poor - - - - 2 154 3 21.7 2 105 15 144
Total S 100 4 100 13 100 23 100 19 | 100 104 100 15 25 27.97
4. The umeliness of the purchase
A, V. good - - - - - - - - 1 - -
B. Good | 20 [ 25 | 7.7 - - k| 2l - - B
C. Poor 3 60 3 75 3 23.1 15 63.2 d 474 - -
D. V. poor 1 20 - - 9 69.2 8 34.8 6| 316
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 23 100 19| 100 = - 10 18.31 10.62
5. Fairness ol distribution |
A. V. good - - . - - - - 1 = 2 1.9
3. Good 1 20 3 75 3 23.1 10 43.5 0| 316 | =32 30.8
C. Poor 3 60 1 5] 7 53.8 12 52.2 | 579 51 49 B
D V. poor | 20 - - 3 2k | 4.3 ] - 19 18.3
Tortal 5 100 4 100 13 100 23 100 19 | 105 104 100 15 25 10.3
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Table 22 item | conveys about the purchase of WEQ in relation to the school needs regarding
buying the amount requested, of the total wereda respondents 4(80%%) WEOHs. 3(75%) WEOPs
and 4(30.8%) supervisors asserted buving the amount of materials facilities school required was
fair whereas 1(20%) WEOHs 1(25%) WEOPs rated poor and majority 9(69%) supervisors both
poor and v. poor. On the other hand. of school respondents 3(13%) principals 6(31.6%) vice
principals and 22(21.2%) teachers confirmed as buying the amount requested is good however.
20(86.9%) principals 13(68.5%) V. principals and 82(78.8%) teachers claimed the exercise.
Moreover, 4(21.1%) are non respondents. Therefore, the result of the study indicates that there is
a problem in buying the amount schools requested which inturn affects directly or indirectly the
teaching learning process.

[tem 2 of this table shows about buying quality items requested in relation to this of the total
wereda respondents 1(20%) WEOHs, 1{25%) WEQPs and 1(30.8%%) supervisors asserted as the
items bought are of good quality, however majority 4(80%) WEOLs. 3(75%) WEOPs and
9(69.2%) supervisors claimed the quality of the items. On the other hand. 4(17.4%) principals.
6(31.6%) v. principals and 35(33.6%) teachers reported as quality items were bought for school.
Whereas a good number of 19(82.6%) principals, 13(68.4%) v. principals and 69(64.4%) teachers
claimed the practice. Based on the data it is safe to conclude that there is a problem in buying
quality items needed this may also ends up in wastage of budget and increase surplus of
unwanted facilities burden and personnel’s as well as the space where the facilities or materials to
be stored.

[tem 3 of this table depicts about the buying price in this regard, of the total wereda respondents.
majority WEOHs all WEOPs and 5(38.5%) supervisors reported that the price of items is
reasonable. However, few WEOHSs and 8(61.6%) supervisors complained it. At the same time of
school respondents 15(65.2%) principals 11(57.9%) v. principals and 43(41.4%) teachers
confirmed that purchase is at a reasonable price, nevertheless, 8(34.7%) principals 8(42.1%) v.
principals and 61(58.6%) teachers reported to be poor. From data observed one can see a gap In

buying at reasonable price. This may also have a devastating effect on the scanty educational
budget.

Item 4 in table 22 indicates the timeliness of purchase, in relation to this, of total wereda
respondents very few respondents of the three groups rated good whereas, majority WEOHs,
0/

WEOPs and supervisors condemned it as poor and v. poor. Apart from this, except for 4(21.1%

v. principals, who reported to be good majority of the school respondents asserted about the delay
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in purchase. Based on the findings of the study it is acceptable to say there is a critical problem

that may also have an impact on the timely provision of educational facilities supplies.

['he final item of this table shows about the fairness of distribution, in this regard. of the wereda
respondent few WEOHSs, supervisors and 3(75%) WEOPs rated in favor of fair distribution
whereas 4(80%) principals, 1(25%) WEOPs and 10(76.9%) supervisors reported in contrast to it.
On the other hand. of school respondents except for 10(43.5%) principals. 6(31.6%) v. principals
and 34(32.7%) teachers all the rest confirmed there was no fair distribution. Thus. from the data
presented one can observe as there is a problem that may create misallocation of resources which
may inturn bring about wastage of resources. On the whole the purchasing of school supplies had
a problem in addition to the percentage result and the chi-square test confirmed as there is a

common perception among the views of respondents on the problems of buying quality items. the

However, this is not true for item one and item 4 is about buying the amount required, and buying

at reasonable price as the chi-square test result is greater than the table value.

Table 23: Maintenance of School Facilities

Wereda Respondents School respondents :
Question Items WEOH WEOP [ Supervisor S. Principals V. Principals | Teachers
No Yo No Yo No Yo No Yo No Yo | Ne |0
23 I Do vou plan for school facility maintenance in |
vour district school? |
A Yes 4 80 4 100 8 61.5 23 100 19 100 | Sl | v
B No 1 20 - - 4 308 - - - - | 1] A
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 23 100 19 00 [ 104 | 100 |
2 If vour answer for question No. (6.1} is “yes’, {
what tvpe of maintenance? |
A. Follow up maintenance - - 2 125 2 83 | 16| 19.8
B Maintenance in specific time interval, - - 4 100 3 37.5 6 2 7 28 | REN
C. For maintenance after break down. 4 100 - - 30 15 5 12 - 37 “ 457
Total 4 100 4 100 8 100 23 12 - Sl | 100
3. How often do maintenance of your school i
facilities been done?
A. Once a year - - - - - 4 174 4 21.1 | 10 12
B. Twice a vear - - - - - - - - - - 5 g
C. Depending on situation - - - - - 19 52.6 15 789 | 63 | f e
D. Other - - . . P . & - .
Total - - - z 3 3 23 100 19 100 ] s1 100
4. Have the school board teams been trained on |
how to handle facilities?
A Yes 3 60 3 73 7 538 23 100 19 100 83 si
B. No 2 40 1 25 46.2 - - - 19 | 183
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 23 100 19 100 104 | 100 |
3. How often do you give orientation or training?
A. Once a year 1 333 - - 2 286 6 26.1 6 316 29 340
B. Twicea year - - 1 333 2 28.6 - - - - 12 141
C. Depending on situation 2 66.6 2 006.6 3 42.9 13 56.5 9 47 4 44 518
D. Other - - - - - - 4 17.4 4 21 - -
Total 100 3 100 7 100 | 23 100 19 100 85 100 |




Table 23 item 1 is about maintenance planning, regarding this. of wereda respondents 4(80%)
WEOHSs. 4(100%) WEOPs and 8(61.5%) supervisors asserted as they have a plan. However.
4(30.8%) supervisors denied as there was no plan for maintenance. On the other hand all
principals and vice principals and 81(77.9%) teachers confirmed there was a plan while few
number of teachers reported there was no. From the observation. one can understand that
maintenance planning is going on well in schools however, those who said no claimed shortage

of budget as a main reason.

The second item on the table 23 discusses about the type of maintenance. in relation to this. out
of the respondents who said there was a maintenance planning for the question offered as to what
type of maintenance they practice, all WEOHs respondents and majority supervisors reported as
thev use emergency maintenance while at the same time WEOPs reported periodic maintenance
to be the first and few supervisors favored follow up maintenance as the second option
Moreover, all school respondents synonymously ranked emergency and periodic maintenance the
first and second respectively while principals and teacher add follow up as the third choice.
Therefore, the study result shows that emergency maintenance is the most applicable type of
maintenance in the sample area schools. This shows maintenance is done after facilities are

damaged and collapsed which again requires a large sum of educational budget. time and human

resources. This may bring about budget shortage.

[tem 3 of table 23 indicates the frequency of maintenance. To this effect. of those who said there
was maintenance, few school principals, vice principals and teachers reported in favor of vearly
maintenance while majority principals, vice principals and teachers asserted as maintenance is
held depending on situation. From this it is safe to deduce that maintenance of schools is done
inconsistently depending on the situation. This may create damage and deterioration moreover

the maintenance to recur a large amount of sum.

Item 4 on same table investigates whether or not training is held on how to handle facilities or not
in this regard of Wereda respondents 3(60%) WEOHs 3(75%) WEOPs and 7(53.8%) supervisors
reported yes, however 2(40%) WEOPs, 1(25%) WEOPs and 6(46.2%) supervisors denied the
delivery of the training. On the other hand out of school respondents all principals, vice
principals and majority of teachers asserted the presence of training however few 19(18.3%)
teachers objected there was no. From the data observed one can understand the status of training

in schools were in a better condition even though it is not perfect.
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[tem 5 on this table discusses about the frequency of training. Out of wereda respondent who said
‘yes’ majority respondents rated as training been given depending on a situation. However. few
respondents reported “once a year’ as their second choice. On the other hand school respondents
also followed similar rrating. Hence. the results of the study show that the dependency of
maintenance on situation may bring about inconsistency and work load on practitioners.

Moreover, creates the deterioration of facilities.

The last item of this table presents the training about handling school facilities. For this. wereda
respondents who said no ranked their possible reasons out of the choices been given, based on
this WEOHSs rated for failure of planning as the only reason while WEOPs and supervisors
ranked failure of prior planning and lack of logistic as equally important reasons for the problem.
Besides school respondents commented as orientation been given when problems  are
encountered. Theretore the information obtained shows there 1s a problem capacity to plan

training and orientations ahead of time. This may bring about wastage of resources.

Table 24: Availability of Custodial Service in School

School Respondents | Table Calcula
Ejiiastin e S. Principals V. Principals l Tcnc#wrs F Df vnlug t.ed
No | % No % No | % | R e
I. Do vyou allocate budget for cleaning
equipment?

A ves 5 21.7 - - 33 | 51
B. No 18 78.3 19 100 41 39.4 | i
C. none - - - 10 9.6

Total 23 100 19 10 104 100 4 9.49 20.53
2. Who cleans classrooms? | '
A. Employed custodians 2 8.7 - - 41 38
B. Students in turn 21 91.3 19 100 94 1 904 |
C. Delinquent students - - - - 6| 38|

Total 23 100 19 100 104 100, 4 949 9.15
2. Who cleans toilets? |
A. Employed custodians 2 8.7 - - + 3.8
B. Students in turn 14 60.9 11 57.9 35 33.7 |
C. Delinquent students 7 304 § 42.1 65 62.3 '

Total 23 100 19 100 104 100 4 9.49  29.36 |
3. How often do the toilet been cleaned? :
A. daily - - - - 2 1.9 |
B. In 2-3 days - - - - 10 9.0
C. In 4-5 days 1 43 7 36.8 11 10.6 |
D. Once a week 22 95.7 12 63.2 31 77.8 |

Total 23 100 19 100 104 100 4 9.49 7U
4. How often do the class been cleaned? |
A. Daily 12 522 9| 474 37| 3355 |
B. In 2-3 days 2 174 2] 105 6 5.8 ]
C. In 4-5 days < - - . 17 163 I
D. In a week 7 30.4 3 42.1 40 38.5

Total 23 100 1 100 104 100 0 12.59 15.65 |
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Table 24 item 1 investigates whether budget is allocated for cleaning equipment or not in this
regard of the total school respondents 5(21.7%) principals and 53(51%) teachers said ves
however. [8(78.3%) principals. 19(100%) v. principals. 41(39.4%) teachers reported no and
10(9.6%) teachers are none respondents. For item 1 the responses of principals and teachers
seems a bit contradictory. This may because principals know as there is no government budget
allocated for cleaning schools. However in some schools students are asked to contribute
voluntarily for cleaning equipment by the home room teachers the researcher believes as teachers
are talking about this budget. The chi-square test showed as there was a significance difference
among the responses of the respondents as the cultivated value 20.53 is greater than table value
9.47 at 4 degree of freedom and «0.05 degree of significance. From this it is possible to conclude
that there is a problem in obtaining cleaning materials this may affect the health and safety of
schools

[tem 2 of this table presents by whom classrooms been cleaned regarding this, majority of the
principals. all vice principals and 83(79.8%) teachers reported that classrooms been cleaned by
students in turn while few number of principals and teachers informed as it was done by
employed custodians and 6(5.8%) teachers revealed that it was performed by delinquent students.
On top of this the chi-square test for the item pointed out that there was a common understanding
about the way the classrooms been cleaned as the calculated value 9.15 is in the domain of the
table value at 4 degree of freedom in the « 0.05 significance level. Therefore. the study result
shows that classroom cleaning mainly been done by students however, using students may create
a problem on the quality service they are rendering which may in turn might reduce the long life

of classroom facilities. Moreover, it may also affect students’ health.

Item 3 of this table conveys the cleaning of toilets. In relation to this, of the school respondents
14(60.9) principals, 11(57.9%) V. principals and 33(31.7%) teachers reported as toilets been
cleaned by students in turn however. 7(30.4%) principals 8(42.1%) V. principals and 35(52.9%)
teachers revealed it has been cleaned by delinquent students and 2(8.7%) principals and 4(3.8%)
teachers asserted it is done by employed custodians. From the study result can see as there is a
discrepancy between the responses of the principals and teachers. The researcher assumes as the
discrepancy is because using delinquent students for cleaning is not acceptable therefore.
principals were not honest not to be accountable while teachers telling the truth. Generally, this
shows how little emphasis is given for the sanitation of school facilities moreover, this ill practice

of giving sanitary work as punishment have a problem for the work to be done and for the moral
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of the students too. However, the chi-square test for the item conveyed there was no relationship
between the responses of the respondents.

ltem 3 of this table is about the frequency of classroom sanitation. To this effect out of the total
respondents a good number of principals and V. principal and about 33% of teachers confirmed
that classrooms been cleaned daily however, 7(30.4%) principals 8(42.1%) V. principals and
39(37.5%) teachers asserted as it has been cleaned weekly. Besides few number of principals. V.
principals and teachers informed that classroom cleaning is done in two-three days. Moreover.
the chi-square test about the frequency of classroom cleaning portrayed as there were a common
consensus among the views of the respondents. From the data prevailing it is fair to conclude that
there is inconsistency in cleaning. This again in the first place reduces the classroom facilities life

span apart from this affect the students” health

[tem 4 of this table investigates how viien toilets been cleaned. In relation to this of the total
school respondents majority of principals, vice principals and teachers confirmed as toilets been
cleaned once a week while relatively few 1(4.3%) principals 7(36.8%) vice principals and
[1(10.6%) teachers asserted 4-5 days. Moreover 10(9.6%) and 2(1.9%) teachers reported that
toilets been cleaned two-three days and on daily basis respectively. From this one can understand
that in how long toilets been cleaned. This length may create a problem on the facilities and
students health in a compound relatively large number of school community reside. Nevertheless
the chi-square test depicted as there was significant difference among the responses of the

respondents as the calculated value is greater than the table value.



Table 25: The Maintenance of Some Selected School Facilities

Wereda Respondents

School Respondents

! ! ' 1 Table | Calculated
Na [tems WEDHs WEDPs Supervisors S. Principals . Teachers Of value value of
Principals J |
( ’ A N
\ ‘ No ] No l Y ‘ No ‘ % No ’ Yo No ‘ [ No [ Yo J | }
23 L Painting walls and ‘ ’ I | ‘ | | _—‘_}
I
A Very Good ’ - J 1 23 ‘ » ' 1 43 2 ‘ 10.5 | 12 | 18] ! ‘ 1
r B. Goad ' RN ) 3 73 E 3 ’ 385 3 13 2 ‘ 10.3 " 27 26 j ] o
’ C. Poor 3 60) - ' s 385 17 73.9 7| 363 16 154 ‘ ]
I D. Very Good - . = 3 23.1 2 8.7 § | 421 49 47.1 | i j{
l Total s | 100 4 w0 |13 100 23 o | 14 100 | 104 100 7 15 %500 ] 4582 |
L\l aintenance of | : ]
furniture [ " I
F Very (:m.u. - 4 ' Z z ' 1 7.7 = E ‘ {106 | , , !
B. Good R [ 58 A R T
(G _L4l S0 ’ G r SR T T ls'l'ﬁ".i EE |W4f i
| i A | | | i | i il | i [ o | | |
! Total 5 l 100 ’ 4| 100 ! 13 100 23 100 | 14 100 | 104 , 100 | 15 25.00 I 45@
l 3. Maintenance of window J ( J [ | [ |
and doors | J i‘ | |
A. Very Good s ' 1 7.7 = £ g J 10 9.6 l !
B. Good 1 20 ’ 2 50 7 53.8 9 39.1 9 | 474 35 33.7 l
C. Poor 4] 80 2 50 5 38.5 10 43.5 8| 421 40 38.5 ﬂ
D. Very Good - . - = 4 17.4 2 [ s 19 18.3 I _{
Total S [ 100 4] 100 [ 13 100 23 100 [ 14 100 | 104 100 | 15 25.00 | 7?,
4. Shade plants |
A Very Good = I I 15.4 5 27 | 6] 316 1 ! 9.6 -
B. Good 3 60 3 75 4 30,8 4 174 4 114 63 | 606
C. Poor 2 40 1 25 6 46.2 14 60.9 5] 263 EF] 3.1 !
D. Very Good N . - 77 = N R YO 7 6.7 —
Total 5[ 100 4] 100 13 100 23 100 [ 14 | 100 [ 104 100 | 15 500 | 34@
5. Fence |
A. Very Good . 3 23.1 3 13 2| 105 10 9.6 _{
B. Good 3 100 4+ 100 7 53.8 14 60.9 | 17 | 253 28 26.9 i |
C. Poor - 3| 231 6| 260 1 36| 346 |
D. Very Gaod . - B o - » N 30 [ 288 {
Total 5| 100 4 J 100 [ 13 100 23 100 | 14 100 | 104 100 l 15 25.00 | 35.14_|'

Item 1 in table 25 depicts about the painting of walls and corridors. For this, of wereda

respondents 2(40%) WEOHSs, 4(100%) WEOPS 5(38.5%) supervisors confirmed as the painting

of walls and corridors of their school been good. However, 3(60%) WEOHs and 8(61.6%)

supervisors revealed decorating walls and corridors were poor and very poor. On the other hand

of the total school respondents 4(17.3%) teachers asserted it was good and V. good nevertheless

majority of the principals. vice principals and teachers complained about the poor and V. poor

status of school walls. From the result of the study, it is fair to say that there is a problem in



painting school walls and corridors. This may force students to learn in unattractive school

environment which might again negatively affect the teaching learning.

With regard to item 2 about the maintenance of furniture few WEOHs and 8(61.5%) Supervisors
explained the maintenance of furniture was good and above. However, 4(80%), WEOHs 3(73%)
WEOPs and 5(38.5%) supervisors claimed to be poor and V. poor. Apart from this. of the total
school respondents 7(30.4%) principals 4(21.19%) vice principals and 44(42.3%) teachers
reported the maintenance was good and above nevertheless majority of principals, V. principals
and teachers complained about the poor status of the maintenance. From this argument one can
clearly visualize that the maintenance of furniture is in a better condition even though it is not
perfect. This may help students to use well maintained desks and benches and others which 1may

positively assists the classroom teaching by reducing misbehavior and strengthening attention.

[tem 3 of table 25 portrays the maintenance of windows and doors in this regard out of the
wereda respondents few WEOHSs, half of the WEOPs and 8 (61.5%) supervisors asserted the
maintenance of windows and doors is good and V. good nevertheless a reasonable number of
WEOHSs half of the WEOPs and 5(38.5%) supervisors objected the activity. Moreover from the
total school respondents nearly 4% principals, v. principals and teachers reported to be good and
V. good however nearly 60% principals, vice principals and teachers rejected it as poor and V.
poor. I'rom the study result point of view there is an indication of problem in maintaining
windows and doors. This may make students to feel uncomfortable in class rooms and above all

expose the students to draft air which might again make students in attentive.

[tem 4 of this table on its part shows the status of shade plants in the school compounds in
relation to this, out of the total wereda respondents 3(60%) WEOHS, 3(75%) WEOPS and
6(46.2%) supervisors’ affirmed shade plants been maintained good and V. good in the school
compounds however, almost nearly half respondents condemned the activity. Moreover nearly
9(30%) principals, 10(53%) vice principals and 73(70.2%) teachers reported good and V. good
whereas, 14 (60.9%) principals, 9(47.7%) vice principals and 31(29.8%) teachers revealed the
poor and V. poor status of shade plants in the school. Based on the data one can deduce that the
handling of shade plants is fair however, there is a need to be strengthened. The presence of

shade trees may protect primary school children from the scorching sun and weather calamities.

The final item of table 25 discusses about the maintenance of fence regarding this majority

wereda and school respondents asserted the maintenance of fence was a good whereas, only very
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few supervisors from wereda, few principal, and majority 66(63.4%) teachers condemned the
practice about maintenance of fences in schools. On the whole, data shows that maintenance of
school fence is in a better situation which may contribute to safeguard facilities and reduce

interruptions during lessons.

Table 26: The Controlling of School Facilities

Respondents |
No Question item S. Principals V. Principals Teachers
No % No % No Yo
26 1. Have the facilities in your school been delivered on
records?
A. yes 20 87 17 89.5 71 87.3
B. No 3 13 2 10.5 3 12.5
Total 23 100 19 100 104 10)
2. Have the facilitics been coded? ? ,
A Yes L 47.8 17 89.5 65 62.5 |
Ropo 12 523 2 105 35] 375}
Total 23 100 19 1000 104 100
3. How do you evaluate the custody of your school . 1
facility? o IR N R SR R
A. V. good 7 30.4 41 200 1L o
B. Good 6 26.1 10 526 | 39| 373
C. Poor 10 43.5 3 13.8 54 51.9
D. V. Poor = - 7 10.5 - -
Total 23 100 19 100 104 100
4. If your answer for question no (8.3) is Poor or V.
Poor guarded the reason is
A. lack of school budget to pay for guards 6 60 4 80 32 59.3
B. lack of management control 3 30 1 20 22 40.1
C. mention if any 1 10 - - = | = il
Total 10 100 5 1000 54 100

Refurbishing school facilities will require a large amount of sum. This again demand proper
handling and controlling to avoid wastage, regarding this table 8 depicts how respondents view
facilities control of their schools. Item one is about receiving school facilities, in relation to this.
20(87%) principals. 17(89.5%) V. principals and 91(87.5%) teachers confirmed as facilities
received on a legal basis while 3(13%) principals, 2(10.5%) V. principals and 13(12.5%) teachers
reported the contrary. From this one can conclude that there is a better situation that may enhance

effective control.

Table 26 item 2 of the above table discusses about the coding of school facilities, for this
11(47.8%) principals, 17(89.5%) vice principals and 63(60.6%) teacher respondents asserted as
coding of school facilities was done properly. In contrast 12(52.2%) principal, 2(10.5%) vice
principals and 35(33.7%) teachers conveyed as coding of facilities was poorly exercised due to
lack of experience, and high turn over of school management team. For item 2 of table 26 data

findings show as there is a gap between the responses of principals and teachers and V.
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.
principals. The researcher believes this may because of lack of knowledge on the part of v.
principals and teachers about the coding and may be due to the carelessness of some respondents
m filling the questionnaire. Generally although the number of respondents who asserted the poor
level of coding be seen below average. This amount even may affect the controlling of facilities.
Therefore, from this one can see as there is a gap in coding facilities. It is visible from this that
not coding school facilities negatively affect proper handling and utilization which may also open

the door for vandalism, misplacement and the like.

Similarly, for the last item on the table 26 about the commitment of school guards on facilities
control nearly more than half of principal, majority of vice principals and half of the teacher
respondents rated very good and good while nearly half of the principals, few vice principals and
more than hall” of the teachers reported to be poor. Moreover those who rated guarding of
facilities as poor denoted their reasons ranking lack of budget to employ mare ouards., Tacl of

control and poor salary from 1 to 3 respectively for the problem.

In-a nutshell, controlling of school facilities in the sample area is questionable this may also

exposes school properties to theft and vandalism.
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The data obtained showed that there was no common understanding as to whose responsibility
the functions were. This may because of lack of information communication. Wereda
respondents were the high level practitioners at local level. Therefore, this type of difference may

negatively affects the management practices of facilities planning.

For the second item on the table 27 is about budget generation majority WEOPs pointed out
school Boards PTAs and school principals as equally important bodies in the generation of
budget. While WEOPs rated PTAs, school board and school principal to be the first. second and
third. Supervisors on their part selected school board and PTA the first and second in the budget
generation. From the respondents rating one can understand as there was a gap in conceptualizing
the, mandates given by MOE to each managing body of the school. This again will bring about
lack of accountability which affects the work.

Item 3 of this table investigates communicating plans as to whosc responsibility was in this
WEOHs put school board the first and PTA’s the second whereas WEOPs rated school Board
and school principals to be equally more responsible. On top of this supervisors viewed this job
mainly of PTAs and secondly of school board.

Item 4 of this table also portrays who is more responsible for the purchase of items. In this
regard, majority WEOHs placed school board to be the first and WEO. PTAs and school
principals been the second. Whereas WEOPs gave equal responsibility to school board and
school principals. Apart from this, a good number of supervisors rated PTA to be the first and
school board the second. For item 5 of this table the same been followed. From this one can
observe as there is a difference of view among respondents.

The last item in this table is regarding the controlling of school facilities WEOHs rated equal
point to WEO, PTA and school principals while WEOPs put equal point for school board. PTA
and school principals, apart from this supervisors selected for the controlling of school facilities

as PTA’s and principals were more responsible. This implies that there was a problem in role

identification.
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Table 28: School Respondents View about the Roles and Responsibilities of School Decision Makers

[tems School Respondent; -
School principals Vice Principals Teachers
| 2 3 4 5 6 il 2 3 4 5 e T |1 2 3 4 5 Je T
Planning of new No AT T 18] 16| 10| 86 9 10 58 1 37 3 46 | 52| 38| 55| 38| 24| 253
school facilities % | 811209 | 198] 209186 116|100 | 23.0 | 256 | 128 | 205 10 7.7 | 100 | 18.18 1205 | 15 [ 217 15| 95 | 100
Budge generation No| s| 18] 19 3] 12] 11| 78 -1 13 8 5 | 4] 34 10| 65| 39| 43| 28| 28233
% | 6.4 1231|244 [ 166 | 154 | 141 | 100 - 13821235 | 1321105 [ 105|100 43279 [ 53 [ 185 12| 12 100
Communicating No 9 13 13 20 8 7 1530 3 6 4 14 2 -1 29 17 35 28 62| 13 10 | 165
school facilities plan | % | 12.9 | 186 | 18.6 | 286 | 114 | 10 100 | 103 207 [ 138 [ 483 | 6.0 -1 100 103 1212] 17[376] 79| o1 100
Purchasing school | No 8] 17] 19 10 5 5| 64 4 9 11 4 NI 20 | 45| 9] 31| 241 71187
facilities % | 12512661297 | 156] 78| 78 | 100 | 138 | 311379 138 3.0 - 1100 112 [273 [ 330 [ 174 | 128 ] 3.7 100
Planning No 5119 19 16| 13] 10 82 -1 9 5 3 2] 30 3] 43| 52| 43| 24| 13178
maintenance % | 61123202321 195|159 | 122 ] 100 = 13661 300166] 107 66100 1.7 1242 [ 292 [ 242135 | 73 | 100
Controlling school No 15 15 19 20 23 18 1 110 3 9 6 10 3 2| 38 13 38 35 32 38 | 21197
facilitics % | 1361 136|173 [ 18.18 [ 209 [ 164 | 100 | 7.9 | 237 | 15.8 | 363 | 31| 531100 | 661193178264 | 193 | 107 | 100

Table 28 presents respondent view about the role of school decision makers. To this effect, item one seeks

information about the more responsible body for the planning of new school faciliiies in relation to this from

school respondents significant number of principals 18(20.19%) responded as new school lacility planning to be

number one school boards and school principal’s job while vice principals put school board to be the first and
WEO as the second. To this, teachers reported school principals as the first responsible body and board to be the

second for the planning of new facilities. In this, teachers rating seems similar, whereas that of vice principals

differs. However, according to the MOE (1994) document for educational management that of vice principals

were applicable. From this one can deduce as there were no common agreement among the respondents view on

the roles of school decision makers. This will create confusion and negatively affects the work.,
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For Item 3 of table 28 is about communicating plan significant number of the three groups
respondents synonymously rated principals to be the first and school board the second. This

implies as there was a common knowledge about who communicates plan.

For item 4 of this table is regarding the purchase of facilities. All the three group respondents
confirmed that PTAs were the first and school board were the second responsible body for the
purchase of school facilities however the MOE Educational organization for finance and
community participation document depicts as school board to be responsible on finance matter.
Item 5 of this table secks information the responsible body for planning of maintenance. in this
regard, majority school principals rated for school board and PTAs the first with equal point

while vice principals and teachers placed school board first and PTAs second.

From this one can understand that there is a gap in clearly identifving the roles of school
practitioners. According to the MOE document school board is the higher decision making bodyv

while PTAs are technical supporters of the in situational process.

The last item in this table is regarding the responsibilities of controlling resources vice principals
and teachers asserted as school principals and school boards were responsible while teachers
rated as teachers and school boards were equally the second. Apart from this principals made
teachers the first principals the second responsible body in the controlling of resources. This
implies there is a problem in understanding about the roles of the decision makers it is clear that
teachers are responsible particularly for the teaching materials in the classroom. however.
principles are accountable for the over all school property. On the whole from the rating of this
table responses are closely related than that of Weredas if not the matter of degree. However what

was unique from both tables are the place given to teachers and students in the management of

school facilities was very much limited. Therefore from this it is fair to say responsibilities were

not clearly understood by respondents.
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Table 29: School Board Willingness School Facility Management Activities

j ‘ ’ Items ‘r Wereda Respondents ! School Respondents
i No sc(ijx‘c\n;li(Eaixm;::jC\:-EI|I|L,-I,}[:,1L‘,;U:(, J WEOI WIOP | Supervisors | S. Principals | V. Principals | Teachers
l pur.tic..‘ipaie in the following No | % No o/ No | % No | % ~No o No o, _I
i activities? |
J 29 | 1. Planning new school facilities |
i A. V. good - - L] 25 1 T7 27 105 .
! B. good I 0] 3| 73] 2| 154 8] 348 T 20| 53] 5
C. poor 4 80 10 76.9 15 65.2 13 68.4 35 | 33.7 |
D. v. Poor = = - -1 = - - - - - 16 ] 154
Total 5 100 4 100 | 13 100 23 100 19 100 104 | 100 J
2. Create good school :
community relations |
A. V. good = = = =l 1 7.7 s 2 20 103 T 38
B, good | 20 2] 50| 4| 308| 6] 261 6| 316 30288
! C. poor BE S0 2 50 8| 615 | 17| 7390 11l 379 R 7
| D.v.Poor R - w = = -] e
L'otal =) 100 4 100 15 100 23 100 19 100 104 100
3. Income generation
Ao W, goeid - 1 25| 1 7 v 71105
B. s 3 60 . 3 230 7 304 4| 201 46| 442
C. poor 2 40 3 753 8 61.5 15 65.2 13 ] 684 48 | 46.2
D. v. Poor - i i B 77 1 43 - 8| 77 I
E. none N - - - - - - - = = 2 1.9 |
Total 5 100 4| 100 | 13 100 | 23 100 19 100 | 104 | 100 J‘

ltem1 1 on table 29 conveys about the willingness and commitment of school board in the
planning of new school facilities in this regard, of wereda respondents 1(20%) WEOHs 4(100%)
WEOPs and 3(23%) supervisors rated as good and better. However, 4(80%) WEOHs, 10(76.9%)
supervisors and 15(62.5%) teachers objected school boards willingness and commitment to be
poor. On the other hand, of school respondents 8(34.8%) principals, 6(31.6%) vices principals
and 53(51%) teacher confirmed for boards’ effort to be good and above. Whereas majority
15(62.5%) principals 13(68.4%) vice and 51(49.1%) teachers condemned it to be poor and worse.
The data obtained from the respondent shows as there was lack of willingness and commitment
on the part of school boards in the planning of new school facilities. Thus, times student flood 1s

inundating schools to get access, lack of willingness to plan facilities collaboratively means an

obstacle to the run towards achieving UPE at 2015.

As can be seen on item 2 of table 29 boards effort to create school community bond been viewed.
In this respect, out of the total wereda respondents 1(20%) WEOHSs, 2(50%) WEOPS and

5(38.5%) supervisor asserted boards’ willingness to create school community relation to be good.



However, 4(80%) WEOHs 2(50%) WEOPS 8(61.5%) supervisors claimed to be poor. A part
from this, of school respondents 6(26.1%) principals. 8(32.1%) vices and 34(32.6%) teachers
reported the boards willingness to bond school to the community to be good whereas majorit
17(73.9%) principals, 11(57.9%) vice principals and 70(67.3%) teacher complained to be poor.
From the information collected it is possible to conclude that the commitment of the board to
create smooth school community relation was poor. This may cause poor access, high dropout

and lack of assistance from the community.

Table 29 item 3 reveals boards willingness in the income generation regarding this few 3(60%)
WEOHs 1(25%) WEOPs 4(30.8%) supervisors conveyed boards effort in generating income
were to be good and better respectively however 2(40%) WEOHS. 3(75%) WEOPS and
9(69.2%) supervisors rated as poor and even worse. In addition to this of school respondents
7(30.4%) principals 6(31.6%) vice principals and 46(44.2%) teachers rated generally good. In
contrast about 16(69.5%) principals, 13(68.4%) vices and 51(49.1%) teachers affirmed to be poor
and v. poor 2(1.9%) teachers become none respondents. Therefore, based on the findings it is
possible to deduce boards’ willingness and commitment in the process of income generation were

poor. This may cause budget shortage that may indirectly affect the teaching learning.



Table 30: School Principals Willingness to Involve others in school Facility Management

Activities

- Items Wereda Respondents School Respondents J
How do vou evaluate the willingness WEOH WEOQOP Supervisors Teachers |
o : : :
Z{ft]l)\::gzlﬁals in the following No o, No % No % Nia - B
1. School principals participating ! 5
others in planning
A. V. good - = & = 1 i 10 9.6
B. cood 2 40 - - S 8.5 30 28.8
D. v. Poor 1 20 1 25 - - 13 12:5
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 104 100
2. Strengthening school community
relation
A. V. good - - o . 1 7.9 10 9.6 |
B. eood 2 40 2 50 6 6.2 36 34.6 |
C. poor 2 40 2 50 6 46.2 50 48.1
D. v. Poor I 20 - = - - 8 7.9
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 104 100
3. Control over resources
A. V. sood - - 1 25 2 15.4 15 14.4
B. good 4 80 2 50 8 ) 4.2 40.4
C. poor - - 1 25 3| 231 38 36.5
D. v. Poor 1 20 - S = - 9 $ 7
Total 5 100 4 100 13 100 104 100

Table 30 item 1 shows principals’ willingness and commitment in participating others in
planning. In this regard, of the four respondents only 1(7.7%) supervisors and 10(9.6%) teachers
conveyed to be V. good while 2(40%) WEOHs; 5(38.5%) supervisors and 30(28.8%) teachers
supported rating as good. However, 2(40%) WEOHS, 3(75%) WEOPS, 7(53.8%) supervisors
and 51(49%) teacher claimed to be poor and the remaining 1(20%) WEOHs, 1(25%) WEOPs and
13(12.5%) teachers refused to accept principals’ participating others in planning. From this one
can say that principals’ willingness and commitment to engage others in planning a problem may

bring about lack of team sprit and misunderstanding for the goal attainment.

As can be observed form item 2 principals’ willingness and commitment in strengthen school
community relations is discussed. In relation to this, of the respondents 1(7.7) supervisors and
10(9.6%) teachers reported that principals effort to bond school with the community was V. good
while 2(40%) WEOHS, 2(0) WEOPS 6(46.2%) supervisors and 50(48.1%) teachers asserted
principals commitment on the matter as poor while even 1(20%) WEOHs and 8(7.7%) teachers

were rated very poor. Therefore, the study result implies that the willingness of principals in
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creating good school community relation have a problem. School principals are at the vortex
between the school and the society. Having this strategic place with out commitment would

retard unquestionably the whole process.

The last item 4 table 30 on its part indicates’ the commitment of principals in controlling
resources. Accordingly of the total respondents 1(25%) WEOPs, 2(15.4%) supervisors and
I5(14.4%) teachers, asserted principals control over resource were V. good majority 4(80%)
EOHs, 2(50%) WEOPS 8(61.5%) supervisors and 42(40.4%) teachers reported to be good when
as, few 1(25%) vice principal, 3(23.1%) supervisors and 38(36.5%) teachers rated as principals
control over resources were poor while the remaining 1(20%) WEOHs and 9(8.7%) teachers
suggested it was very poor. Resource control is among the functions of facilities management
thus the study finding showed that principals control over resources were good which may reduce

cost and proper utilization of facilities.

Table 31: Teachers Willingness to Participate in School Facility Management Activities

Items School Respondents
No To what extent teaching are willing S. Principals V. Principals
to participate in the following No o No o
activities?
31 1. Take part in the planning
A. V. good 2 10.5
B. good 6 26.1 8 421
C. poor 14 60.9 2 10.5
D. v. Poor 3 13 7 36.8
Total 23 100 19 100
2. Beautify the school grounds
A. V. good 3 13 4 21,1
B. good 10 43.5 6 31.6
C. poor 10 43.5 9 47.4
D. v. Poor - - - -
Total 23 100 19 100
3. Control resources
A. V. good 3 13 -
B. good 8 34.8 8 42.1
C. poor 12 52.2 11 57.9
D. v. Poor - - -
Total 23 100 19 100

Table 31 item 1 discusses about the level of teacher willingness to take part in the planning. Only
2(10.5%) vice principals conveyed as V. good while 6(26.1%) principals and 8(42.1%) vice
principals said it was good; however, majority principals 14(60.9%) and 2(10.5%) vices asserted

teachers commitment to take part in the planning were poor. Furthermore principals and vice
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principals respondents accounted for 3(13%) and 7(36.8%) were also claimed it to be very poor.
This implies that teachers involvement in the planning had a problem. This might hinder facilities
improvement one way or the other as teacher play a key role in the school to mobilize students

and their parents as well if they become part of the plan if not the reverse may be true.

Table 31 item 2 presents Teachers commitment in the beautification of school grounds. In this
regard majority principals 13(56.5%) and 10 (52.7%) v. principals respectively confirmed their
agreement by rating good and above whereas 10(43.5%) principals and 9(47.4%) vice principals
asserted as teachers participation were poor. Based on the results it is fair to conclude that
relatively teachers’ willingness and commitment to take part in beautifying the school were fair

with some limitation to be strengthened.

The last item on table 31 investigates about teachers’ willingness and commitment in the control
of resources. To this point, of the respondents 13(36.1%) principals and 8(42.1%) vice principals
confirmed it to be fair and above. However, majority principals 12(52.2%) and 11(57.9%) vice
principals condemned it as teachers willingness to control over resources were poor. The
statistical data depicts there was a problem in teachers willingness to control over resources.
Teachers need to play other roles other than instruction in school teachers are viewed as material

managers that distribute resources to their student and should be controllers of that resource.

Losing teachers commitment on this means a problem to manage facilities.

Table 32: Students’ Willingness to Participate in School Facility Management Activities

Items School Respondents
No How do you evaluate students’ willingness and S. Principals V. Principals Teachers
commitment in the management of school facilities? No % No % No | %
32 1. Participate in facilities planning
A. V. good - - - 2 1.9
B. good 5 21.7 2 10.5 29 27.9
C. poor 4 17.4 10 52.6 57 54.8
D. v. Poor 14 60.9 7 36.8 16 15.4
Total 23 100 19 100 ] 104 100
2. Take part in school maintenance
A. V. good - 2 10.5 13 12.5
B. good 7 30.4 6 31.6 46 44.2
C. poor 16 69.7 11 57.9 36 34.6
D. v. Poor - - - - 9 8.7
Total 23 100 19 100 | 104 100
3. Beautifying their school environment
A. V. good 3 13 2 10.5 20 19.2
B. good 3 13 4 21.1 34 327
C. poor 17 73.9 13 68.4 42 40.4
D. v. Poor - - - - 8 7.7
Total 23] 100 19 100 | 104 100 ]
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Regarding the students willingness and commitment to participate in facilities planning of the
total respondents only 2(1.9%) teachers rated V. good while 5(21.7%) principals 2(10.5%) vice
principals and 29(27.9%) teachers asserted student willingness to participate in facilities planning
were good however, majority school principals, vice principals and teachers rated poor and above
respectively. Based in the statistical data portrayed it is possible to conclude that students
willingness and commitment to take part in the facilities planning in the sample areas were poor.
This might slow down facilities improvement moreover it might also bring about poor handling

during utilization as there is no sense of ownership on the part of students.

As data obtained from item 2 on table 32 points out the extent of students’ willingness to involve
in the school maintenance, with regard to this, of the respondents 7 (30.4%) principals 8(42.1%)
vice principals and 39(56.7%) teachers conveyed as it was good and better. However, majority of
the principals 16(69.7%) nearly more than half 11(57.9%) vice principals and 45(43.3%) teachers
Judged it was poor. Hence, from the data it is fair to deduce that there is a problem in students
willingness and commitment to take part in the maintenance of schools in the study area which

might hurt primarily students as they are forced to sit on broken benches and ragged floors and

also be difficult for the school as it forces to incur additional cost.

The last item on the table 32 entertains the extent to which students are willing to involve in the
beautification of their school environment. To this point majority of principals, vice principals
and nearly half of the teachers accounted for (73.9%, 68.4% and 40.4%) respectively asserted as
students’ willingness to beautify their environment were poor while 8(7.7%) teachers rated very
poor on the other hand relatively few principals and vice principal and about 51.9% teachers
reported good and above. Therefore despite the fact that there was lack of awareness students’

willingness to involve in the beautification of their environment is problem in the study area.
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CHAPTER FOUR

4. Summary, Conclusions and Recommendations

This final chapter deals with the major findings of the study out of which the conclusion is drawn

and possible solutions are recommended.

4.1 Summary of the Findings

On the basis of the analysis the following were the major findings.

4.1.1 It is believed that school facilities are the most important inputs needed in the schools next

to human elements in the provision of functional teaching learning at all levels. In the
management of this crucial inputs information communication plays a pivotal role in the
management of facilities. However, as the information form the data analysis depicted
average number of wereda respondents 3(75%) WEOPs, 8(61.5%) supervisors and
1(20%) WEOHSs asserted as that they haven’t read the primary school facilities standard
document while 8(34.8%) principals, 12(63.2%) vice principals and 36(34.6%) teachers
confirmed the same, they expressed as they rely on information the have got from

seminars, workshops and checklists from REB and ZED instead.

4.1.2 For the proper delivery of the teaching learning process the availability of classroom.

library, pedagogical center and laboratories are indispensable; however, the majority of
the school respondents 14 (60.9%) principals, 12 (63.2%) vice principals and 38 (35.5%)
teachers asserted as classrooms were not adequate enough. Similarly, more than 70%
principals, vice principals and teachers synonymously confirmed that student desks,
chairs and blackboards were very scarce. On top of this, majority respondents have

complained about the poor status of library pedagogical center facilities and the total

absence of laboratories.

4.1.3 School sites are among the determinant factors that enhance or deter in the delivery of

equitable education at primary levels. In this regard, school size, centrality to student
population the beauty and security of the general environment was rated to be good by
majority of the respondents while the drainage of the schools reported to be poor by the

majority of 15(65.2%) principals, 14(68.4%) vice principals and 40 (38.5%) teachers.

4.1.4 Obviously classroom condition matters to gain the full attention of students especially that

of primary level. The findings of the study depicts the levels of classroom temperature,
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ventilation, lighting and freeness from disturbing noise was affirmed to be good by

majority of the respondents while the classroom floor of some schools were criticized.

4.1.5 With regard to the compatibility of some school facilities to the teaching learning
curriculum. Majority wereda and school respondents asserted that the size of the
classrooms were not suitable to apply the methods (group teaching, student centered)
propagated in the curriculum. Apart from this, classroom furniture was not suitable to use
various forms of sitting arrangements. On top of this respondents complained about the
desks and benches as they were designed without taking in to account students age and
individual difference. Above all reasonable number of both wereda and school
respondents stipulated as the library facilities were not organized with ample reacing
space, books, furniture and service delivery and school compound is not suitable for out
of classroom teaching.

4.1.6 Facility planning is a team work between the school board, WEO, and Architects. however.
the findings of this study shows that material resource positions were not adequately
staffed the technical support rendered from architects, WEQ were reported to be poor to
adapt school facilities to the educational needs. Moreover, the constructions of school
facilities were not in line with the educational schedule due to lack of prior planning,
coordination, budget delay and lack of technical support.

4.1.7 It is well known that budget is an important input in education. The findings of the from a
study significant number of respondents shows that there was a delay of government grant

budget due to lack of prior planning, work load, lack of capacity and negligence.

Moreover, budget is not used for what it has been allocated instead it is diverted to other
headings
4.1.8 For better facility planning majority respondents from wereda and school synonymously

preferred School financing to WEO financing in order to avoid delay in purchase, to

easily identify facilities needs and to develop sense of ownership in managing facilities.

4.1.9 Majority respondents expressed their complaints on the purchase activities such as buying

poor quality items, delay in purchase, not buying at a reasonable price and unfair

distribution.
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14.1.10 The finding of the study showed that school maintenance planning was fair, however. a
good number of respondents pointed out schools used emergency maintenance which

could be done after facilities been collapsed and damaged with very high cost.

4.1.11 The training that was given at wereda and school level on how to handle school facilities

was good. However, respondents’ response showed that it has been given when

something wrong happened.

4.1.12 High number of respondents 18 (78.3%) principals 19 (100%) vices principals and
41(39.4%) teachers rated as there were no budget for equipments of cleaning as a result of
budget shortage. Except for two schools where cleaning been done by employed
custodians the remaining used students in turn on a daily basis for classroom, and

delinquent students once a week for cleaning toilets respectively.

4.1.13 The findings of the study from significant number of respondents confirmed that receiving
of school facilities was done on legal bases, however. facilities were not been coded due
to lack of experience. Moreover the custody of school facilities was poor because of
shortage of budget to employee guards as a result facilities were not been guarded well.

4.1.14 In an enquiry made to investigate school decision makers (WEO, School board, parent
Teacher Association, school principals, Teachers and students) role in some management
functions of school facilities. The data finding showed that there is lack of common
understanding among respondents about whe is more responsible in the activities
portrayed.

4.1.15 The findings about the school boards’ teachers' and students' willingness to take part in the
planning showed to be poor than their involvement in other school activities.

4.1.16 Majority respondents of Wereda and school confirmed principals’ willingness to involve
others in the planning of school facilities was rated poor.

4.2 Conclusions

After thorough investigation in light of the major findings of the study, the following conclusions

were drawn.

4.2.1 School facilities are key elements for the realization of educational program. Their
availability increases efficiency and effectiveness however, the findings of the study in

the site shows as curriculum implementation is suffering from serious shortage of basic

school facilities such as classroom, furniture library, laboratories and office facilities. This
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poor working environment was dissatisfy teachers and students and result in poor quality

education.

4.2.2 It is clear that the education and training policy had undergone various reforms such as
training of teachers and curriculum changes, however, respondents reported as classroom
learning is hampered severely as a result of the existing inappropriately designed school
facilities. This forces teachers to stick to the old teaching methods while at the same time
the inappropriateness and inadequacy of school facilities lead students to rely on teachers

and classroom texts alone. This again ends up in poor achievement.

4.2.3 The findings of the study shows as school compounds are not well organized in a way that
enhance out of classroom teaching (Sport, Music and Arts) for group work and individual

study. These in turn affect curriculum implementation and results in poor achievement.

4.2.4 Facility planning is one of the management activity exercised in schools, nevertheless,
respondents complaint revealed because of lack of organization in trained human
resource, information communication, the technical support made to adapt school
facilities to curriculum and societal needs is in problem which inturn affects facility

improvement and proper curriculum implementation process.

4.2.5 In the school, finance plays a significant role in facility improvement, however. the study
findings from a good number of respondents criticized the existing WEO financing school
budget due to budget delay and faulty purchases the proper functioning of the educational
program is facing a problem. This results in delay and poor facilities supply and wastage

of resources which might negatively affect the classroom teaching learning.

4.2.6 The school facility maintenance held in the schools was mainly dependent on situation
instead of following regular schedule and moreover it relies on the maintenance after
breakdown rather than following preventive or follow up maintenance. This forces
schools to spend relatively high amount of money, time and human resource which may

again dwindle the resource to be devoted to other educational programs and affect the
teaching learning.

4.2.7 The absence of budget for custodial service would lead students to use other means such as
branches of trees. In the long run this may again affects the beauty of the scene.
Moreover, it might also affect students health as primary school students are relatively

young and sensitive to withstand difficulty.
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4.2.8 The controlling of school facilities have been held on legal procedures although they were
not managed using coding system due to lack of experience and inadequate training on
the part of school principals. This may create a problem on proper handling and
controlling. Apart from this school facilities in the study area are open to vandalism and

damage as a result of poor control this may bring about wastage of resources.

4.2.9 The study findings from significant number of respondents confirmed that there is no
common understanding among the respondents response on the school decision makers'
role. This will create confusion as to who is responsible for what to manage and result in

poor performance in facility improvement which one way or the other hinder the proper

implementation of the educational program.

4.2.10 Principals willingness to involve other school practitioners in the planning of school
facilities been seen below average while school boards', teachers' and students’
willingness to participate in school plans asserted to be poor, as compared to their
involvement in other activities. This will erode the corporate culture of the faculty

decreases sense of ownership implementing plan and result in poor achievement.

4.3 Recommendations

Based on the findings and conclusions of the study, the following recommendations have been

made with the hope to improve the problems in the management of primary school facilities.

4.3.1 It 1s understood that resources are scarce, however, needs are limitless. As the study finding
indicated classrooms, student benches and desks were scarce, libraries were poorly
organized in majority schools and even laboratories were available in no school in the
study site. To improve this imbalance participative plans that focuses on priority needs
become be a necessity. To this effect, practitioners in school decision making positions
should be organized and capacitated by REB through workshops, on the job training and
other means possible to enable them to manage scarcity.

4.3.2 Primary education is the foundation for all other levels. Taking this in to account
government is making a great effort by training teachers with new methods, changing the
curriculum to make a difference. However, the training of teachers and the curriculum
needs (student centered teaching group teaching and team teaching) are not in line with
the physical facilities now existing. Therefore, to tackle this incompatibility, MOE and
REBs educational experts, architects and facility designers need to make further study on

how to avert the mismatch between the new teaching methods in the curriculum and the
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basic school facility designs by varying the classroom size for small and large group
teaching, and to make student desks appropriate to group teaching.

4.3.3 In schools some subjects activities such as sport, music, arts sometimes demand out of
classroom teaching. To effectuate this, school compounds should be organized in a way it
promotes efficiency and effectiveness of the teaching learning by the involvement of
technical experts and the school community.

4.3.4 Primary education budget takes relatively a large sum of finance at federal and regional
level. However, when it is distributed to the schools per student it becomes scanty.
Finding of the study showed even this very little amount were not used properly because
of the system of financing, complaints from respondents showed delay of budget, the
purchase of supplies suffer from poor quality items, lack of timeliness, unreasonable price
and lack of fair distribution as a result schools respondents were expressed their desire to
have school financing system. Therefore, as it is a serious policy issue further study need
to be made and MOE and REBs should evaluate their current system as decentralizing
responsibilities alone would not make a difference.

4.3.5 Proactive school facilities maintenance contributes a lot to the instructional effectiveness to
keep the health and safety of the school community and for the long life span of facilities.
and to reduce cost. However, findings of the study depicted that majority schools were
used emergency maintenance that depend on situation which requires a large amount
human materials, financial and time resource. Therefore, schools had better involve
teachers, students and the community in the maintenance of planning so as to develop a
sense of ownership in utilization. Moreover, awareness raising need to be given to schools
so as to what type of school maintenance should be used.

4.3.6 In keeping the health and safety of schools the involvement of students should be necessary.
however, study findings revealed that in some schools toilets have been cleaned by
delinquent students once a week. This is ill practice from human right and the
professional ethics point of view and cleaning once a week school toilet in a campus
where large member of students pass relatively long period of time means a danger for the
health and safety. Therefore, students should get orientation on how to use toilets and it
has been cleaned inturn frequently.

4.3.7 Controlling of resources contribute to the proper utilization, long life span of facilities, to
reduce cost, vandalism and theft. Next to other controlling bodies guards play their role,

nevertheless, the study findings show that schools have no guards due to lack of budget.
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Therefore, local officials and schools had better raise the awareness of the community
trough workshops and other possible means to take the responsibilities of financing.

4.3.8 It 1s believed that school management is a team activity. However, the findings of the study
pointed out that in the sample area principals willingness to participate teachers and
students in planning be seen very poor. Thus, MOE, REB and WEO should aware
principals the advantages of participating others in planning and also evaluatel the
performance from time to time.

4.3.9 For effective performance, willingness is an important. Regarding this, the study findings
showed that school boards, teachers and students were not willing to take part in the
planning. Hence, both intrinsic and extrinsic motivational mechanisms should be devised

by WEO and schools.
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Appendix -1
Addis Ababa University

School of Graduate Study

Department of Educational Planning and Management

Dear Respondent,

The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect first hand information on the management of
primary school facilities in Arsi Zone, based on the availability of facilities, the appropriateness
of facilitics to changes in curriculum, the financing system and the management roles and
competence. The information you provide will be used only for research purposes and your

response will be kept confidential. The success of this study entirely relies on your genuine and

honest responses, therefore be kind enough to spare some of your valuable time to answer all the

questions.
N.B.
* There is no need to write your name
* Please indicate your response by putting a (“v") mark in the provided box or write

shortage answers for it3ms that require your opinion.

Thank you very much for your cooperation in advance!
Questionnaire to be filled by Wereda Education Office Head, (WEOH), Wereda Education
Planning Unit (WEPU) and Supervisors
A. Personal Data

I. Name of your zone o _ District/wereda o
2. Sex Male [ Female [
3. Age 18-25 [ 26-35 [ 36-45 ] 46andabove [_]
4. Educational level
Below 12 grade (] Diploma 12 + Dip. (]
12 Grade complete [ ] 12+2 L]
T.T.112+1 ] 10+3 ]
T.T.110+1 (I BA/BSC Degree ]
12+ 1year college ]

5
i

Please specify if any other



5. Years of experience

Total 1-5 1 610 [—3 11-15 L] 1620 [
21-25 L3 26-30 3 31 and above ]
In the district 1-3 [ 4-6 L1 79 5 10-12 7]

13:15 ] 16andabove ]
Service on current position
Less than year [ 1-3 L 46 [] 7.9 [
10-12 ] 13-15 [ 16 and above [

Part Two: Level of information Communication in School Facilities Management

2.1. Have you read the MOE’s 1987 E.C. kindergarten and primary school standard document?
A.Yes [ B.No [

2.2.1f your answer for question number (1) is ‘No’ what is your reference to meet the standard?

A. Directives from REB or ZED in a form of check list L]

B. Copying from neighboring districts ]

C. Knowledge from workshops and seminars =

D. Mention if any other

2.3. Please order the reasons given for question number (2) by giving 1 for the most used method

and (3) lor the least

Ao [T B. O C. [
2.4. What is the average classroom-student ratio of your district?
For 1™ cycle 1-4 41-50 [ 51-60 1 61-70 [J
71-80 [ 81 and above
2" cycle 5-8 Lessthan40 [ ] 40.50 T30 51.60 ]
61-70 [ 71-80 LI 81 and above[ ]

Part 3: The Appropriateness of School Facilities to the Changes in Curriculum

3.1. To what extent do the existing school facilities managed in a way that responds to the

changes made on the curriculum?

No Key Facilities :
— : oo ] b SOOE 2ol v
3.1 Classroom size
311 for group teaching
1.2, team teaching

2|

| 3.1.3, _\giilubilil)[ol'cIzlssroumLl_n'[]ilur(: for group work
131 .i.§iilabﬂi_1yi_of‘c]gssn:oomjgrnimre’s for students’ age

3.2 Library
‘.,—;‘_1_—‘_"_‘_——___-—_‘*'_-—_——-—__—— D s
3.2.1. enough space for individual study

R 1 Space Ior ind —_— ] —_—

322 for group study e N N _ ]
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Part 4: The Planning of School Facilities in Line with the Curriculum Need

4.1. Which of the following is the most applicable method in your district for school facility

planning?

A. Need assessment survey [ ] B. School enrolment rate L]
C. Availability of budget ]
4.2. How do you select school site in your district?

A. Centrality to the student population L]
B. Taking the valiant land donated from the people as itis [
C. The size of the land ]
D. Nearness to the high way %

I&. Mention if any other -

4.3. Arc the material resource plaﬁ?ﬁng positions staffed in your district?
A.Yes [ B.No [
4.4. If your answer for question number (9) is ‘No’ how do you operate the school facilities
planning in your district?
A. By delegating (1 B. With a committee ]
C. By sharing the work to be done accordingly ]
D. Specify if any other _ o
4.5. If your response for question number (11) is more than

one rank your responses by giving ‘1°
for the severely attesting and "4” to the least

A [ B. [ I . D. [

4.6. In your district, schoo] construction is initiated by:

A. Preparing educational specification and give it to an architect L]
B. by discussing with an architect prior to construction []
C. By simply informing the need for a primary school ]

D. Mention if any other

4.7. Does the technical design of school facilities take into account the diversity of weather

condition?
A Yes [ B.No []
4.8. If your answer for question number (14) is ‘No’, why?
A. the architects do not know the situation well
B. Because not o violet the standard set

C. Lack of technical control during the construction

IRIRIRN

D. Duc to the capacity of Jocal constrictors

E. specify if any other o

[11



4.9. Il 'your answer for question number (15) is more than one put the reasons in the order of
importance by giving ‘17 for the most possible reason and (4) to the least one.
A ] B [ C. ] B[]
4.10. To what extent is the architects’ technical supports make a difference for the adaptation of

facilities to educational needs”?

A.V.good [] B.Good C ] C.Poor [] D.V. poor ]

4.11. If your answer for question number (18) is poor and v. good, why?

4.12. Have school construction in your district been completed on time?
A . Yes [] B.No [

Part 5: Finance of School Facilitics

5.1. What are sources of your budget for new school construction in your district?
A. Government grant . C. Donor’s support ]

B. Community contribution [ D. Internal revenue ]
E. Specity if any other L

5.2, If your answer for question number (22) is more than on rank your answers by giving (1) for

the high income source and (4) to the lower.

A ] B. ] e = D. [
3.3. How do you evaluate the timely release of government budget in your district?
A.V.good [] B. Good [] C.Poor [] D. V.poor []
5.4. If your answer for question number (24) is poor or V. poor, what is the reason?
A. Lack of capacity in sharing [ D. Negligence C ]
B. Work load ] E. Mention if any other ]

C. Lack of adequate prior planning ]
5. If your answer for question number (25) is more than one rank your responses by giving *1°

for the most actual reason and 4 to the least?
A. [T B. ] C. [ D.
5.6. Does your district use the granted budget for what it has been allocated for?

A Yes [ B.No [

5.7.If your answer for question number (27) is ‘No’, why?

Forabetter schodl foieerre—ereonooo
5.8. For a better school facility planning which level of financing do you favor among these two

choices?
A. School financing ] B. Wereda Education office financing [

v



5.9 If your choice for question number (5.8)is “A’, why?
-—

—_—

5.10. If your choice for question number (5.8) is ‘B’, why?

-—

5.11. To what extent is the purchasing of school facilities in your district in line with schools’

needs in terms of the following points?

1_3__l|>"ins,1_,91_1_4|itx_i},ef}_1_s,l'0qu¢st¢d_ -
| Buying at a reasonable price
. ,.I.'?E._“JEHFL‘ESEREHE_E'LC_'EEC_ I
Fairness of distribution

— ]

Part 6: Maintenance of School Facilities

6.1. Do you plan for school facility maintenance in your district?

A.Yes [ B. No ]

6.2, If your answer for question No (34. is ‘yes) what kind of maintenance do you make?

A. Follow up maintenance (]
B. Maintenance in specific time interval (semester, annual or 3 years) [ ]
C. For maintenance after breakdown ]

0.3. If your answer for question No (34) is ‘No’, why

6.4. Do y07u train ;}ur school board 1 am in how 1mcm—i
A.Yes [ ] B.No []

0.5. If your answer for question number (37) is ‘yes’, how often?
A. Once a year ] C. Depending on situation ]
B. Twicea year [ D. Specify if any other

6.6. How do you evaluate the existing status of your district schools maintenance

In terms of

their quality service?

~ No __Item maintained [ V.good | G

| Pamting walls and corridors

| Maintaining furniture ]
Maintenance of doorg_a'lld__\_z_{ip_giplys

Shade plants o




5. Years of experience

Total I-s L1 610 [ 1115 £ le20 [
21-25 L1 2630 [ 31and above []
As principal
1-3 E] 4-6 [ 7-9 ] 10-12 [
13-15 [ 16 and above ]
Service on the current position
Less than 1 year 1-3 ] 4-6 [
7-9 [ 10-12 ] 13-15 [ 16 and above  []

Part Two: Level of Information Communication in School Facilitiecs Management
2.1. Have you read the MOE's 1987 E.C. kindergarten and primary school standard document?
A Yes [ B. No []
2.2. 11" your answer for question number (1) is 'No' what is your reference to meet the standard?
A. Directives from REB or ZED in a from of checklist [L—J
B. Companying from neighboring districts (]
C. Knowledge from workshops and seminars Bt

D. Mention if any other

2.3. Please order the reasons given for question number (2) by giving (1) for the most used

method and (3) for the least

A [ B, [ c. [
2.4. What is the average classroom-student ratio of your district?
For 1™ cycle 1-4 A.40-50 [ B.51-60 [
C.61-70 [ D.71-80 [ E. 81 and above [
For 2" cycle 5-8 A.40-50 [ B.51-60 [ C.61-70 [
D.71-80 [ E. 81 and above []
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2.5. [i' 1hc l'ollowing lllcililie&, are d‘v’d]]

] urniture
5.3. 1. Attached dLSl\b

_-’—777 BOOI‘ o

dl‘)l(, in your school rate or evaluate it relation to MOE’s

5.3.3  Teachers table

2.10

; Water suggly

Black board
54.1  Size for the ¢ gzade lcvcl

L|b| mv lauhlu,s
5.4.1 Reddmé room

2 Sto:g for bOOI\S
Shelves

3
5

miwlm- t

71
4
2.3.4. 44 Reference books ir in guant

' 2.5.4.5 Recent reference books

2.54.6  Furniture

=047 kamg hour

7 SLILHLL ]db()ldIOly
5.7, l- ) -Sc'[umi_]t& B

[’degoyc centers
581 Work 5hop room

3 b 2 lep|dy room

Coordinators office

Equipment (workbench, ha hand l()Ol'i)

" School compound

| 2.8.1  Sizein _in relation to the student population
2_§ -2 Space fc e for or different kind of g fgames

2. 8.2.] F ool bd” Feld

.i._;—_,_‘__

Smtab |l'[X for open air teac]uxm

Shdde lrees

’s . F lowels

2 2.8.6. Fence

Omce Facilities
2.10.1. Ic.achc:ts stafl

2.10. 1.1, tables and and Chairs i in telatlon lo teache:s number
2 10.1.2 2. Lockers i in lL]dIIOn 1o 1eaLhus numbu

lO 2 Plll]ClE Is OﬂILC

[ 2.10. .10.3. D(,i)m tment h(,ad of_li_e_s__
2,10 ]{) 4. Wdlc h()LlSL

]0|Iet for students
2.1 .. Boys

2112 Gnls

"lm[cl for ¢ lLdLh(.]S s
2.12.1. Male

2 212 2. iemale

—_—

[X




Part Three: The Responsiveness of School Facilities to the Changes in

Curriculum

3.1. How do you evaluate your school in terms of the following points?

[No | ""“ﬁ""""“—QE;SEMEEF““_ V. [ Good [ Toor | V.
ER I o a1 " 3 B N Poor
3L | Sizeofschool o — T
.12 | Cemrfﬂ_itx[9_5!}1_5@1_999_1'9t_iOH,,,___ R SET N I W T
303 | Drainage I I I
ﬁﬂ‘ﬁﬂﬂm@@tﬂf_&m% ____________ T
___,_QQS_S!PEJMX“’_OEEM@Q@MQM_%___g ,,,,,,,,,, .

;Lifﬁggww s N . N
317 | Ventilation - _ SHI— E— I
3.1.8 __ J:iglltillg;—_: S o o ]
309 | Free from disturbing noise Y R R o
3.1.10 | Nawre of the floor N R I

3.2. To what extent do the followriﬂﬂéisgl_{(i)?o'l"facilities managed in a way that responds to the

changes on the curriculum?

_No | Key Facilitis Ty ood | Good | Poor [ V.poor |
3.2.1. | Classroom size
- 2:1.1 for group teaching S - S
212 team teaching T NI SR SR R
8.1.3. suitability of classroom furniture for
e BOUDWOK -l
8.1.4. suitability of classroom furniture’s
| forstudents’ age | .
322 [ Library e |
8.2.1. enough space for individual study - ]
_______ 1822 forgrowpstudy e |

Part Four: The Planning of School Facilities

4.1. Which one of the following is the most applicable method for schoo] facility pl
your district?

anning in

A. Need assessment [ C. Availability of budget [
B. Student enrollment ] D. Specify if any other

4.2. How do you select school site in your district?

-_—— OO

A. Centrality to the student population
B. Taking any vacant land donated from people
C. The size of the land
D. Nearness to the high way
E. Mention if any other
4.3. If your

Joon

answer for question no (4.2) is more than one order the responses by giving '1' for the most

actual reason and up for the less.

A [ B. [ C. O D, [



4.4. Does the technical design of school facilities take in to account the diversity of weather
condition?
A Yes [ B.No []
4.5. How do you evaluate the technical assistance from the WEOQ during school facility
expansion?
A.V.good [ B. Good [] C.Poor [J D.V.poor [
4.6. Does the technical design of school facilities take into account the diversity of weather
condition?
A.Yes [ B.No [
4.7. If your answer for question number (4.6) is no, why?
A. The architects do not know the situation well [
B. Because not to violet the standard set ]
C. Lack of technical control during the construction ]
D. Due to the capacity of local contractors [
4.8. It your answer for question number (4.7) is more than one put the reasons in their order to
importance by giving (1) for the most actual problem and (4) for the least one.
A [ B. [ & N
4.9. To what extent does the architect's technical support make a difference in adapting school
facilities to educational needs?
A.V.good [] B. Good [ C.Poor [ D.V.poor []
Part Five: Finance of School Facilities
5.1. What are sources of your budget in school facility construction in your school?
A. Government grant [ B. Community contribution [ ]
C. Donors support (I D. Internal revenue [ ]

k. Specify if any other

W
(R

. II'your response for question number (5.1) 1s more than one rank your answers by giving 'l'

for the high income source and '4' to the lower

A [ B. [] Cc. [

5.3. How do you get government grant budget from the WEQ?

A. In cash ] B. In kind or materials L]

X1



5.4, 1f your answer for question number (5.3) is 'B' to what extent do the purchasing of the WEQ
in line with your material needs in terms of {}

e Ttem | V.good Poor | V. poor
Buying the amount required

Bu ing quality items requested . )
Buying at a reasonable price
22 E al a reasona

1e following?

The limelim;ss of the p_;:{cl]zl_s;g - N
Vl":iirn_u_'a;s ol"disilrriburlion

S R R -

5.6. Do WEO financing school budget have a problem in school facilities planning?

A. Yes [] B.No []

3.7 If your answer for question number (5.0) is

'No', why

_
—_—
5.8. For better school facility planning which level of financing does your favor among the
following two choices?

A. School financing [ B. Wereda education office financing [

5.9.1If your choice for question number (5.8) is 'A’ why?
_—

5.10. If your choice for question number (5.8) is 'B'. why?
3 —_—

_—
Part Six: Maintenance of School Facilities

6.1. Do you plan for schoo] facility maintenance in your school?

A Yes [ B.No []

0.2. If your answer for question number (6. 1) 1s 'yes' for, what kind of maintenance do you plan?
A. Tor follow up maintenance ]

B. For maintenance in particular time interval like (semester, annual) []
C. For maintenance after breakdown ]

0.3. If your answer for question number (6.1) is 'ves', how often?
A. Twice a year

(] B.Once a year ]

C. Depending on situation [—] p, Specify if any other

XII



0.4. How do you evaluate the existing status of your school maintenance in terms of their quality

service?

N(ir __Item maintained . V;ggodﬁ Good | Poor [ vV, poor
()4_ . Plunlmn walis and (.OllrldOl‘j, —g j o T ——m_—ﬁ_gi_ ﬁh_iﬁ___ _ﬁ*
6.4, 2 L Mdll]ld[n]l]“ [Umm B fi_:_i_ o T %-1j:ﬁ__7ﬁ i ﬁ_—i_::
6. 4 3] Mdmtenancc qf_ggns and windows __ —H—%—_uh N gj_ ]
644 | Doorlocks - [ ]
045 | Shadu plants _%i 7_: R __ﬁ“ _;77*
6.4.6 | Fence - —*HH:%; [

e e

6.5. Do you school allocate budget for cleaning equipments?

A Yes [ B.No []

0.6. Il your response for question no (6.5) is ‘No’ why?

6.7. Who responsible for the cleaning of the following school facilities?

No l*aulltles

I*_,mployed Students in Delinquent Mention if any
| custodians turn students other

_No_| - l* Aulltm

(‘lassl ooms

| Toilets

6.9. Do you orient your students on how they use the school facilities?
A.Yes [ B.No []
6.10. If your answer for question number (38) is 'ves', how often?
A. Every semester [ ] B. Once a year [
C. When something wrong is observed (]

0.11. If your answer for question number (38) is 'No', why?

Part chcn The Controlling of School Facilities

7.1. Do the facilities in your school have been received on legal records?

A Yes [ B.No [

7.2, If your answer for question number (7.1) is 'No' please comment how things are going on?




7.3. Have the facilities in your school have been coded for better control?
A Yes [] B.No []

7.4, I your answer for question number (7.3) is 'No' why?

7.5. How do you evaluate the guarding of your school facility?

A.V.good [J B.Good [ C.Poor [ D.V.poor [
7.6. If your answer for question number (7.5) is, poor or v. poor why?

A. Lack of schools finance to pay for guards [_]

B. Lack of management control [ ]

C. Specify if any other
7.7. 1f your

answer for question number (7.6) is more than one order your responses by giving 'l'

for the more possible reason and (2) for the less one
A [ B. [ C. [

7.8. Who do you think involves in the following managerial activities of school in facility

Management in your school? If your response is more than one please indicate by ranking 1*
2" etc from the most responsible to the least.
———— 7 It INOSL responsi _

—l__ Managerial Functions WEO | S.B |PTA| S.P [T [ st
zfil__g:&_riw_ugu_a I
| 7.8.2 | Budget generation o NS ey
783 Communicating school facility plan. 17 Sew—E———
784 ,,,!’._Luichaii&g_sg!?,@E_!i@i_litﬁf;_s_,____ — N
| 785 Planning maintenance A R 4] I
186 _| Controlling school facilities S N N R R

Key= WEO= Wereda Education Office SP= School Principal
SB= School board T= Teachers
PTA= Parent Teacher Association  ST= Students

7.9. To what extent do the following school management teams have the ability to manage the
 following activities in your school?

~ No School Bard [ 2 I = [ Poor | V.
S S ——— lgoed | | | poo
[ 7.9.1 | Planning school facilities A
192 ﬁ@@ﬂl@ﬂm&lﬂiﬁ)ﬁ_@_@ﬁ_k,‘_f___g _____ N S |
7.9.3 Revenue generation SENES— S L
Teachers
794 ﬁi%Tamm_pm@ A A e S
-7_9_5 “‘T/[aimenance of school facilities I
796 | "fébih]@?h?schongTglﬂid_f R Biias e T T
[ 7.9.7 [ Control resources T I D e e
T T Stdens T ———— I e e
Tﬁfg_-—!_ 17d|\l—ﬂ€p_aﬁl l;ﬁT;ﬂHTﬂ gof schooﬁaci]ities I
799 | Maintenance of the school T —— T
(7910 | Beautifying their school environment I I e R

XV



7.10. How do you Jjudge the willin

team in your school?

No

7009

Control resources

oL

bLhool board

P]dl]ﬂll'l“ schoo] faul:[u,s

! Budnct Ucncntron

| Create strong. school communlly

Teac

Tot mke part in the p]anmnU -

Bc,duufy the school grounds

Stud

dI\m;:,_pa]l in lhe

M(unlumnm of the sulmo

XV

Poor V.
—__|__poor

gness and commitment of the following school management

V. h{)od
o _ | good S,
e s
lc,iatlon 4
hus_¥_ B
s ] _ EEEN
S S L
-
___otudents —
planmnﬂ of school f‘dCIi]Vlit[C‘L’ N
3
nwronment

Tank You



Appendix -3
Addis Ababa University
School of Graduate Study

Department of Educational Planning and Management

Dear Respondent,

The purpose of this questionnaire is to collect first hand information on the management of

primary school facilities in Arsi Zone, based on the availability of facilities, the appropriateness
of facilities to changes in curriculum, the financing system and the management roles and
competence. The information you provide will be used only for research purposes and your

response will be kept confidential. The success of this study entirely relies on your genuine and
honest responses, therefore be kind enough to spare some of your valuable time to answer all the

questions.

N.B.
* There is no need to write your name

* Please indicate your response by putting a (“v™) mark in the provided box or write
shortage answers for items that require your opinion.

Thank you very much for your cooperation in advance!

Questionnaire to be filled by teachers

Part One: Personal Data

I. Name of your district Woereda o _and School
2. Sex Male [] Female [
3. Age 18-25 [ 26-35 [ 36-45 [ Above 46 []
4. Educational level
Below grade 12 complete [] Diploma 10+3 L]
Grade 12 complete [] 1242 [
T.T.I10+1 [ BA/BSC Degree (.
12+TT1 [
12+1 [

Specify if any other
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5. Years of experience

Total 1-5 [] 6-10  [J 11-15 CJ 1620 [

) ] 26-30 [ 3land above [ ]
As principal

1-3 ] 4-6 [ 7-9 [ 10-12 [
13-15 [ 16 and above  []
Service on the current position

Less than | year 13 EJ 4.4 L

7.9 [J Lo-12 L] .45 16 and above []

Part Two: The Availability of School Facilities
2.1. Have you read the MOE's 1987 I:.C. kindergarten and primary school standard document?

A Yes L] B.No []

2.2, If your answer for question number (1) is 'No' what is your reference to meet the standard?

A. Directives from REB or ZED in a from of checklist C ]
B. Companying from neighboring districts [_]
C. Knowledge from workshops and seminars  [_]

D. Mention if any other

2.3. Please order the reasons given for question number (2) by giving (1) for the most used
method and (3) for the least

A, [ B. ]

C. [
2.4. What is the average classroom-student ratio of your district?
For 1™ cycle 1-4 A.40-50 L B.51-60 ]
C.ol-70 [ D.71-80 [ E.81 and above [
For 2" cycle 5-8 A.40-50 [ B.51-60 [ C.61-70 [
D; 7180 (181 and above et
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2.5. 11 the following facilities are available in your school rate or evaluate it relation to MOEs
___standard? (If not leave ave blank space).

No | ____ School f.lullTlEs ‘:____“—uﬁ_ L:ﬁ?’__g (';OFI__LGE)ZI an_ 2 p—ooﬁl:_;__
) g Classroom r .iu[lug-, ______ s L I i
EI_, Llawoom 1 size o o
259 Furniture o A
5.3.1.Attached desks
~_l—“a_"l TedJmt s chair ) ™
L 5.3.3 Teachers tal table ]
253 | Black board T “
5.4.1 Size for the grade level
254 | Lit xbmw facilites T ——————————— B e
2.54.1 Reading room
254.2Swre forbooks T IR Y R
2.54.8 Shelves o IR T e N
2,9 9 Reference 2nce books in guaﬂy
25410 Recent refer reference books s o
2.5.4.11  Furniture o N
o 73 4}_7 kamgj I_mu] 71}? i _________ " ___—__Tﬁ_:___
26 Science labor atory - T T o
o 5.7.2_ SCILHCL 1\11 _ B 7_ - - IR I
27 . P LL1L[LO"]L LLI][LI§ - - T R
585 Work shop room
386 Displayroom I R B
E 8 7 Coondlndtopg_gl_‘@g_ B B B RN ﬁ__ﬁ__
A 5 8.8 8 ) Equipment (workbench, hand tools) — |
2.8 “School compound
283 Size in relation to the student population S— N B
284 _Space for dlf‘fe_lfm't kind Of_b?!]’is__h_ PSS B
282 2. I Foot ball field e .
2.8.2.2. Valley ball field - - I I
2823 Handball field _ I I
2.8.2.4. Basket ball field - - ' I D
EMW o
5.9.4. Shade trees - ik i ) i
T8:1 Flowers —i T -
2.8 8.6. Fence o i i N
210 |« Othu Faciliies - e I B
2.10.1. Teachers stafT
;IQI_I [JB]L& and Chairs in relation [(_)__lgil(_‘ll(,_lé number I k:__ |
2:10.12, Lockers in relation (o teachers number | ] I I
L 2, _lOLj lII'ILPd|S office ) ~ - | p— t I s
| 2.10.3. &pd]lmenl hcad offices T = I T _____%:
o 2 IO 0.4.Ware house i
EAtH T(}llet for students o
2. 1L Boys
_____ 2102 Gils A A I B .
2.12 “Toilet for teachers o D A [
2.12.1. Male
,,,,,,,, oo kemle L | R
23 [Watersupply IR A R I ]
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Part Three: The Responsiveness of School Facilities to

3.1. How do you evaluate your school in terms of't

he following points?

No School site selection A | Good [ Poor | v~
- - Good Poor
Size of school
(f‘mliy_to student population T T
i *n.lgﬁlﬁgé’ e T SR S CHS.
"Céﬁeuﬂ%ﬁ?ﬁSﬁHﬁEEZF?E{E%E{EEEETEEEEJEZQﬁETMﬁ_"MH_"“_”ﬁ_"gﬁ__k """""""" e
Elﬂssroan cnvironmeaching learning e
31?%‘6&;5&§@a£aam I N s
3.1.11 ‘V—entilatiﬁ S T T T
312 | Lighting e T
5ii§%?ﬁ§ﬁ£ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬂ§&ﬁ£““"ﬁ_*_k_‘ﬁ“%_%“‘ﬂg—%_—“mﬁ_ﬁ_k_
3.1.14 | Nature of the floor _‘“—ﬁ—k-““ﬁ"*-‘ﬁ—ﬁf:j*“‘ﬁ—ﬁ—
S—— e, I I

3.2, To what extent do the following sc

changes on the curriculum?
S

hool facilities managed in a way that responds to the

Part Four- The Planning of School Facilities

4.1. Which one of the foll
your district?

A. Need assessment [
B. Student enrollment (.

4.2. How do you select school site in your district?

A. Centrality to the student population
B. Taking any vacant land donated from people

XIX

Noof o KeyFacliies V.good [ Good | Poor | V. poor |
3.2.1. | Classroom size o
L1 forgroup teaching | S .
| 2:1.2. team teaching . I I N
Sl3 forlecture ] o - B
8.1.4. suitability of classroom furniture for o
__Af__ﬂw%%_%_ut_ﬁ_m_.ﬁ% . .
8.1.5. furniture suitability for individual
. work _ i S
8.1.6. suitability of classroom furniture’s
| fOrstudents’age T B A R
3zz | Library o ] i
8.2.1, enough space for individual study
— J&,&&%M_%_.lga_iﬁ_kj :

owing is the most applicable method for school facility planning in

C. Availability of budget [
D. Specify if any other

]
]



C. The size of the land
D. Nearness to the high way ]

E. Mention if any other
4.3. If your answer for question no (4.2) is more than one order the responses by giving 'l' for the mo-

actual reason and up for the less.
A [ B. [ c. [ . [

4.4. Does the technical design of school facilities take in to account the diversity of weather

condition?
A Yes [ B.No []
4.5. If your answer for question no (4.4) is no, why
A. The architects do not know the situation well o]
L]

B. Because not to violet the standard set
C. Lack of technical control during the construction  [_]

D. Due to the capacity of local contractors (]

E. Specify if any other
4.6. If your answer for question no (4.5) is more than one put the reasons in the order of
importance by giving 'l' for the most possible and '4' for the least one
A [ B. 1 C 7 D. []
4.7. To what extent do the architect’s technical supports make a difference for the adaptation of

school facilities to educational needs?

A.V.good [] B. Good L] C.Poor [ D.V.good []

Part Five: Finance of the School Facilities
5.1. What are sources of your budget in school facility what are sources of your budget in school
facility construction in your school?
A. Government grant [ ] B. Community contribution [ ]
C. Donor support (] D. Internal Revenue ]
E. Specify if any other

5.2. If your response for question no (5.1) is more than one order your answer by giving 'l1" for

the high income source and '4' to the lower.
A [ B. [ c. 1 D[]

5.3. How do you get government grant budget from the WEQ?
A.Incash [ B. In kind or materials [ ]

XX



5.4. To what extent is the purchasing of school facilities in your district in line with schools’

needs in terms of the following points?

No | = __Mem

Buying the amount required

N _BLI)LI'I:ILq ualit / items requested -
| Buying at a reasonable price L
544 Fairness of c_i_isrtril_)_u@io_l]_ - _

5.5. Do WEQ financing school budget have a problem in school facilities planning?

Lol & Wes 1 B.No

5.6. If your answer for question no (5.5) is 'No', why

5.7. For a better school facility planning, which level of financing do you favor among the
following two if you are an authority?
A. School financing L]
B. Wereda Education Office Financing [_]

3.8. If your choice for question number (5.7) is 'A’, Why?

5.9. If your answer for question number (5.7) is 'B' why?

Part Six: Maintenance of school facilities
6.1. Do your school plan for facility maintenance?
A.Yes [ B.No [J
0.2. If your answer for question number (6.1) is 'yes', for what kind of maintenance do you plan?
A. For follow up maintenance ]
B. For maintenance in particular time interval ]
C. For maintenance after breakdown (]

6.3. If your answer for question number (6.1) is yes how often?

A. Twice a year L] B.Onceayear [
C. Depending on Situation[” ] D. Specify ifany

6.4. How do you evaluate the existing status of your schools maintenance in terms of their

quality service?

j(LF_: _: [tem maintained V. good

64.1 | Painting walls and corridors

642 [ Maintaining fumiture I
6.4.3 j Mainte:1an_c3_ofdoor§ﬂl__\gjn_@§___¥ s |
6.44 | Shade plants o
6.4.5 Fence - L




6.4. Do your school allocate budget for cleaning equipments?

A Yes [ B.No [

0.5. Who is responsible for the cleaning of the following school facilities?

No Facilitics Employed Students in
= —— | custodians |  turn
0.5.1 | Classtooms - S
652 [Toilets -

0.6. If your response for question no 6.4 is ‘No’ Why?

6.7. How often do the following facilities be cleaned?

No | Facilities
6.7.1 | Classrooms
6.7.2 | Toilets

6.8. Do you orient your students on how they use the schoo] facilities?

A.Yes [] B.No [
0.9. If your answer for question number (6.8) is 'ves', how often?
A. Every semester (] B. Once a year L]
C. When something wrong is observed ]

. Specify il any other -
-—

Part Seven- The controlling of School Facilities
7.1. Have the facilities in your school been received on legal records?

A. Yes [] B.No []

7.2.1f your answer for question number (7.1) is 'No' please, comment on how things are going
on?_
7.3. Do the facilities in your school have been coded for better control?
A Yes [] B.No [

7.4, 1f your answer for question number (7.2) is 'No' why?

7.5. Have the classrooms been locked after school?

A Yes [] B.No [

7.6. If your response for question no (7.5) is ‘No’ why?

R e \\ .
7.7. How do you evaluate the guarding of your school facility?
A.-V.good [] B.Good ] C.Poor [ D. V.poor [

7.8. If your answer for question number (43) is poor or v. good, why?
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A. Financial problem (o pay for guards ]
B. Lack of management contro] ]
C. Specily if any other

7.9. 1f your answer for question number (7.8) is more than one order by giving '1' for the most

possible reason and '4' for the least one.

A [ B. [ C. [
Part Eight: The Responsibility of School Decision Makers

8.1. Who do you think involves in the following managerial
management in your school? If your response is more than on

i _2”_"__01£ from the most responsible to the least.

activities of school in facility
€ please indicate by ranking 1™

| | _l\glﬂz_lgerial F:mcti(ms_; | WEO| s.B _I;Il_&—:_Sji_ T ;§E_
8.1.1 Planning of new school facilities
et SR _i._L____,_f_u_,____-‘____u__ —
8.12 | Budget generation o W S— e .
813 Communicating school facility plan | SR
(8.1.4 | Purchasing EM@E‘JH@i_m_-f_ﬁ%_%_k I S | S
| 8.1.5 | Planning ma intenance o i S N
| 8.1.6 Controlling school facilities SE— S |

Key= WEO= Wereda Education Office SP= School Principal
SB= School board T= Teachers
PTA = Parent Teacher Association ST= Students

8.2. To what extent do the following school management teams have the ability to manage ¢

the
following activities in your school?

| N [T "'_'7'_*§ifh‘68ﬁf?u'-lrmﬁ‘v.“ﬁ666d_ [ Poor | V. ]
B2 P e | good | | _poor
8.2.1 | Planning school facilities — A
822 -} Good school-community relation — e T
823 | Revenue generation - S R A R ]
bl Priveipal S S
8.2.5 Strengthening school community relation ‘ I .
826 Control over resources e g )

Students T I ]
827 Taking part 'iii"t'i%'é'E'l_aﬂﬁ%g'G'FéElﬁaﬁéé'm'_tie?_ ] |
828 | Maintenance of the school T TR Do R B
829 lﬁEMITﬁTT*@EMTT:f—“ I A A
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8.3. How do you Judge the

[

!
s

{ L,Jit.q
.C:\"U:EL

leam in your school?

e |
SLhOOl FEICI][[X Improvement
Studults

| Create stron school-communit

| Mamtenance ofthe ' school

e s
Item

__School board
P ]amunb bLIlOOI iauhl[c

Budget generation

— ]

— |

relation
. School principal

Pa:l icipating other in pldnn ing of school facilities
T JOVes

Slru]gthcmnﬂ Schoo] ! community related

Control over resources

dI\an g part in the &d[ll]__b ofschoo] facilities

willingness and commitment of the following scl

V. good

Beduufymg their school environment ]
e,

XXIV
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