TENTATIVE, SUBJECT TO CHANGE

MEETING OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF BALTIMORE COUNTY, MARYLAND
OPEN SESSION
Tuesday, March 9, 2004
5:30 P.M.-Closed Session, 7:30 P.M.-Open Session
Educational Support Services Building
l. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
Il. SILENT MEDITATION IN REMEMBRANCE

I, AGENDA
Consideration of the agenda for March 9, 2004

V. MINUTES
Consideration of the Proposed Operating Budget Work Session of Exhibit A
February 5, 2004
V. SUPERINTENDENT'S REPORT
VI. RECOGNITION OF ETHICS PANEL APPOINTMENT FROM (Mr. Grimsley)
FEBRUARY 25, 2004
VII. REPORTS
A. Recognition of March as Professional Social Work Month (Mr. Sasiadek)
B. Report on Reading Screening Process (Dr. Grant)
Exhibit B
VIII. NEW BUSINESS
A. Consideration of consent to the following personnel matters: (Mr. Grimsley)
1. Retirements Exhibit C
2. Resignations Exhibit D
3. Leaves Exhibit E
4.  Administrative Appointment Exhibit F
5. Advisory Council Appointment Exhibit G
B. Consideration of consent to the following contract awards: (Ms. Burnopp)
(Mr. Gay)
Exhibit H

1. Contracted Services: HVAC Repair Services

2. Contracted Services: On-Call Microbial Remediation and
Restoration Services

3. Food Service: Equipment
Microsoft License Agreement



XI.

Board of Education
Open Session Agenda

C. Consideration of consent to the following Building Committee
Recommendations:
1. Award of Contract for Construction Management Services
for Windsor Mill Middle School
2. Award of Contract — Science Room Renovations
Chesapeake High School
3. Award of Contract — Science Room Renovations Eastern
Technical High School
4.  Award of Contract — ADA Renovations Carroll Manor
Elementary and Fifth District Elementary Schools
5. Request to Negotiate — Construction Management
Services Windsor Mill Middle School
6. Change Order — Systemic Renovation Project Dundalk
Middle School
7. Change Order — Systemic Renovation Project Franklin
Middle School
8. Change Order — Systemic Renovation Project Parkuville
Middle School
9. Change Order — Construction Manager at Risk for
Systemic Renovations Maiden Choice School
10. Change Order — Design and Construction Administration
Services for Reroofing Project Perry Hall High School
11. Change Order — Design and Construction Administration
Services Windsor Mill Middle School
D. Consideration of Lease of Space for the Office of World
Languages
E. Consideration of consent for the Resolution for Magnet Schools
F.  Consideration of School Legislation
INFORMATION
A. Revised Rule 5140 - Students: Enroliment and Attendance
B. Revised Rule 2372 — Conduct: Tobacco
C. Annual 10-Year Enrollment Projections
D. BCPS Choice Plan
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(Building Committee)

Exhibit |

Exhibit J

Exhibit K

Exhibit L

Exhibit M

Exhibit N

Exhibit O

Exhibit P

Exhibit Q

Exhibit R

Exhibit S
(Ms. Fromm)
Exhibit T

(Ms. Bailey)
Exhibit U

(Dr. Poff)
Exhibit V

Exhibit W
Exhibit X

Exhibit Y

Exhibit Z



Board of Education

March 9, 2004
Open Session Agenda

Page 3

XIL. ANNOUNCEMENTS

A. Constituent Groups

B. Public Comment on Proposed Changes to Policy 2372 —
Conduct: Tobacco (Second Reading)

C. General Public Comment

Next Board Meeting  March 23, 2004
7:30 PM Greenwood



Exhibit A

REPORT OF THE WORK SESSION ON THE PROPOSED FISCAL Y EAR 2005
OPERATING BUDGET RECOMMENDATIONS

Thursday, February 5, 2004
Greenwood

The Board of Education of Baltimore County, Maryland, met in open session at 7:03 p.m.
at Greenwood. President James R. Sasiadek and the following Board members were present:
Mrs. Phyllis E. Ettinger, Mr. John Hayden, Ms. Jean M. H. Jung, Mr. Michael P. Kennedy, Ms.
Janese Murray, and Ms. Joy Shillman. In addition, Dr. Joe A. Hairston, Superintendent of
Schools; staff members; aswell as the media.

Mr. Sasiadek reviewed the purpose of tonight’s meeting. Staff was thanked for its work
in preparing the information presented at tonight’ s meeting.

Dr. Hairston remarked that tonight’ s work session was a follow-up to the presentation
made to the Board on January 13" and the public hearing held on January 28". Dr. Hairston
noted that the FY 2005 budget focuses on BCPS Blueprint for Progress, No Child Left Behind,
and Bridge To Excellence. Dr. Hairston stated the goal was to present to the Board a budget that
was fiscally responsible, while at the same time responsible to our employees. Baltimore County
Public Schoolsis committed to quality instruction being delivered in the classroom, quality of
the instruction, and the quality of service being delivered by all employees.

Ms. Barbara Burnopp, Executive Director of Fiscal Services, provided abrief overview
of the plans to fund the FY 2005 proposed operating budget. An hourglass graphic was
distributed to Board Members to assist them in understanding the proposed budget. Ms.
Burnopp noted that one of the goals was to look at existing resources as well as new resources
available from the State and Baltimore County. Priorities for the proposed operating budget
were:

* Fund compensation package

» Meet goals of No Child Left Behind

» Createtransitional center

» Ensure adequate funding of special education
* Fund ongoing buildings

* Built-Ins

Ms. Burnopp reviewed the Maintenance of Effort graph. Maintenance of Effort isthe
requirement put on Baltimore County by the State of Maryland. In the event that Baltimore
County cannot meet the Maintenance of Effort level, the State does not have to provide the
additional Thornton State dollars. She noted that historically the County funding levels have
been above Maintenance of Effort.

Ms. Burnopp reviewed the comparison of all general fund revenues for FY 2004 Budget
to FY 2005 proposed budget. She noted that there is a shift in the budget with County resources
declining as a proportion of our total request. Ms. Burnopp also noted that the State portion
appears to be increasing from 35% in FY 2004 to possibly 37% in FY 2005.
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Dr. Hairston opened the floor for Board Members to ask questions or express concerns
regarding the proposed operating budget.

Mrs. Ettinger thanked Dr. Hairston and staff for the way in which materials have been put
together for thiswork session.

With regards to Performance Goal 1, Secondary Programs (Consistent grade 6 reading
materialsin al middle schools), Mrs. Ettinger asked where the expenditure was located in the
FY 2005 Proposed Budget booklet. Ms. Burnopp indicated the expenditure is aredirect within
existing resources. Mrs. Ettinger inquired why this expenditureis listed under Elementary
Programs instead of Secondary Programs. Ms. Burnopp responded the funds are housed within
one specific budget; however, the funds can be spent for a different resource each year. Mrs.
Ettinger asked whether the funds for secondary reading would come out of this account. Ms.
Burnopp responded these resources are a year-by-year decision for this account. Mrs. Ettinger
asked if al the funding was going towards the purchase of areading series. Dr. Gwendolyn
Grant, Executive Director of Secondary Programs, responded this is a one-time purchase and
specific level of funding needed for the sixth grade reading series was still being determined.
Mrs. Ettinger inquired whether the reading series would meet the needs of all sixth grade
students. Dr. Grant indicated areview of the material is almost complete to ensure voluntary
alignment with the State curriculum and to meet the multiple needs of our students. Mrs.
Ettinger expressed concern that BCPS does not attempt a “one size fits all approach” with sixth
grade students.

Ms. Jung requested clarification on the reading material, professional development, and
timing. Dr. Grant indicated staff is finished the review and evaluation of the reading series. The
texts have been narrowed down to four. Dr. Grant stated BCPS islooking for texts aligned with
the voluntary State curriculum that would serve the multiple needs of our students: above, below,
and on grade level. She aso indicated there are programs taken place where intervention
materials are being piloted in some schools for students below grade level. BCPS will be
reviewing and researching this information, when available, and selecting those alternative
programsin reading. With regards to professional development, Dr. Grant indicated there would
be four-day professional development training for reading teachers and specialist. Ms. Jung
inquired who would be providing the training. Dr. Grant stated the publisher and Ms. Carla
Zamerdlli-Clifford, Reading Supervisor, would provide training. Dr. Grant noted training for
reading teachers and specialists has begun and will carry over to next year.

With regards to redirected funds that were centrally housed, Mr. Kennedy asked if this
fund could be used for emergencies. Ms. Burnopp indicated that funds housed under the
elementary education budget are used primarily for textbooks and supplies.

With regards to the redirecting of Academic, Enrichment and Acceleration funds, Mrs.
Ettinger expressed concerns shared with her by the community about the redirection and asked
about the plans to address these concerns as we move forward in the enrichment and accel eration
programs. Ms. Phyllis Bailey, Executive Director of Special Programs, assured Board Members
and the public that services for the Gifted and Talented (G/T) Program will be maintained. Ms.
Bailey noted the budget addresses and supports G/T staff development, curriculum development,
instructional materials, and central office. Ms. Bailey indicated the redirect of $2.5 million was
allocated to support and stimulate schoolsin the first year of the implementation of Board Policy



Report of the Work Session — Page 3

6135. Ms. Bailey stated the program has been very well supported by this administration. Mr.
William Lawrence, Executive Director of Schools, Northeast Area, indicated students would
continue to receive services. Mr. Lawrence stated the initiative would not go away with the
redirect of funds.

Mrs. Ettinger recommended this issue be revisited sometime in the future when more
funding was available.

Mr. Kennedy shared his concerns about reducing gifted and talented staff. We cannot
reduce the amount of money in aprogram and believe it will be just as good as it has been.

Dr. Hairston stated that the proposed budget incorporates everything BCPS has in place
for students today and, at the same time, provides appropriate support for BCPS teachers and
other employees.

With regards to Special Education, Ms. Shillman asked if non-public placement was
included in Other Charges. Ms. Burnopp responded affirmatively. Ms. Shillman stated this
category is confusing. Ms. Burnopp indicated the money seen under Non-public Placement in
the work session materials are new funding. The existing dollars for Non-public Placement are
in the FY 2005 shown in the budget book. Ms. Shillman inquired as to whether parents pay any
portion of the Non-public Placement. Ms. Burnopp responded that they did not.

Mr. Kennedy inquired about ways to reduce the Non-Public Placement figure. Mr.
Ronald Boone, Executive Director of Federal and State Programs, responded we could reduce
Non-public Placement funding if tuition rates remains stable. This year, however, the State of
Maryland has informed BCPS that there will be a tuition increase estimated to be a 5% increase.

Ms. Jung inquired whether we should continue to verify that placements are correct or
seeif other services are available within the school system. Mr. Boone agreed this effort should
continue.

Regarding private placement, Ms. Jung asked why State funds have decreased in
FY2005. Mr. Boone shared two reasons for the decrease:

* The State has refigured the 300 percent number (formula)
* The State lowered the amount of money it paid within the formula.

Mr. Sasiadek asked whether the State contribution for transportation was decreasing. Ms.
Burnopp replied the Governor’s proposed budget does include a reduction in transportation
funding provided by Thornton funds.

Regarding expanding half-day Kindergarten to full-day, Mr. Hayden inquired about the
mechanism used to select these 10 elementary schools. Ms. Kathleen McMahon, Executive
Director of Elementary Programs, replied BCPS has identified schoolsin order of their
participation in the Free and Reduced Meal Program. Therefore, the next 10 schools would be
the 10 schools listed in the proposed budget.
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Mr. Hayden questioned why 7 ESOL tutors are being replaced with 3.5 ESOL FTE
teachers. Mr. Hayden expressed his concern that adequate resources are not being devoted to
thisarea. Dr. Grant indicated that thisisthefirst year of athree-year plan to provide certified
ESOL teachersfor al English Language Learners. She also stated students receive assistance
from ESOL tutors aswell as from ESOL teachers.

Ms. Shillman noted that the schools listed for certified ESOL teachers are elementary
schools, however, funding is listed under secondary programs. Dr. Grant replied that the ESOL
program provides services to pre-K through 12 grades. Dr. Grant noted that the 3.5 ESOL FTE
teachers are the additional staff for the six elementary schools listed in the proposed budget.

Ms. Jung inquired about the qualifications of atutor and ateacher. Dr. Grant replied
ESOL are certified as Teachers of English and Secondary Languages (TESOL) and have their
Masters for teaching English/Language Learners. ESOL tutors may or may not have the TESOL
certification.

Mr. Hayden inquired about the Other Redirects category; for what purpose and where
are these funds redirected. Ms. Burnopp stated thereisalist of routine items that were
redirected. Mr. Hayden requested a copy of the itemsincluded in the Other Redir ects category.

Mr. Hayden asked about the small dollar amount requested for replacement of trucks.
Ms. Burnopp stated thisis afunding for annual |ease payment.

Mr. Kennedy inquired about the elimination of the Northwest and Southwest teams. Ms.
Burnopp indicated that these functions would now be performed through the transition center
rather than through the northwest/southwest teams. In response to Mr. Kennedy’ s question, Ms.
Jean Satterfield, Executive Director of Student Support Services, replied the expectation is for
the transition center to assist children and provide a smooth transition to a comprehensive or
alternative school.

Ms. Jung was pleased to see the transition center item in the proposed operating budget.
In regards to physical location and requirements of the center, Ms. Satterfield stated the Strategic
Planning Office would look for leased space that could be built to BCPS' specifications. Ms.
Rita Fromm, Executive Director of Planning and Operations, indicated the school systemis
looking on the western side of the county for a building, which would need to be approximately
17,000 square feet. Regarding Ms. Jung’ s question, Ms. Satterfield indicated that the northwest
and southwest teams would be housed in the transition center but would also continue to serve
elementary students located outside of the transitional center.

Ms. Shillman asked if it would be necessary to extend the student’ s stay at the transition
center longer than 3 weeks. Ms. Satterfield indicated staff would work closely with
parents/guardians to get al the information and assessments completed for the student to
transition to a comprehensive or alternative school as soon as possible.
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Mrs. Ettinger inquired about staffing and instruction for the transition center. Ms.
Satterfield stated the transition center would have a small staff similar to an alternative school
with aprincipal, counselor, nurse, pupil personnel worker, and specia education teachersto
ensure students are familiar with the curriculum and expectations of the school system.

Mr. Kennedy inquired about the Supervisory position for the Drop-Out Prevention
Program. Ms. Satterfield indicated this position has been grant funded in the past, however,
would now be funded from the general fund.

Mr. Kennedy inquired about the success of the Drop-Out Prevention Program. Ms.
Satterfield replied she would provide the information.

Mr. Kennedy inquired about copy machines within the schools. Mr. Burnopp indicated a
survey would be provided to the Board regarding information on copy machines.

Mr. Kennedy suggested placing additional fundsin next year’s budget to help offset the
cost of courses and exams for paraprofessional s as necessary.

Mrs. Ettinger was delighted to see the restructuring of compensation scales for BCPS
employees in the budget.

Ms. Shillman inquired about the increases in enrollment and the additional teaching
positions. Ms. Burnopp replied 75.6 FTE's were added in FY 2004. In order to maintain current-
staffing ratios based on actual enrollment increases, 20.4 additional teaching positions would be
needed in FY 2005.

Mr. Sasiadek inquired about the enrollment formulafor special education as well as
genera education. Mr. Sasiadek noted enrollment projections are extremely important with
teacher to student ratio.

Ms. Shillman questioned the Title Il Grant, Science/Mathematics Resource Teachers new
program. Dr. Hayes B. Lantz, Director of Science, PreK-12, replied these are new resource
positions for elementary schools to provide science leadership and professional devel opment.

Ms. Shillman inquired whether the grade 6 reading materials emphasisis on phonics. Dr.
Grant stated phonics would be asmall part of the grade 6 reading focus, while emphasis would
be on fluency, reading comprehension, and informational text as the focus as needed to meet the
Voluntary State Curriculum for 6™ grade reading.

Ms. Shillman questioned the amount of money proposed for health benefits. Ms.
Burnopp indicated thisis the increased cost to the program.

Ms. Jung questioned the four elementary schools that would receive the double
relocatables based on projections. Ms. Kathleen McMahon, Executive Director of Elementary
Programs, replied that in order to plan for the expansion of full-day kindergarten programs,
offices worked together to visit and examine schools to determine physical facility size, space,
and resource personnel for kindergarten classrooms.
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Ms. Jung inquired as to whether an additional 1.5 Pupil Personnel Worker FTE would be
sufficient. Ms. Satterfield replied thisis areasonable request that would help support families.

With regards to Physical Facilities, Ms. Jung inquired about staffing needed due to the
increased number of facilities with DDC (Direct Digital Controls). Mr. Cornell Brown, Jr.,
Physical Facilities-Maintenance Administrator, outlined the additional monitoring needed to
support these additional controls.

Ms. Jung inquired about the contracted services to do required physical education
inspections and repairs. Mr. Brown replied that some of the funds are being redirected from
physical education to physical facilities to properly serve the curriculum/instruction side. The
additional funds are for inspections, physical education equipment, and necessary repairs such as
basketball courts, climbing apparatus, ropes and mats.

Ms. Jung expressed her concern that Baltimore County Public Schools has been fined for
falseaarms. Mr. J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent of Business Services, replied that to
date BCPS has been granted waivers for the excessive fire alarm calls. Funding hopes to reduce
the number of false alarms.

Regarding the CCBC and BCPS Partnership, Ms. Jung requested additional information
regarding concurrent enrollment and the impact it has on four-year college graduation rates.

Mr. Hayden commented that the CCBC and BCPS Partnership was an excellent program
that allows students to obtain college education credits while getting their high school diploma.
Dr. Hairston reinforced what Mr. Hayden stated regarding the partnership. Dr. Hairston
announced that on Monday, February 9", at The Education Channel 73, he will be hosting a
Superintendent’ s Round Table with five college presidents from around the county.

Ms. Jung was pleased to see the Closed-Caption Pilot in the proposed budget. Ms. Jung
inquired as to how many people watch Channel 73. Mr. Jeff Lifton, Educational Channel
Manager, stated BCPS would have to devel op a marketing survey to determine how many people
in the community view Channel 73. Mr. Sasiadek and Mr. Hayden echoed Ms. Jung’ s comments
in support of the closed caption pilot.

The work session was concluded at 9:00 p.m.

Respectfully submitted,

Joe A. Hairston
Secretary-Treasurer
bls
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BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DATE: March 9, 2004

TO: BOARD OF EDUCATION

FROM: Dr. Joe A. Hairston, Superintendent

SUBJECT: MIDDLE SCHOOL READING SCREENING PROCESS

ORIGINATOR: Christine M. Johns, Deputy Superintendent of Curriculum and Instruction
RESOURCE Gwendolyn R. Grant, Executive Director of Secondary Programs
PERSON(S):

INFORMATION

This report is an informational item to provide the Board of Education with an
update as to the Reading Screening Process, which is currently taking place.
Its intent is to provide middle schools across the county with a systematic
method of determining which students will exit from reading in Grade 6 and
which students will continue in reading 7 and or 8. This process was
developed in concert with the Middle School Task Force.

* %k * % %

Attachment I Position Statement on the Purpose of a Reading Screening Process
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Position Statement on the Purpose of a Reading %
Screening Process \é&‘%

The Vision Statement of the Baltimore Countypolc Schools suggests “graduates will have the
knowledge, skills, and attitudes to reach their potential as responsible, productive citizensin a
global economy and multicultural society.” If students are to achieve this goal, they need to be
proficient readers. In the BCPS “Blueprint for Progress,” Indicator 1.1 states, “All diploma
bound students in grades 3-8 and 10 will meet or exceed Maryland School Assessment
standards.” Reading is one of the standards measured. These standards require educators in the
Baltimore County Public Schoolsto create effective, strategic, independent readers. In an effort
to provide appropriate assistance to all students and to insure that the Standards established by
the Voluntary State Curriculum and measured by MSA, some students needed direct reading
instruction beyond grade 6.

The reading program in the Baltimore County Public Schoolsis based on the National Reading
Panel’ s belief that the reading program include five essential components. phonemic awareness,
phonics, fluency, vocabulary, and comprehension. The inclusion of these five components
combined with effective reading instruction delivery will result in students becoming effective,
strategic, independent readers.

In order to help students to achieve the goals of becoming independent readers, they need to be
afforded the opportunity to have appropriate reading instruction at every grade level from K-5 as
well asin middle school. In order for students to meet standards established by NCLB, MSA,
and V SC, the school system must have a process to identify which students need reading beyond
grade 6. Thisidentified process, entitled the Reading Screening Process, shall be used to
determine which students need reading beyond grade 6.

The Reading Screening Process includes the examination of several key data points for each
student entering and enrolled in middle school: MSA scores, standing on benchmark progress
tests, a checklist of “Indicators of Reading Proficiency,” and performance in the grade 6 reading
class. How students perform on these data points will determineif they are to exit reading
instruction after grade 6 or continue in reading instruction in grades 7 and 8. This process carries
forth the belief that students’ skills should be evaluated using multiple assessment measures.

Beyond the middle school, the need for reading instruction is assessed using the Reading
Screening Process and is currently provided as a focused offering in summer school. In addition,
reading in the content areas, which is begun as an important emphasis in middle school,
continues into the high school program.
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Middle School Task Force
Plan for Implementation of the 2002-03 Recommendations

Recommendation |1
Content Strands/Curricula

All Baltimore County Middle Schools will offer consistent and rigorous content strands/curricula
aligned with COMAR, the Voluntary State Curriculum, Maryland State Learning Outcomes, the
Maryland state standards and expectations, and the Baltimore County Essential Curriculum
inclusive of the Reading Screening, Special Education, and Guidance Support Program
Proposals

Reading Screening Plan: Systematic plan to determine which students will exit reading after
sixth grade.

Issues to be resolved for implementation:

Schools should determine the anticipated number of students they will have in seventh
grade and eighth grade reading (and electives) based on the identified criteria in order to hire the
appropriate number of reading (and elective) teachers. The crieeaatided “ Reading
Referral Guidelines.” (See attached pages.)

Implementation Plan of Action:

Schools will receive in February the “Reading Referral Guidelines.” Prior to the student
registration process for the next school year, administrators or their designees will use this
process to do the following:

Grade6to Grade7:

® Complete aninitial screening of students to determine which students scored “basic” on
the Grade 5 MSA and scored “near” or “below” grade level on the January Reading
Benchmark. These students will be scheduled for Grade 7 reading class.

® Note that students for whom there is discrepant information (e.g., scored “basic” on the
MSA but scored “on” grade level on the Reading Benchmark) will necessitate the Grade
6 reading teacher’ s completion of the “Indicators of Reading Proficiency Screening
Checklist.”

® Confirm the placement of studentsin their reading classes. In June, teachers will review
the current Grade 6 M SA reading scores to see if the Grade 5 baseline scores for students
have changed. For example, if a student’s score goes from “basic” to “proficient” and
the student has received a“C” or better in reading class, then he/she may move to an
electivein Grade 7.

Grade7to Grade 8:

® Completeaninitial screening of students to determine which students scored “basic” on
the Grade 6 MSA and scored below “25” on the Grade 7 reading unit test. These
students will be scheduled for Grade 8 reading class.

® Notethat students for whom there is discrepant information (e.g., scored “basic” on the
MSA but scored above “25” on the Grade 7 reading unit test) will necessitate the Grade 7
reading teacher’ s completion of the “Indicators of Reading Proficiency Screening
Checklist.”
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Confirm the placement of students in their reading classes. In June, teachers will review
the current Grade 7 MSA reading scores to see if the Grade 6 baseline scores for students
have changed. For example, if a student’s score goes from “basic” to “proficient” and

the student has received a“C” or better in reading class, then he/she may move to an

electivein Grade 8.

Grade 8 to Summer School before Grade 9:

®

©)

Complete an initial screening of students to determine which students scored “basic” on
the Grade 7 MSA and scored below “25” on the Grade 8 reading unit test. These
students should be scheduled for a summer reading class.

Note that students for whom there is discrepant information (e.g., scored “basic” on the
MSA but scored above “25” on the Grade 8 reading unit test) will necessitate the Grade 8
reading teacher’s completion of the “Indicators of Reading Proficiency Screening
Checklist.”

Confirm the placement of studentsin their reading classes. In June, teachers will review
the current Grade 8 M SA reading scores to see if the Grade 7 baselines scores for
students have changed. For example, if astudent’s score goes from “basic” to
“proficient” and the student has received a“C” or better in reading class, he/she would
not necessitate a summer reading class recommendation.

Continuing Review of Students Based on M SA Reading Scor es

©)

As schools monitor students' MSA scores, they should make certain that students
continue to perform at a“ proficient” level. If they do not perform at a*“proficient” level,
they should be reviewed using the Reading Screening Process to determine if reading
class placement is again necessary.

Training for administrators and Reading Contacts in each middle school in how to use the
Referral Guidelines will be provided in January during the time that administrators register
students for the next school year.

Recommendations from the Middle School Task Force Committee:

®

©)

©)

Send parents of studentsidentified for reading 7 and 8 a copy of the “Indicators of
Reading Proficiency” so that they might see what areas of improvement their
children need to addressin order to be proficient readers.

Create some means of relaying thisinformation to explain to parentsthe plan to exit
or continue studentsin reading 7 and 8.

Include some world language content activitiesin reading 7 and 8 so that students
who are assigned to reading (and not world languages) do not feel stigmatized by
their reading assignment.

o0 Budget/Fiscal resources needed for implementation:

- The Office of English and Reading will provide professional development for reading
teachers in grades 6, 7, and 8. The funds for this professional development are coming
from the Title Il grant. This professional development will occur for 4 days in June,
2004 after the school year ends. The funding amounts to approximately $80,000.
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- Staffing schools with a sufficient number of reading and elective teachers should NOT
require extra resources. The Office of English and Reading will work with the Acting
Director of Human Resources to assist in finding qualified reading teachers.

- The Office of English and Reading will seek funding to develop the curriculum that
teachers use with students in Reading 7 and 8. The funding request for the 10 days for
each workshop amounts to $42,000.

- Schools need to purchase identified materials for use with the Grade 7 and 8 reading
curriculum. The materials thus far designated for this program include
nonfiction/expository kits from Teacher Created Materials that cost the schools $400
each. Each school has purchased at least one kit, and some may need to purchase
several more.

Staffing resources needed for implementation:

No extra resources should be required for implementation. The middle school reading
teachers are built into the overall staffing of the school. The role of the reading specialist
is to help identify students for the program, diagnose their needs, prescribe and
implement intervention programs and strategies to address their needs, assess student
progress, and provide professional development to teachers. Principals may need to
“exchange” reading teachers for world language teachers, and vice versa, depending on

the number of students entering each program based on the attached Reading Screening

Plan.

Timeline for implementation:

The implementation for this Reading Screening Procedure should begin in the winter,
2004 at the time that administrators conduct their school registration for the following
year. This Screening Processisintended for current sixth grade students moving to grade
7, current seventh grade students moving to grade 8, and current eighth grade students
moving to grade 9. For students moving to grade 9, the current recommendation will be
avoluntary summer school placement, since high schools do not currently have areading
course.
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Grade 6 Referral Form
For

Grade 7: Reading

Student:

(Last Name) (First Name)
Recommending Teacher:

Recommended Placement: [ Reading [ Related Artscourse
O Double period of Mathematics [ World Languages O Other

Referral Criteria

Initial Screening:
Student scored at the “Basic” level onthegrade5 MSA. T yes no

(Basic refers to any student who scored 404 or lower. Any student who scored betwedt4i@4onsidered at risk for performing at
“basic” ingrade 6. The*“Reading Proficiency Screening Checklist” should be completed on studentsin this latter category.)

Second Screening:

Student scored “Near” or “Below” grade level on the January Benchmark
assessment. /7 yes [no

If both of the above criteria apply to the student, student is automatically
placed in reading.

Discrepancy Check:
If only one of the above criteria applies to the student, complete the
‘Indicators of Reading Proficiency Screening Checklist” and determine the

following criterion:

Student received fewer than 70 points on the "Indicators of Reading Proficiency Screening

Checklist.” /7 yes [JIno

»1f the student scores below 70 points and hasa “ yes’ checked in either the “ initial
screening or the second screening,” the student is placed in reading class.

Final Confirmation (6/04):

Please note any additional information necessary for determining placement.
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Grade 7 Referral Form
For

Grade 8: Reading

Student:

(Last Name) (First Name)
Recommending Teacher:

Recommended Placement: [0 Reading [0 Related Arts course
O Double period of Mathematics [0 World Languages [ Other

Referral Criteria

Initial Screening:
Student scored at the “Basic” level on the grade 6 MSA. 7 yes no

Second Screening:

Student scored below 25 on the most recent "Unit Test." /7 yes [no
If both of the above criteria apply to the student, student is automatically placed
in reading.

Discrepancy Check:
/f only one of the above criteria applies to the student, complete the “Indicators of

Reading Proficiency Screening Checklist” and determine the following criterion:
Student received fewer than 70 points on the "Indicators of Reading Proficiency Screening

Checklist.” /7 yes [Jno

> [f the student scores below 70 pointsand hasa” yes’ checked in either “ the initial screening or
the second screening,” the student is placed in reading class.

Final Confirmation (6/04):
Student scored above the “Basic” level on the grade 7 MSA. /7 yes [ no

»>Students scoring above “Basic” level on the grade 7 MSA and receiving a “C” in a

Please note any additional information necessary for determining placement.
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Grade 8 Referral Form

For

Summer School/Grade 9: Reading

Student:

(Last Name) (First Name)
Recommending Teacher:

Recommended Placement: [ Reading [ Related Artscourse
0 Double period of Mathematics [0 World Languages O Other

Referral Criteria

Initial Screening:
Student scored at the “Basic” level onthegrade 7 MSA. 7 yes [Jno

Second Screening:
Student scored below 25 on the most recent reading "Unit Test." /7 yes /7 no

If both of the above criteria apply to the student, student is automatically

placed in reading.

Discrepancy Check:
Student received fewer than 70 points on the "Indicators of Reading Proficiency
Screening Checklist.” 7 yes [Jno

/f the student scores below 70 points and hasa “ yes” checked in either “ the initial screening
or the second screening,” the student is placed in summer reading class.

Final Confirmation:
Student scored above the “Basic” level on the grade 8 MSA.

Please note any additional information necessary for determining placement.
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Indicators of Reading Proficiency Screening Checklist for Grades 6-8

DIRECTIONS: Based on your knowledge of this student, rate him/her on each
of the following criteria:

3 2 1
Usually | Sometimes | Rarely

Phonics

« Decodes single-syllable words

« Decodes multi-syllable words

+ Uses syllabication (chunks words into
parts)

Sight Vocabulary

+ ldentifies high-frequency words

Fluency
+ Reads aloud with phrasing and
expression
+ Reads words accurately while reading
aloud

+ Reads at least 130 words per minute

+ Attends to punctuation when reading
aloud

Vocabulary
+ Recognizes and uses base words,
prefixes, and suffixes to determine
meaning

» Uses context clues to determine
meaning

« Recognizes and uses grade level
appropriate vocabulary in oral and
written work

- Recognizes antonyms and synonyms

« Explains multiple meaning words

Compr ehension
+ Recalls specific information from a
text

- Makes inferences based on implied
information from the text or a portion

of the text

« Connects text to other texts and own
life

« Surveys and previews the text
independently




Attachment |

Usually

Sometimes

1
Rarely

Sets a purpose for reading the text
independently

Makes connections to the text from
prior knowledge and experiences

Makes predictions and ask questions
about the text

Uses graphic organizeor another
note-taking technique to record
important ideas or information

Makes, confirms, or adjusts predictions

Draws conclusions and generalizations

based on stated and/or implied

information from the text and previous

knowledge or experience

Identifies and explains the
authors/texts purpose and intended
audience

Explains how someone might use the
text

Column Totals

Checklist Tota I~ |

10




Referral Guidelinesfor Reading — Student Record Sheet

Student Name

DIRECTIONS: Use as an optional data collection sheet for studentsidentified for reading

Grade 6 Grade7 Grade 8
1. MSA5:® Advanced 1. MSA 6. ® Advanced 1. MSA 7: ®Advanced
®Proficient®Basic ®Proficient ®Basic ®Proficient ®Basic
2. January Benchmark: 2. Grade 7 Reading Unit Tests: 2. Grade 8 Reading Unit Tests:
®Above/On®Near

®Below grade level
3. “Indicators of Reading
Proficiency Screening
Checklist” score:
needed)
4. MSA 6: ®Advanced
®Proficient ®Basic
5. End of Course Reading 6 Grade

(as

3. “Indicators of Reading
Proficiency Screening
Checklist” score:
needed)

4. MSA 7: ® Advanced
®Proficient ®Basic

5. End of Course Reading 7 Grade

(as

3. “Indicators of Reading
Proficiency Screening
Checklist” score:

(as needed)

4. MSA 8: ®Advanced
®Proficient ®Basic

5. End of Course Reading 8 Grade

Grade 6 Grade7 Grade 8
Students who: Students who: Students who:
» Score at the “Basic” level onthe » Score at the “Basic” level on the » Score at the“Basic” level on
Grade5 MSA, and Grade 6 and the Grade 7 and
» Score“Near” or “Below” grade * Score below 25 on the Grade 7 * Score below 25 on the Grade 8
level on the January Benchmark unit tests and/or unit tests and/or

test, and/or

* Score below 70 points on the
“Indicators of Reading
Proficiency Screening
Checklist” and

« Did not receivea“C” in
Reading 6 or

 Score at the“Basic” level on the
Grade 6 MSA

will be placed in Grade 7 Reading.

* Score below 70 points on the
“Indicators of Reading
Proficiency Screening
Checklist” and

 Did not receivea“C” in
Reading 7 or

» Score at the “Basic” level on the
Grade 7 MSA

will be placed in Grade 8 Reading.

* Score below 70 points on the
“Indicators of Reading
Proficiency Screening

Checklist” and

» Did not receivea“C” in
Reading 8 or

» Score at the“Basic” level on
the Grade 8 MSA

should be recommended for
summer school and/or areading
placement in grade 9.

Students who exceed the
above criteria may be placed
in Related Arts Classes

Students who exceed the
abovecriteria may be placed
Related Arts Classes

Students who exceed the

abovecriteriado not need
reading assistance at this
time.
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BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DATE: March 9, 2004

TO: BOARD OF EDUCATION

FROM: Joe A. Hairston, Superintendent

SUBJECT: RECOMMENDATIONS FOR AWARD OF CONTRACTS

ORIGINATOR: J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent, Business Services

PERSON(S): Patrick Fannon, Controller; Rick Gay, Purchasing Manager

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Education approves the following contract recommendations.

*kkkk*%k

See the attached list of contract recommendations presented for consideration by the
Board of Education of Baltimore County.

RLG/cgj

Appendix | — Recommendations for Award of Contracts —Board Exhibit



Recommendations for Award of Contracts
Board Exhibit —March 9, 2004

The following contract recommendations are presented for consideration by the Board of
Education of Baltimore County.

1. Contract: Contracted Services. HVAC Repair Services
BID#  3-343-01

Term: 1-year extension of contract Contract Ending Date: 3/13/05 (tentative)
Estimated annual extension award value: $150,000

Estimated total extension award value: $150,000

Bid issued: January 18, 2001

Pre-bid meeting date: January 31, 2001

Due Date: February 15, 2001

No. of vendorsissued to: 14

No. of bidsreceived: 13

No. of no-bidsreceved: 0

Description:

The Office of Purchasing issued a solicitation in January, 2001, to qualify and select
vendors for HVAC repair services. The Board of Education approved the initial award of
contract on March 29, 2001. Theinitial contract was designed to provide a one-year
extension of contract upon mutual agreement and under the same pricing, terms, and
conditions. The fifth bidder isnow in place as the tertiary.

Recommendation:

Primary Award Denver-Elek, Inc., Batimore, MD
Secondary Award R. F. Warder, White Marsh, MD
Tertiary Award Tignall & Company, Cockeysville, MD

Note: Theoriginal tertiary award bidder, RCS Commercial Air Conditioning, Inc., was
not willing to extend contract pricing.
The original fourth award bidder, Adler Services Group, Inc., isno longer in

business.
Responsible school or office: Division of Physical Facilities, Maintenance
Contact Person: Cornell Brown

Funding Sour ce: Operating budget for Maintenance



2. Contract: Contracted Services: On-Call Microbial Remediation and Restoration
Services
Bid#  JMI-613-04

Term: Syears Extensions: N/A  Contract Ending Date: March 1, 2009 (tentative)
Estimated annual award value: 700,000
Estimated total award value: $3,500,000

Bid issued: January 15, 2004
Pre-bid meeting date: January 22, 2004
Due Date: January 29, 2004
No. of vendorsissued to: 9
No. of bidsreceived: 4
No. of no-bidsreceived: 0
Description:

The Office of Purchasing issued a solicitation to pre-qualify contractors with the
appropriate insurance, training, and certification to perform microbia remediation by
cleaning, disinfecting, demolition and disposal, restoration, and (associated) lead and
asbestos abatement. All work under this contract will be performed either on a time-and-
material or by a not-to-exceed quote basis.

Recommendation:

Award of contract is recommended to the following firms based upon the regular hourly
rate for each worker on site working.

Primary A-L Abatement, Inc., Baltimore, MD
Secondary Barco Enterprises, Inc., White Marsh, MD
Responsible school or office: Office of Maintenance, Office of Environmental

Services, Office of Operations, and Office of
Engineering and Construction

Contact Person: Bob Merrey and Reginald Ringgold

Funding Sour ce: Operating budget, aging school funds, and capital
projects



3. Contract: Food Service: Equipment

Bid # JCO-411-04
Term: 120 Days Extensions: O Contract Ending Date: 6/30/04 (tentative)
Estimated total award value: $146,027
Bid issued: January 8, 2004
Pre-bid meeting date: None
Bid due date: January 23, 2004
No. of vendorsissued to: 15
No. of bidsreceived: 9
No. of no-bidsreceived: 5
No. of non-responsive: 0
Description:

A bid was issued for the purchase and delivery of food service equipment (convection
ovens, steamers, freezer chests, dicers, display cabinets, refrigerators, freezers, and
warming cabinets) for various schools. Délivery is expected to be complete within 60
days after the award bidders receive the purchase order.

Recommendations:

Award of Contract is recommended to:

Arbutus Refrigeration, Inc. Baltimore, MD

Ashland Equipment, Inc. Belcamp, MD

Cdlico Industries, Inc. Annapolis Junction, MD
Responsible school or office: Office of Food and Nutrition Services
Contact Person: David Patterson

Funding Sour ce: Office of Food and Nutrition Services



4. Contract: Microsoft License Agreement

Bid #: JINI-744-04

Term: 1lyear Extension: none Contract Ending Date: July 2005 (tentative)
Estimated total award value: $388,163

Bid issued: NA

Pre-bid meeting date: NA

Due Date: NA

No. of vendorsissued to: NA

No. of bidsreceived: NA

No. of no-bidsreceived: NA

Description:

The Department of Technology wishes to renew the contract for Microsoft licensing with
the University System of Maryland, Bowie, MD. This contract, RFP #USMC 99-12, was
originally approved on September 9, 1999, to purchase software licensing for the
computers being used by the students and staff in the Baltimore County Public Schools.
The University System of Maryland extended the invitation to local education agenciesto
participate in a master agreement with BELL Techlogix, Richmond, VA. The Microsoft
license agreement includes the Windows operating system, Office Suite and Outlook
2000 e-mail clients. Over one-half of the public school systemsin Maryland participate
in this contract. The contract has been in force since 1999, and is being extended from
July 19, 2004 to July 18, 2005. The cost to cover the approximately 21,420 computersin
Baltimore County is $388,163 for this one-year period of time.

Responsible school or office: Department of Technology
Contact Person: Greg Barlow
Funding Sour ce: Operating budget for Department of Technology

Caj\P\Board Exhibits\March 2004\Exhibit 3-9-04
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BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DATE: March 9, 2004

TO: BOARD OF EDUCATION

FROM: Dr. J. Hairston, Superintendent

SUBJECT: REQUEST TO NEGOTIATE —CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

SERVICESFOR WINDSOR MILL MIDDLE SCHOOL

ORIGINATOR: J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent of Business Services

RESOURCE

PERSON(S): Donald F. Krempel, Ph.D., Executive Director
Department of Physical Facilities
Richard H. Cassdll, P.E., Administrator
Office of Engineering and Construction
J. Kurt Buckler, P.E., Head of Engineering
Office of Engineering and Construction

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Education approves a request to negotiate.

*kkkk*k

Request to Negotiate — Construction Management Services for Windsor Mill Middle Schooal.

Appendix | — Request to Negotiate



Appendix |

Request to Negotiate
Construction Management Servicesfor Windsor Mill Middle School
March 9, 2004

The Department of Physical Facilities advertised for professional services required to
provide Construction Management Services associated with the construction of Windsor Mill
Middle School. These services will include, but are not limited to, developing schedules,
preparing construction cost estimates, managing design services, performing design reviews,
preparing State submissions, bidding construction packages, supervising/inspecting all
construction, and preparing final construction punch-out lists. All procedures in the Board of
Education’s Policy and Rules, Section 3250 were followed to advertise, qualify, interview, and
select the consultants.

On February 19, 2004, the Qualification Committee met and reviewed the “expressions
of interest” submitted by nine (9) consultants. This information was reviewed and graded with
the Qualification Committee stating that three (3) qualified firms should be considered by the
Selection Committee.

On February 24, 2004, the Selection Committee met to discuss the Qualification
Committee’ s report and interview the three (3) qualified firms recommended by the Qualification
Committee. Base upon the reviews and interviews, the Selection Committee recommends that
approval be granted to begin contract negotiations with the Whiting-Turner Contracting
Company to provide Construction Management Services associated with the construction of
Windsor Mill Middle School.

APPROVED:

Executive Dhirector



Exhibit J

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DATE: March 9, 2004

TO: BOARD OF EDUCATION

FROM: Dr. J. Hairston, Superintendent

SUBJECT: AWARD OF CONTRACT —SCIENCE ROOM RENOVATIONSAT

CHESAPEAKE HIGH SCHOOL

ORIGINATOR: J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent of Business Services
RESOURCE
PERSON(S): Donald F. Krempel, Ph.D., Executive Director

Department of Physical Facilities

Richard H. Cassdll, P.E., Administrator

Office of Engineering and Construction

Clarence H. Foard, Mechanica Engineer

Office of Engineering and Construction

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Education approves an award of contract.

*kkkk*k

Award of Contract — Science Room Renovations at Chesapeake High School.

Appendix | — Recommendation of Award of Contract
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Recommendation for Award of Contract
Science Room Renovations at Chesapeake High School
March 9, 2004

On February 17, 2004, nine (9) bids were received for the renovation of science rooms at
Chesapeake High School - Bid #RHA-326-04. This project consists of providing new science
laboratory casework, revisions to the mechanical and electrical systems, and new room finishes
for two science classrooms and four auxiliary rooms. A summary of the bids received is
attached. Based on the bids received, the Department of Physical Facilities recommends an
award of contract to Jack H. Kidd Associates, Inc., the lowest responsive bidder, in the amount
of $484,600.00 for the Base Bid and the two Add Alternates. These Add Alternates consist of
providing aquarium stands and providing new lighting fixtures.

At this time, we also request approval of a 10% Change Order Allocation in the amount
of $48,460.00, to cover any unforeseen conditions and minor changes to the contract, to be
authorized and approved by the Building Committee in accordance with Board Policy.

Funding for this project is available in Capital Budget Project # 666 — Alterations/Code
Updates/Restorations.

APPROVED:

Executive Dhrector



Baltimore County Public Schools

Chesapeake High School — Science Room Renovations
Bid Number: RHA-326-04

Bid Due Date: February 17, 2004

BIDDERS’' NAMES: TOTABLlDBASE ALTERNATE #1 | ALTERNATE #2 T%TSII_DII_BSSSE
ALTERNATES

Jack H. Kidd Associates, Inc. $478,000.00 $1,000.00 $5,600.00 $484,600.00
Century Construction, Inc. $485,555.00 $8,000.00 $1,800.00 $495,355.00
Chilmar Corporation $497,800.00 $5,300.00 $6,500.00 $509,600.00
North Point Builders, Inc. $498,000.00 $5,500.00 $9,300.00 $512,800.00
E. Pikounis Construction $507,000.00 $3,300.00 $4,500.00 $514,800.00
Phillips Way, Inc. $517,600.00 $1,350.00 $3,500.00 $522,450.00
J A K Construction Co., Inc. $523,000.00 $999.00 $1,500.00 $525,499.00
Ruskey & Co. Builders, Inc. $526,000.00 $1,750.00 $1,450.00 $529,200.00
Murphy Bird & Phillips, Inc. $639,000.00 $1,400.00 $5,800.00 $646,200.00

Add Alternate #1: Provide aquarium stands.

Add Alternate #2:; Provide new lighting fixtures.




Exhibit K

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DATE: March 9, 2004

TO: BOARD OF EDUCATION

FROM: Dr. J. Hairston, Superintendent

SUBJECT: AWARD OF CONTRACT —SCIENCE ROOM RENOVATIONSAT

EASTERN TECHNICAL HIGH SCHOOL

ORIGINATOR: J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent of Business Services
RESOURCE
PERSON(S): Donald F. Krempel, Ph.D., Executive Director

Department of Physical Facilities

Richard H. Cassell, P.E., Administrator

Office of Engineering and Construction

Clarence H. Foard, Mechanical Engineer

Office of Engineering and Construction

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Education approves an award of contract.

*kkk*x

Award of Contract — Science Room Renovations at Eastern Technical High School.

Appendix | — Recommendation of Award of Contract
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Recommendation for Award of Contract
Science Room Renovations at Eastern Technical High School
March 9, 2004

On February 17, 2004, eleven (11) bids were received for the renovation of science
rooms at Eastern Technical High School - Bid #RHA-327-04. This project consists of providing
new science laboratory casework, revisions to the mechanical and electrical systems, and new
room finishes for one science classroom and one preparation room. A summary of the bids
received is attached. Based on the bids received, the Department of Physica Facilities
recommends an award of contract to Chilmar Corporation, the lowest responsive bidder, in the
amount of $159,800.00 for the Base Bid.

At this time, we also request approval of a 10% Change Order Allocation in the amount
of $15,980.00, to cover any unforeseen conditions and minor changes to the contract, to be
authorized and approved by the Building Committee in accordance with Board Policy.

Funding for this project is available in Capital Budget Project # 666 — Alterations/Code
Updates/Restorations.

APPROVED:

Executive Dhirector



Baltimore County Public Schools

Eastern Technical High School — Science Room Renovations

Bid Number: RHA-327-04
Bid Due Date: February 17, 2004

BIDDERS’ NAMES

TOTAL BASE BID

Chilmar Corporation $159,800.00
J A K Construction $169,000.00
Phillips Way, Inc. $183,200.00
E. Pikounis Construction, Inc. $186,264.00
Ruskey & Co. Builders, Inc. $187,000.00
Jack H. Kidd Associates, Inc. $195,000.00
North Point Builders, Inc. $214,000.00
Century Construction, Inc. $215,000.00
Orfanos Contractors, Inc. $222,500.00
Murphy Bird & Phillips, Inc. $232,600.00

Mirabile Construction

$256,464.00




Exhibit L

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DATE: March 9, 2004

TO: BOARD OF EDUCATION

FROM: Dr. J. Hairston, Superintendent

SUBJECT: AWARD OF CONTRACT —ADA RENOVATIONSAT CARROLL
MANOR ELEMENTARY AND FIFTH DISTRICT ELEMENTARY
SCHOOLS

ORIGINATOR: J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent of Business Services

RESOURCE

PERSON(S): Donald F. Krempel, Ph.D., Executive Director
Department of Physical Facilities
Richard H. Cassdll, P.E., Administrator
Office of Engineering and Construction
Mohammed Mufti, Architect
Office of Engineering and Construction

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Education approves an award of contract.

*kkkk*k

Award of Contract — ADA Renovations at Carroll Manor Elementary and Fifth District
Elementary Schools.

Appendix | — Recommendation of Award of Contract
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Recommendation for Award of Contract
ADA Renovationsat Carroll Manor Elementary and Fifth District Elementary Schools
March 9, 2004

On February 20, 2004, six (6) bids were received for the ADA renovations at Carroll
Manor Elementary and Fifth District Elementary Schools - Bid #JCO-437-04. These projects
consist of the installation of a chairlift at both schools and modification to a set of restrooms at
Fifth District Elementary School. A summary of the bids received is attached. Based on the bids
received, the Department of Physical Facilities recommends an award of contract to E. Pikounis
Construction Company, Inc., the lowest responsive bidder, in the amount of $90,285.00 for both
schools.

At this time, we also request approval of a 10% Change Order Allocation in the amount
of $9,028.50, to cover any unforeseen conditions and minor changes to the contract, to be
authorized and approved by the Building Committee in accordance with Board Policy.

Funding for this project is avallable in Capita Budget Project # 665 — Mgor
Maintenance.

APPROVED:

| bel PhD.
Executive Dhirector



Baltimore County Public Schools

Carroll Manor Elementary and Fifth District Elementary Schools
ADA Upgrades

Bid Number: JCO-437-04

Bid Due Date: February 20, 2004

Bidders’ Names

E. Pikounis .
Construction RWC. Jack H. Kidd Tito Phillips Way,
Most, Inc. Contracting, . Contractors,
Company, Associates Inc.
Inc. Inc.
Inc.

Carroll Manor
Elementary $44,920.00 $59,313.00 $64,390.00 $70,000.00 $64,500.00 $82,772.00
School:
Fifth District
Elementary $45,365.00 $58,482.00 $54,390.00 $71,500.00 $85,000.00 $86,041.00
School:
Base Bid for
Both Schools: $90,285.00 $117,795.00 | $118,780.00 | $141,500.00 | $149,500.00 | $168,813.00




Exhibit M

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DATE: March 9, 2004

TO: BOARD OF EDUCATION

FROM: Dr. J. Hairston, Superintendent

SUBJECT: REQUEST TO NEGOTIATE —CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

SERVICESFOR WINDSOR MILL MIDDLE SCHOOL

ORIGINATOR: J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent of Business Services

RESOURCE

PERSON(S): Donald F. Krempel, Ph.D., Executive Director
Department of Physical Facilities
Richard H. Cassdll, P.E., Administrator
Office of Engineering and Construction
J. Kurt Buckler, P.E., Head of Engineering
Office of Engineering and Construction

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Education approves a request to negotiate.

*kkkk*k

Request to Negotiate — Construction Management Services for Windsor Mill Middle Schooal.

Appendix | — Request to Negotiate
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Request to Negotiate
Construction Management Servicesfor Windsor Mill Middle School
March 9, 2004

The Department of Physical Facilities advertised for professional services required to
provide Construction Management Services associated with the construction of Windsor Mill
Middle School. These services will include, but are not limited to, developing schedules,
preparing construction cost estimates, managing design services, performing design reviews,
preparing State submissions, bidding construction packages, supervising/inspecting all
construction, and preparing final construction punch-out lists. All procedures in the Board of
Education’s Policy and Rules, Section 3250 were followed to advertise, qualify, interview, and
select the consultants.

On February 19, 2004, the Qualification Committee met and reviewed the “expressions
of interest” submitted by nine (9) consultants. This information was reviewed and graded with
the Qualification Committee stating that three (3) qualified firms should be considered by the
Selection Committee.

On February 24, 2004, the Selection Committee met to discuss the Qualification
Committee’ s report and interview the three (3) qualified firms recommended by the Qualification
Committee. Base upon the reviews and interviews, the Selection Committee recommends that
approval be granted to begin contract negotiations with the Whiting-Turner Contracting
Company to provide Construction Management Services associated with the construction of
Windsor Mill Middle School.

APPROVED:

Executive Dhirector



Exhibit N

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DATE: March 9, 2004

TO: BOARD OF EDUCATION

FROM: Dr. J. Hairston, Superintendent

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR CHANGE ORDER —SYSTEMIC RENOVATION

PROJECT AT DUNDALK MIDDLE SCHOOL

ORIGINATOR: J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent of Business Services
RESOURCE
PERSON(S): Donald F. Krempel, Ph.D., Executive Director

Department of Physical Facilities

Richard Cassdll, P.E., Administrator
Office of Engineering and Construction

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Education approves a change order.

*kkk*x

Request for Change Order — Systemic Renovation Project at Dundalk Middle School.

Appendix | — Recommendation of approval of a Change Order
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Recommendation of Approval of a Change Order
Systemic Renovation Project at Dundalk Middle School
March 9, 2004

On May 27, 2003, the Board of Education approved an award of contract with E.
Pikounis Construction Company, Inc. to perform the systemic renovation project at Dundalk
Middle School. The Fiscal Year 2004 County Capital Budget includes funding for upgrading the
kitchen serving lines at Dundalk Middle School. The work includes removing and replacing the
existing serving lines and adding an additional serving line. The renovation contractor has
provided a proposal in the amount of $192,992.00 for completing this additional scope of work.
This price proposa has been reviewed by the consultant and found reasonable. Based upon this
review, the Department of Physical Facilities recommends approval of a change order with E.
Pikounis Construction Company in an amount not-to-exceed $192,992.00 to upgrade the kitchen
serving lines.

Funding for this change order is available from Capital Budget Project #665 — Major
Maintenance.

APPROVED:

Donald F!
Executive Director

]



Exhibit O

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DATE: March 9, 2004

TO: BOARD OF EDUCATION

FROM: Dr. J. Hairston, Superintendent

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR CHANGE ORDER —SYSTEMIC RENOVATION

PROJECT AT FRANKLIN MIDDLE SCHOOL

ORIGINATOR: J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent of Business Services
RESOURCE
PERSON(S): Donald F. Krempel, Ph.D., Executive Director

Department of Physical Facilities

Richard Cassdll, P.E., Administrator
Office of Engineering and Construction

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Education approves a change order.

*kkk*x

Request for Change Order — Systemic Renovation Project at Franklin Middle School.

Appendix | — Recommendation of approval of a Change Order
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Recommendation of Approval of a Change Order
Systemic Renovation Project at Franklin Middle School
March 9, 2004

On June 10, 2003, the Board of Education approved an award of contract with Phillips
Way, Inc. to perform the systemic renovation project at Franklin Middle School. The Fiscal Y ear
2004 County Capital Budget includes funding for upgrading the kitchen serving lines at Franklin
Middle School. The work includes removing and replacing the existing serving lines and adding
an additional serving line. The renovation contractor has provided a proposal in the amount of
$178,384.00 for completing this additional work. This price proposal has been reviewed by the
consultant and found reasonable. Based upon this review, the Department of Physical Facilities
recommends approval of a change order with Phillips Way, Inc. in an amount not-to-exceed
$178,384.00 to upgrade the kitchen serving lines.

Funding for this change order is available from Capital Budget Project #665 — Major
Maintenance.

APPROVED:

Executive Director



Exhibit P

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DATE: March 9, 2004

TO: BOARD OF EDUCATION

FROM: Dr. J. Hairston, Superintendent

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR CHANGE ORDER —SYSTEMIC RENOVATION

PROJECT AT PARKVILLE MIDDLE SCHOOL

ORIGINATOR: J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent of Business Services
RESOURCE
PERSON(S): Donald F. Krempel, Ph.D., Executive Director

Department of Physical Facilities

Richard Cassdll, P.E., Administrator
Office of Engineering and Construction

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Education approves a change order.

*kkk*x

Request for Change Order — Systemic Renovation Project at Parkville Middle School.

Appendix | — Recommendation of approval of a Change Order
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Recommendation of Approval of a Change Order
Systemic Renovation Project at Parkville Middle School
March 9, 2004

On May 13, 2003, the Board of Education approved an award of contract with Phillips
Way, Inc. to perform the systemic renovation project at Parkville Middle School. The Fiscal
Year 2004, County Capital Budget includes funding for upgrading the kitchen serving lines at
Parkville Middle School. This work includes removing and replacing the existing serving lines
and adding an additional serving line. The renovation contractor has provided a proposa in the
amount of $151,834.00 for completing this additional scope of work. This price proposa has
been reviewed by the consultant and found reasonable. Based upon this review, the Department
of Physical Facilities recommends approva of a change order with Phillips Way, Inc. in an
amount not-to-exceed $151,834.00 to upgrade the kitchen serving lines.

Funding for this change order is available from Capital Budget Project #665 — Major
Maintenance.

APPROVED:

Executive Director



exhibit Q

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DATE: March 9, 2004

TO: BOARD OF EDUCATION

FROM: Dr. J. Hairston, Superintendent

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR CHANGE ORDER —CONSTRUCTION MANAGER-

AT-RISK AT MAIDEN CHOICE SCHOOL

ORIGINATOR: J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent of Business Services
RESOURCE
PERSON(S): Donald F. Krempel, Ph.D., Executive Director

Department of Physical Facilities

Richard Cassdll, P.E., Administrator
Office of Engineering and Construction

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Education approves a change order.

*kkk*x

Request for Change Order — Construction Manager-at-Risk at Maiden Choice School

Appendix | — Recommendation of approval of a Change Order
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Recommendation of Approval of a Change Order
Construction Manager -at-Risk at Maiden Choice School
March 9, 2004

On February 11, 2003, the Board of Education approved a Construction Manager-at-Risk
contract with Brawner Company, Inc. (Huntington & Hopkins, Inc.) to complete the systemic
renovations at Maiden Choice School. The Department of Physical Facilities has requested that
the Construction Manager provide pricing to replace the lighting fixtures in twenty-four (24)
classrooms, replace ceilings not included under the original scope of work, and install a roof-top
air conditioning unit for the administrative office area. The construction manager has provided
the Department of Physical Facilities with a price of $116,710.43 for completing this additional
scope of work. This price proposal has been reviewed by the design consultant for this project
and found reasonable.

Based upon this review, the Department of Physical Facilities recommends a change
order in the amount of $116,710.43 with Brawner Company, Inc. (Huntington & Hopkins, Inc.)
to complete additional improvements at Maiden Choice School, not originally included under the
systemic renovation project. If approved, this change order will bring the total change orders on
this project to $179,411.80 or approximately 8.9% of the total contract award of $1,995,400.00.

Funding for this change order is available in Capital Budget Project #665 — Magjor
Maintenance.

APPROVED:

Donald F!
Executive Director

]



DATE:
TO:
FROM:

SUBJECT:

ORIGINATOR:

RESOURCE
PERSON(S):

Exhibit R

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

March 9, 2004

BOARD OF EDUCATION

Dr. J. Hairston, Superintendent

REQUEST FOR CHANGE ORDER —DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION

ADMINISTRATION SERVICES FOR REROOFING PROJECT AT
PERRY HALL HIGH SCHOOL

J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent of Business Services

Donald F. Krempel, Ph.D., Executive Director
Department of Physical Facilities

Cornell S. Brown, Administrator

Office of Comprehensive Maintenance and Construction
MacArthur Chavis, Project Administrator, Supervisor
Office of Comprehensive Maintenance and Construction

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Education approves a change order.

*kkk*x

Request for Change Order — Design and Construction Administration Services for Reroofing
Project at Perry Hall High School.
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Recommendation of Approval of a Change Order
Design and Construction Administration Servicesfor Reroofing Project at
Perry Hall High School
March 9, 2004

On January 29, 2002, the Board of Education approved a fee acceptance with Gale
Associates, Inc. for the design and construction administration services associated with the
reroofing project at Perry Hall High School. Due to an unexpected extension in the construction
period, the consultant has requested additional fees for expanded construction administration
services. The additional consultant fees, in the amount of $6,200.00, have been reviewed by in-
house staff and found reasonable.

Based upon this review, the Department of Physical Facilities requests approval of a
change order in the amount of $6,200 with Gale Associates, Inc. for additional services in
conjunction with the reroofing project at Perry Hall High School. Funding for these additional
servicesisavailable in Capital Budget Project #671 — Roof Rehabilitations.

APPROVED:

Donald F!
Executive Director

]



Exhibit S

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DATE: March 9, 2004

TO: BOARD OF EDUCATION

FROM: Dr. J. Hairston, Superintendent

SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR CHANGE ORDER —DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION
ADMINISTRATION SERVICESAT WINDSOR MILL MIDDLE
SCHOOL

ORIGINATOR: J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent of Business Services

RESOURCE

PERSON(S): Donald F. Krempel, Ph.D., Executive Director
Department of Physical Facilities
Richard Cassell, P.E., Administrator
Office of Engineering and Construction
J. Kurt Buckler, P.E., Head of Engineering
Office of Engineering and Construction

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Education approves a change order.

*kkk*x

Request for Change Order — Design and Construction Administration Services at Windsor Mill
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Recommendation of Approval of a Change Order
Design and Construction Administration Services at Windsor Mill Middle School
March 9, 2004

On January 14, 2002, the Board of Education granted approval for the Department of
Physical Facilities to enter into negotiations with Grimm & Parker Architects, Inc. for the
design and construction administration services associated with the construction of Windsor
Mill Middle School. Following this approval, a fee of $1,481,993.00 was negotiated for al
design phase services including bidding and construction administration services. On December
3, 2002, the Board approved an award of the initial phase of the design services for the
preparation of schematic designs in the amount of $222,158.00. The negotiated fees for the
remaining phases of design, forma bidding, and construction administration services total
$1,259,835.00.

In order to open this school by the Fall 2006, the Department of Physical Facilities will
need to fast track this design. Due to potential unknowns in the required site testing and in the
design process, the Department of Physical Facilities requests a 7% design contingency, in the
amount of $104,000.00, to address these potentia items and maintain an accelerated schedule.

At this time, the Department of Physical Facilities requests approva of an award with
Grimm & Parker Architects, Inc. in the amount of $1,259,835.00 for the remaining design
services, formal bidding, and construction administration services and a contingency for
accelerated design servicesin the amount of $104,000.00.

Funding of $750,000 for the servicesis currently available in the FY 2004 Capital Budget

Project #091 — Windsor Mill Middle School. The remaining dollars necessary for funding these
servicesisincluded in the FY 2005 Capital Budget Request.

APPROVED:

Executive Dhirector



Exhibit 1

BALTIMORE COUNTY PUBLIC SCHOOLS

DATE: March 9, 2004

TO: BOARD OF EDUCATION

FROM: Dr. J. Hairston, Superintendent

SUBJECT: LEASE OF SPACE FOR THE OFFICE OF WORLD LANGUAGES

ORIGINATOR: J. Robert Haines, Deputy Superintendent

RESOURCE
PERSON(S): Rita Fromm, Executive Director, Planning and Support Operations

RECOMMENDATION

That the Board of Education approves the |ease of
office space for the Office of World Languages.

Background Information: The Office of World Languages is currently located in
Milford Mill High School. Enrollment at Milford Mill exceeds state rated capacity.
Relocating the Office of World Languages will alow for more instructiona spacein the
building.

Estimated Operating Funds Fiscal Impact: $38,278 per year for FY 05 ($9569.50 in FY 04)
Possible Funding Source: Operating Funds

JRH/dd



HOUSE BILL 1230

1 (1)  PROVIDING A METHOD FOR ESTABLISHING A
MAXIMUM STATE

2 CONSTRUCTION ALLOCATION FOR EACH PROJECT APPROVED FOR STATE
FUNDING;

3 (IV) REFERENCING THE POLICIES STATED IN § 5-7B-07 OF
THE

4 STATE FINANCE AND PROCUREMENT ARTICLE;

5 (V) REQUIRING LOCAL SCHOOL SYSTEMSTO ADOPT
PROCEDURES

6 CONSISTENT WITH THE MINORITY BUSINESS ENTERPRISE POLICIES OF THE
STATE
7 ASREQUIRED UNDER THE CODE OF MARY LAND REGULATIONS;

8 (V1) ESTABLISHING A PROCESS FOR THE APPEAL OF
DECISIONS BY

9 THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE TO THE BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS;

10 (VII) REQUIRING LOCAL EDUCATION AGENCIES TO ADOPT,

11 IMPLEMENT, AND PERIODICALLY UPDATE COMPREHENSIVE MAINTENANCE
PLANS;

12 AND

13 (V1) AUTHORIZING THE BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKSTO
WITHHOLD

14 STATE PUBLIC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION FUNDS FROM A LOCAL EDUCATION
AGENCY

15 THAT FAILSTO COMPLY WITH THE REQUIREMENTS OF ITEM (VII) OF THIS

16 PARAGRAPH.

17 (4) In adopting any of these requirements, the State Board and the

18 Board of Public Works shall provide for the maximum exercise of initiative by school
19 personnel in each county to insure that the school buildings and improvements meet
20 both the needs of the local communities and the rules and regul ations necessary to

21 insure the proper operation of this section and the prudent expenditure of State

22 funds.

23 [()] (B) [(1)] TheBoardof Public Works shall develop the rules, regulations,
24 and procedures authorized by this section in consultation with representatives of the
25 county boards and the county governing bodies.

26 [(2) Beforethe adoption, amendment, or repeal of any rule, regulation, or

27 procedure under this section, the Board of Public Works shall give notice of its
28 intended action to the county boards and to the county governing bodies.
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29 (3) The Board of Public Works shall permit each county board and
30 county governing body to submit its views with respect to the intended action.]
31 [(9)] F) The [rules, regulations, and procedures] REGULATIONS AND
32 PROCEDURES of the Board of Public Works adopted under this section and their
33 promulgation are exempt from [88 10-101 through 10-305 of the State Government

34 Articleand] 8§ 8-127(b) of the State Finance and Procurement Article of the Code.

3B [ G @ With respect to public school construction or public school
36 capital improvements, including sites for school buildings, the authority,

37 responsibilities, powers, and duties of the following are subject to the [rules,

38 regulations, and procedures] REGULATIONS adopted by the Board of Public Works
39 under this section:
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HOUSE BILL 1230

® The State Board;
(i)  The State Superintendent;
(i)  The county governments;
(iv)  The county boards; and
(V) All other State or local governmental agencies under this
article.
(2) If, as to public school construction or public school capital

8 improvements, there is any conflict between the [rules, regulations, and procedures]
9 REGULATIONS AND PROCEDURES of the Board of Public Works and the authority,

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

responsibilities, powers, and duties of the individuals and agencies specified in
paragraph (1) of this subsection, the[ rules, regulations, and procedures]
REGULATIONS AND PROCEDURES of the Board of Public Works shall prevail.

[(D)] (H) The obligation of the State to pay the costs of public school
construction and public school capital improvements extends only to those projects or
parts of projects that comply with the [rules, regulations, and procedures]
REGULATIONS AND PROCEDURES of the Board of Public Works.

[ O Q) This subsection does not apply to the proceeds from the sale,
lease, or disposition of public school buildings constructed under contracts executed
before February 1, 1971.

(2) [By rule or regulation] COSISTENT WITH 8§ 4-115 OF THIS

ARTICLE

21 AND REGULATIONS ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKSTO
IMPLEMENT 8§

22 4-126 OF THIS ARTICLE, the Board of Public Works may require BY REGULATION

that

23 the proceeds received by a county from the sale, lease, or disposal of any public school
24 building shall be used solely as part of the State funding of the construction of future
25 public school buildings in the county in which the sale, lease, or disposal occurred, if
26 the public school building was:

27 (1) Constructed under a contract executed on or after February 1,
28 1971; and

29 (i)  Paid for primarily with State funds under this section.

30 3 The part of the proceeds from the sale, lease, or disposal of a public

31 school building that fairly represents the appraised value of land and that part of the
32 cost of the public school building that was funded by the county shall remain as the
33 funds of the county.

34

(K] O (D) Whether by budget bill or supplementary appropriation bill, all

35 money appropriated to carry out the purposes of this section is a separate fund that
36 shall be administered by the State Comptroller in accordance with the [rules and)]
37 regulations adopted by the Board of Public Works.
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HOUSE BILL 1230

1 2 (D EXCEPT AS PROVIDED IN SUBPARAGRAPH (ll) OF THIS

2 PARAGRAPH, ANY FUNDS APPROVED FOR A PROJECT THAT HAS NOT BEEN

3 CONTRACTED FOR WITHIN 2 YEARS OF THE APPROVAL OF THE PROJECT
SHALL

4 REVERT TO THE FUND ESTABLISHED UNDER PARAGRAPH (1) OF THIS
SUBSECTION.

5 (I THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE, WITH THE APPROVAL
OF THE

6 BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS, MAY EXTEND THE TIME PERIOD UNDER
SUBPARAGRAPH

7 (1) OF THIS PARAGRAPH IF THE INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE DETERMINES
THAT

8 UNUSUAL CIRCUMSTANCES EXIST.

9 3) ANY UNEXPENDED ALLOCATIONS OF FUNDS FOR
PREVIOUSLY

10 APPROVED PROJECTS SHALL BE TRANSFERRED TO THE FUND ESTABLISHED
UNDER

11 PARAGRAPH (1) OF THIS SUBSECTION.

12 4) ON OR BEFORE JUNE 1 AND DECEMBER 1 OF EACH YEAR, THE

13 INTERAGENCY COMMITTEE SHALL REPORT TO THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY, IN

14 ACCORDANCE WITH 8 2-1246 OF THE STATE GOVERNMENT ARTICLE, ON THE

15 BALANCE IN THE FUND ASTHE RESULT OF TRANSFERS OR REVERSIONS
REQUIRED

16 UNDER THIS SUBSECTION.

17 SECTION 4. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That the Laws of Maryland

18 read asfollows:

19 Article - Education

20 5-206.

21 () In fiscal year [2004] 2006 and in each fiscal year thereafter, the State shall

22 distribute grants to county boards under the Aging Schools Program administered by

23 the Interagency Committee on School Construction in the following amounts:

24 (1)  Allegany County ... [$355,000] $166,000

25 (20  AnneArundd County..... [$570,000] $859,000

26 (3)  BdtimoreCity..... [$1,635,000] $2,356,000

27 (4)  BadtimoreCounty ... [$2,940,000] $1,484,000
28 (5) CadvertCounty ... $65,000

29 (6) CarolineCounty ... $85,000

30 (7) Caroll County ... [$385,000] $233,000

31 (8)  Cecil County ... [$355,000] $163,000

32 (90 CharlesCounty ... [$65,000] $85,000

33 (10) Dorchester County ... $65,000
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1 (11) Frederick County ... [$85,000] $310,000

2 (12) Garrett County ... [$85,000] $65,000

3 (13) Harford County ... [$400,000] $369,000

4 (14) Howard County ... [$65,000] $149,000

5 (15) Kent County ..... $65,000

6 (16) Montgomery County ..... [$1,170,000] $1,023,000
7 (17) Prince Georges County ... [$970,000] $2,053,000
8 (18) Queen Annes County ..... $85,000

9 (19) St. Marys County ... $85,000

10 (20) Somerset County ... $65,000

11 (21) Talbot County..... [$155,000] $65,000

12 (22) Washington County ..... [$200,000] $229,000
13 (23) Wicomico County ... [$355,000] $181,000

14 (24) Worcester County ... $65,000

15 SECTION 5. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That the Laws of Maryland
16 read as follows:

17 Chapter 704 of the Acts of 1998, as amended by Chapter 420 of the
Acts of
18 2001 and Chapter 289 of the Acts of 2002

19 SECTION 3. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That, UNLESS REGULATIONS

20 ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS REQUIRE THE STATE TO
PROVIDE A

21 LARGER PERCENTAGE, for fiscal years 1999 through 2007, in each year, the State

22 shall provide 75 percent of the eligible costs for up to $35 million in public school

23 construction costs in Prince George's County. At least $20 million of the State funds

24 must be spent each year on neighborhood school projects. For fiscal years 1999

25 through 2003, UNLESS REGULATIONS ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF PUBLIC
WORKS

26 REQUIRE THE STATE TO PROVIDE A LARGER PERCENTAGE, for funding above
$35

27 million, the State shall provide 60 percent of the eligible costs. For fiscal years 2004

28 through 2007, UNLESS REGULATIONS ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF PUBLIC
WORKS

29 REQUIRE THE STATE TO PROVIDE A LARGER PERCENTAGE, for funding above
$35

30 million, the State shall provide 65 percent of the eligible costs. Neighborhood school

31 projects shall be identified by the Interagency Committee on Public School

32 Construction and shall include new public schools and additions or improvements to

33 existing public schools which serve students reassigned to their local communities
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1 based upon the Community Schools Education Plan developed by the Prince George’s
2 County Board of Education.

3 SECTION 6. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That the Laws of Maryland
4 read as follows:

5 Chapter 280 of the Acts of 2001, as amended by Chapter 288 of the
Acts of
6 2002 and Chapter 388 of the Acts of 2003

7 SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF

8 MARYLAND, That, notwithstanding any other provision of law, UNLESS

9 REGULATIONS ADOPTED BY THE BOARD OF PUBLIC WORKS REQUIRE THE
STATE TO

10 PROVIDE A LARGER PERCENTAGE, for fiscal years 2002 through 2005, in each year,

11 the State shall provide 90 percent of the eligible costs for up to and including $20

12 million in public school construction projects in Baltimore City, and for funding above

13 $20 million, the State shall provide 75 percent of the eligible costs.

14 SECTION 7. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That, on or before July 1,

15 2005, at the request of the Interagency Committee on School Construction, the Board
16 of Public Works shall adopt regulations, in accordance with Title 10, Subtitle 1 of the
17 State Government Article, to implement the provisions of this Act and that:

18 (1) reduce the State rated classroom capacity for elementary grades 1 to 5 to
19 23 students per classroom,;

20 (2 establish a planning priority process to evaluate requests for State
21 planning approval in the annual Capital Improvement Programs of local education
22 agencies;

23 (3) develop design guidelines and provide financial incentives, such as

24 supplemental design funds or additional construction funding, for school construction
25 projects that use innovative building techniques or include energy conservation,

26 sustainable building, or green architecture design features; and

27 (4 establish a new State and local cost-share formula for each county for use

28 beginning in fiscal year 2006, consistent with the recommendations contained in the
29 Report of the Task Force to Study Public School Facilities, issued in February 2004.

30 SECTION 8. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That the State Department

31 of Education shall adopt regulations that provide for periodic surveys of the condition

32 of public school facilities in Maryland at least every 4 years. The surveys should be

33 similar to the Facility Assessment Survey that the State Department conducted, at

34 the direction of the Task Force to Study Public School Facilities, in 2003. The State
35 shall provide funds necessary to conduct the survey.
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36 SECTION 9. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That it is the intent of the

37 General Assembly that the Board of Public Works and the Interagency Committee on
38 School Construction establish an emergency repair fund to finance renovations and
39 improvements to public schools that resolve deficiencies that present an immediate
40 hazard to the health or safety of the students or staff of the schools, as certified by
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1 local education agencies and approved by the Interagency Committee on School

2 Construction. By July 1, 2004, the Board of Public Works and the Interagency

3 Committee on School Construction shall develop procedures for use of the emergency
4 repair fund to resolve deficiencies that present an immediate health or safety hazard

5 and to resolve deficiencies that, if not corrected, may present an immediate health or
6 safety hazard. It is the intent of the General Assembly that at least $2 million be

7 provided for the emergency repair fund in fiscal year 2005.

8 SECTION 10. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That it is the intent of the

9 Governor and the General Assembly that the State should pursue a goal of fully

10 funding by fiscal 2013 a minimum of $3.85 billion in school facility needs, as

11 identified by the 2003 School Facility Assessment Survey of minimum standards
12 conducted at the request of the Task Force to Study Public School Facilities.

13 Achieving this goal in light of the fiscal outlook will be challenging and will require a
14 significant commitment by the State to provide approximately $2 billion and by local
15 governments to provide approximately $1.85 billion over the next 8 years for school
16 construction projects. It is recognized that this amount does not include many projects
17 that local education agencies believe are necessary, but it does include basic,

18 minimum facility standards for all public schools in Maryland.

19 SECTION 11. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That the Public School

20 Construction Program shall provide assistance to Baltimore City, counties, and local
21 education agencies in using alternative financing mechanisms to fund school

22 construction, when appropriate. The Public School Construction Program shall

23 prepare a guide for Baltimore City, counties, and local education agencies to use when
24 evaluating alternative financing proposals. The guide should include model contracts,
25 model solicitations, and references to other documents which provide information on
26 alternative financing. The Public School Construction Program should help Baltimore
27 City, counties, and local education agencies identify when an alternative financing
28 mechanism may be appropriate for a particular project and to develop the

29 procurement, contractual, and technical instruments that will meet State and local

30 procurement requirements and bring the project to a successful conclusion. The

31 Public School Construction Program shall report to the Board of Public Works,

32 Baltimore City, the county governments, local education agencies, and the General
33 Assembly on or before September 1 of each year, in accordance with 8§ 2-1246 of the

34 State Government Article, on the use of aternative financing mechanisms to finance

35 public school construction in Maryland in the prior fiscal year.

36 SECTION 12. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That Section 3 of this Act

37 shall take effect July 1, 2008.

38 SECTION 13. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That Sections 2 and 4 of

39 thisAct shall take effect July 1, 2005. Section 2 of this Act shall remain effective for

40 aperiod of 3 years and, at the end of June 30, 2008, with no further action required by

41 the General Assembly, Section 2 of this Act shall be abrogated and of no further force

42 and effect.

43 SECTION 14. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That, except as provided in

44 Sections 12 and 13 of this Act, this Act shall take effect July 1, 2004.
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Attachment V
HB 1230
Department of Legislative Services
Maryland General Assembly
2004 Session

FISCAL AND POLICY NOTE

House Bill 1230 (Delegate Hixson, et al.)
(Task Force to Study Public School Facilities)

Appropriations and Ways and Means

Public School Facilities Act of 2004

This bill implements many of the recommendations of the Task Force to Study Public School
Facilities to include additional State and local funding for public school construction and
alternative methods to finance school construction projects.

Except for certain provisions, the bill takes effect July 1, 2004. The provision relating to
relocatable classrooms takes effect July 1, 2005 and terminates on June 30, 2008. The provision
relating to the Aging Schools Program takes effect July 1, 2005.

_____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|
Fiscal Summary

State Effect: General fund expenditures would increase by $2.3 million in FY 2005. Annuity
bond fund expenditures for debt service costs would increase by $2.4 million in FY 2007 and by
$131.5 million in FY 2020.

(% in millions) FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
Revenues $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
GF Expenditure 2.3 3.3 3.5 3.5 2.3
Bond Exp. 0 0 2.4 7.1 15.9
Net Effect ($2.3) ($3.3) ($5.9) ($10.6) ($18.2)

Note:() = decrease; GF = general funds; FF = federal funds; SF = special funds; - =
indeterminate effect

Local Effect: Local funding for school construction would be significantly affected by the bill’s
provisions. Twelve local school systems would realize an increase in the State share of digible
school construction costs, while five systems would realize a decrease. Funding under the Aging
Schools Program is modified with seven systems realizing an increase in funding and nine
systems realizing a decrease.

Small Business Effect:Meaningful.
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Analysis

Bill Summary: This bill implements many of the recommendations of the Task Force to Study
Public School Facilities. Major provisions are discussed below.

Sate and Local Funding for Public School Construction

The bill states that it is the intent of the Governor and the General Assembly that a minimum of
$3.85 hillion be provided to fund school facility needs by fiscal 2013. Of this amount, the State
will provide $2 billion and local governments will provide $1.85 billion over the next eight
years.

Allocation of Sate School Construction Funds

The Interagency Committee on School Construction (IAC) must provide recommendations to the
Board of Public Works (BPW) by December 31 of each year for public school construction

projects that comprise at least 75% of the anticipated school construction allocation for the
following fiscal year. The remaining allocation may be allocated by BPW as provided in

regulation.

Sate and Local Cost Share Formula

BPW must establish a new State and local cost-share formula for each county for use beginning
in fiscal 2006, consistent with the recommendations contained in the task force report. Special
school construction funding provisions relating to Baltimore City and Prince George's County

may be altered depending upon the new cost-share formula adopted by the board.

Class Sze/Sate Rated Capacity

The State rated capacity (SRC) for elementary classes in grades one to five is lowered from 25
students per class to 23 students.

Emergency Repair Fund

It is the bill’s intent that BPW and IAC establish an emergency repair fund to finance
renovations and improvements to public schools, thereby resolving deficiencies that present an
immediate hazard to the health or safety of the students or staff of the schools. BPW and IAC
must devel op procedures for the use of the funds by July 1, 2004. The fund must receive at |east
$2 million in fiscal 2005.

Aging Schools Program
The bill alters the allocation of the Aging Schools Program beginning in fiscal 2006 by basing

funding on the current percentage of pre-1970 square footage and by retaining the $65,000 and
$85,000 minimum allocations.
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Authorization to Issue Bonds to Fund Public School Construction

A county is authorized to issue bonds to finance the costs of construction or improvement of
public school facilities. The bonds must be authorized by a resolution of the local governing
body. The resolution must: (1) describe the public school construction or improvements to be
financed through the sale of the bonds; (2) state the maximum principal amount of the bonds; (3)
describe the sources of repayment of the bonds; (4) state the maximum term of the bonds, which
may not exceed 30 years; and (5) describe any terms or conditions under which the bonds may
be redeemed before maturity.

Bonds issued constitute an irrevocable pledge of the full faith and credit and unlimited taxing
power of the county to the payment of the principal and interest on the bonds when the bonds
become payable and are exempt from State, county, and municipal taxation. A county may enter
into agreements with agents, banks, fiduciaries, insurers, or others to enhance the marketability
of and security for the bonds; or secure any tender option granted to the holders of the bonds.

Additional Local Taxing Authority (Transfer, Sales, and Property Taxes)

The local governing body may impose a transfer tax to cover the debt service on the local bonds
issued for public school construction. The transfer tax does not apply to the property exempt

from the State transfer tax or in counties that have already imposed a transfer tax on June 30,
2004. In addition, a county may impose a retail sales tax to cover the debt service on the local
bonds. The tax cannot be imposed on tax exempt items. Finally, the county must impose an ad
valorem tax on all assessable property within the county for the purpose of covering the debt

service on the outstanding bonds.

Alternative Financing Methods

Except when prohibited by local law, a county may engage in the following to finance public
school construction: alternative financing methods; competitive negotiation instead of
competitive bidding; accepting unsolicited proposals for the development of public schools; and
using quality-based selection in which selection is based on a combination of qualifications and
cost factors. Alternative financing methods include sale-leaseback arrangements, lease-leaseback
arrangements, public-private partnership agreements, and performance-based contracting. At the
request of IAC, BPW may adopt regulations to implement these provisions, including:
guidelines for the acceptance and evaluation of unsolicited proposals; requirements for the
execution of a comprehensive agreement; and the applicability of State procurement laws to
procurement or financing of public school construction. The Public School Construction
Program (PSCP) must provide assistance to Baltimore City, counties, and local boards of
education in using alternative financing mechanisms, when appropriate. PSCP must report to
BPW, Baltimore City, county governments, local school systems, and the General Assembly by
September 1 of each year on the use of alternative financing mechanisms to finance public
school construction in Maryland in the prior fiscal year.

Eligible Costs for Relocatable Classrooms

The bill makes the purchase of relocatable classrooms an eligible cost under PSCP for the three-
year period fiscal 2006 through 2008. BPW must adopt regulations that define relocatable
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classrooms and establish the minimum specifications for relocatable classrooms which may be
purchased using State funds. The Governor must provide $1 million in fiscal 2006 through 2008
for public school construction in excess of the estimates of funding for public school
construction contained in the fiscal 2005 through 2009 capital improvement plan for the purpose
of funding the State share of the cost of purchasing relocatable classrooms.

Survey of Public School Facilities

IAC must survey the condition of school buildings identified by the Maryland State Department
of Education (MSDE) each year. The Department of General Services (DGS) must conduct the
inspections of individual school buildings. IAC must report to the Governor and the General
Assembly by October 1 of each year on the results of the survey for the prior year. In addition,
MSDE must adopt regulations that provide for periodic surveys of the condition of public school
facilities in Maryland at least every four years. The surveys must be similar to the Facility
Assessment Survey that MSDE conducted at the direction of the task force. The State must
provide the funds necessary to conduct the survey.

* New since last Board meeting 64



Termination of Authorization

Any funds approved for a project that has not been contracted for within two years shall revert to
the statewide contingency fund. IAC, with the approval of BPW may extend the time period if
IAC determines that unusual circumstances exist. Any unexpended allocation of funds for
previously approved projects must be transferred to the fund. [IAC must report to the General
Assembly by June 1 and December 1 of each year on the balance in the fund as the result of
transfers or reversions.

Ownership of Public School Facilities

The bill enables a private entity to hold the title to property used for a particular public school or
local school system if the private entity is contractually obligated to transfer the title to the
appropriate local board of education on a specified date.

Reuse of Plans and Specifications for School Construction Projects

Local boards of education are encouraged to reuse recently used school designs, when
educationally appropriate and cost effective over the useful life of the project, within each county
and across local school systems.

Purchasing Contracts

DGS must provide a report to MSDE and each local school system by July 1 of each year that
describes existing State purchasing contracts that the local school systems may use to purchase
school furniture, equipment, commodities, and services.

IAC and BPW

The bill expands the types of regulations that BPW can implement and codifies IAC membership
to include the State Superintendent of Schools, the Secretary of Planning, and the Secretary of
General Services. BPW is authorized to adopt regulations that establish priority public school
construction programs and provide for the development of cooperative arrangements that permit
the sharing of facilities among two or more local school systems.

Current Law: PSCP, through oversight by IAC, provides State funding to local school systems
for school construction and improvement projects. Each September, the Governor provides IAC
with the proposed amount of funding for public school construction for the upcoming fiscal year.
IAC then transmits this information to the local jurisdictions and requests their annual and five-
year capital improvement programs (CIPs) by October 15.

In October and November, IAC staff reviews the CIPs and recommends to IAC which projects
should be funded based on certain criteria. In December, IAC develops a list of eligible projects
and decides which of those projects should be recommended to BPW for its approval. IAC
typically recommends an initial allocation of 75% of the proposed school construction budget.
In January, BPW listens to appeals from the local jurisdictions and votes on IAC
recommendations. The list of projects approved by BPW and any supplemental requests made
by the Governor become part of the State’'s proposed capital budget. The proposed budget is
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then submitted to the General Assembly for approval. In May, BPW allocates any remaining
school construction funds to school construction projects recommended by IAC and the
Governor.

BPW defines by regulation what constitutes an approved public school construction or capital
improvement cost. Although it is not written into regulations or any other published policy
manuals or guidelines, the purchase of relocatable classrooms has never been eligible for State
funding. Under current law, all public school property must be held in trust by the appropriate
local board of education.

Background: In 2002, the Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act (Chapter 288)
established a Task Force to Study Public School Facilities. Chapter 288 directed the task force
to look a whether the State's public school facilities are adequate to sustain programs provided

for under the Act and supported by proposed funding levels. The Act further directed the task

force to examine the equity of the State's school construction program, particularly the equity of

the State and local cost shares for school construction projects; whether to continue the Aging

Schools Program as a permanent program; and any other issues the task force determines are

relevant to evaluate the adequacy and equity of the State’s school construction program.

In completing its charge, the task force undertook an assessment of the current conditions of the
State’s existing public schools. A survey was conducted by MSDE based on 31 minimum
facility standards developed by a workgroup chaired by the State Superintendent of Schools and
approved by the task force in March 2003. The standards were based on local, State, and federal
standards for facilities and included the ability of the facility to support educational programs.
The National Clearinghouse for Educational Standards reported that Maryland’s survey is the
first of itskind in the nation. The survey results were released on November 6, 2003.

The survey indicated that $3.9 billion is needed to bring existing public schools up to standards
of which $1.5 billion is needed for additiona student capacity for the 2007-2008 school year.
Appendix 1 shows the amount of needed funds in each county. Furthermore, more than one-
third of public schools across the State did not meet the standard in at least one of eight facility
areas. Among the facility areas in need of attention are student capacity, accessibility for
students with disabilities, existing pre-kindergarten and kindergarten classrooms, and spaces for
secondary science, fine arts, and health services. It should be noted that many of the standards
are based on relatively new standards developed in the last 10 to 15 years. Only 26% of
Maryland’'s school space has been constructed or undergone major renovation since 1990. All
schools are required to meet the current standards when they are constructed or renovated.
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State Fiscal Effect: General fund expenditures could increase by $2.3 million in fiscal
2005. Exhibit 1 shows the potential cost by agency in fiscal 2005 through 2009. It is
assumed that State PAYGO funds would be used for the emergency repair fund and
relocatable classrooms. MSDE is responsible for conducting the facilities assessment
survey.

Exhibit 1
General Fund Expenditures at MSDE and PSCP
Agency/Expenditure FY 2005 FY 2006 FY 2007 FY 2008 FY 2009
MSDE — Administrative $56,500 $70,100 $73,900 $78,000 $82,300
PSCP — Administrative 225,100 221,500 172,300 171,300 180,500
Emergency Repair Fund 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000
Relocatable Classrooms 0 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 0
Facilities Survey 0 0 250,000 250,000 0
Total $2,281,600 $3,291,600 $3,496,200 $3,499,300 $2,262,800

Administrative Costs — MSDE

The proposed fiscal 2005 budget for MSDE's School Facilities Branch includes four registered
architect positions and one administrative assistant. Existing staffing is adequate to manage an
annual school construction program of up to $187 million. Beyond this level, additiona staff
support would be required. Due to the bill’s funding intent, the level of State funding for public
school construction will average $250 million per year over the next eight years. This will
require one additiona registered architect position to review loca funding requests.
Accordingly, general fund expenditures within MSDE would increase by $56,500 in fiscal 2005.
Future year expenditures increase to $70,100 in fiscal 2006 and $82,300 in fiscal 2009, which
reflects annualization and inflation.

Administrative Costs — PSCP

This bill increases the responsibilities and activities of PSCP, resulting in the need for two
additional staff positions, consultants, and various support services. PSCP would need one
program manager and one administrative assistant to manage the development of regulations,
develop PSCP procedures, provide technical assistance to local school systems, engage and
monitor the work of consultants, and periodically propose revisions to regulations and
procedures.
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These two positions would increase general fund expenditures by $117,300 in fiscal 2005 and by
$173,700 in fiscal 2009. In addition, the provisions relating to alternative financing and
innovative building techniques will require the hiring of contractual consultants. Combined
costs for these provisions total $107,800 in fiscal 2005, $73,600 in fiscal 2006, $16,400 in fiscal
2007, and $6,800 in fiscal 2008 and 2009. Exhib#h®ws the estimated costs for PSCP.

Exhibit 2
PSCP Administrative Costs

FY 2005 FY 2006 EY 2007 FEY 2008 FEY 2009

Administrative $117,300 $147,900 $155,900 $164,500 $173,700
Alternative Financing 80,200 35,000 6,800 6,800 6,800
Innovative Buildings 27,600 _ 38,600 9,600 0 0
Total $225,100 $221,500 $172,300 $171,300 $180,500

Emergency Repair Fund

The Emergency Repair Fund must receive at least $2 million in fiscal 2005. It is assumed that
this minimum level of funding would be continued each year.

Eligible Costs for Relocatable Classrooms

The Governor must include $1 million in fiscal 2006 through 2008 for public school construction
in excess of the estimates of funding for public school construction contained in the fiscal 2005
through 2009 capital improvement plan for the purpose of funding the State share of the cost of
purchasing relocatable classrooms.

Facilities Assessment Survey

MSDE is required to conduct periodic surveys of the condition of public school facilities in
Maryland at least every four years. The surveys must be similar to the Facility Assessment
Survey that MSDE conducted at the direction of the task force. The State must provide the funds
necessary to conduct the survey. MSDE advises that approximately $8 million would be needed
to conduct the survey. The Department of Legislative Services advises that MSDE conducted
the original survey for the task force in 2003 within existing resources. Accordingly, the cost to
periodically update the survey should not reach the amount requested by MSDE and may be in
the range of $500,000 over two years.

Sate Funding for Public School Construction
The bill specifies that $2 billion in State funding be provided for public school construction

projects by fiscal 2013. This amount is significantly higher than the current State commitment
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for public school construction. The fiscal 2005-2009 capital improvement program includes
$501.6 million for the public school construction program. To meet the bill’s funding level by

fiscal 2013, approximately $250.0 million in State funds would be needed annually. This is
approximately $150.0 million more than the State’s commitment for each of the next four fiscal

years.

To meet the funding commitment specified in the legislation, the State will have to issue $1.2
billion in additional bonds in fiscal 2006 through fiscal 2017. Annual debt service will total $2.4
million in fiscal 2007, increasing to $131.5 million in fiscal 2020, and declining to $1.5 million
in fiscal 2032. Interest payments on the $1.2 billion bond issuance would total $641.9 million.
This estimate assumes a 5.25% to 5.5% annual interest rate over a 13-year period and a phased-
in issuance stream. Without a corresponding reduction in the overall State capital budget, the
increased issuance of general obligation bonds for public school construction would require
either a State property tax increase or a general fund appropriation to the Annuity Bond Fund.
Based on the current Annuity Bond Fund forecast which assumes a stable property tax rate, the
State will be required to make a $15 million genera fund appropriation in fiscal 2007 to pay
existing general obligation bond debt service. The required general fund appropriation increases
to $42 million in fiscal 2008 and $58 million in fiscal 2009. Pursuant to this legislation, the
required general fund appropriation to the Annuity Bond Fund would total $17.4 million in fiscal
2007, $49.1 million in fiscal 2008, and $73.9 million in fiscal 2009. Exhibit 3 shows the
projected State debt service costs for the additional bond issuance in fiscal 2006 through 2010.
Appendix 2 shows the amortization table for the additional bond issuance.

Exhibit 3
Potential Increase in State Debt Service Costs
(% in millions)

FY 2006 FEY 2007 EY 2008 EY 2009 EY 2010

I ssuance Stream 31% 25% 20% 15% 9%
Interest Rate 5.25% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5%
Y ears to Maturity 13 13 13 13 13
Additional Bond Issuance $46.5 $84.0 $1140 $136.5 $150.0
Debt Service Costs $0 $2.4 $7.1 $15.9 $28.0

Local Fiscal Effect: The bill states that it is the intent of the Governor and the Genera
Assembly that localities provide $1.85 billion to fund school facility needs by fiscal 2013. Local
funding needs would be affected by several provisions of the bill.
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State and Local Shared Cost Formula

The State and local shared cost formula is used to distribute the costs for school construction
projects between the State and locality. Since the formula is wealth-equalized, the State pays a
greater share of the costs for less wealthy counties. This bill requires BPW to establish a new
State and local cost-share formula for each county for use beginning in fiscal 2006, consistent
with the recommendations contained in the task force report. The task force recommended that
the formula be based on the actual State share of the foundation program and include
adjustments for the Guaranteed Tax Base program, the percentage of students in the district
qualifying for free and reduced-price meals, distressed county factors, five-year enrollment

growth above the State average, and a measure of prior local effort toward school construction.

The current and proposed State and local shared cost formula is shapeimdix 3. Twelve

local school systems would realize an increase in the State share of eligible school construction
costs, while five systems would realize a decrease. Altering the shared cost formula would not
affect total State funding for public school construction but would affect the amount of local
funds required to match State funding.

Class Sze/Sate Rated Capacity

PSCP uses an assumed school building capacity in evaluating requests for additional space and
new schools. At the elementary school level the current SRC is 25 students per classroom for
grades one to five. However, the average class size is 23 students for grades one to five. This
bill lowers SRC to reflect the average class sizes in Maryland public schools. By lowering SRC
from 25 to 23 students per classroom for grades one to five, local school systems would need
additional classrooms at the elementary school level. For example a 20-classroom school would
have an SRC of 500 students under current regulations and an SRC of 460 students under the
new rating. This results in the need for two additional classrooms. The average construction
cost for a new classroom is approximately $200,000. Altering SRC would not affect total State
funding for public school construction in any given year.

Aging Schools Program

The Aging Schools Program was established by Chapter 105 of 1997 to provide additional funds
to jurisdictions to address the needs at their aging school facilities. The funds may be used for
capital improvements, repairs, and deferred maintenance. Projects selected will protect the
school building from deterioration, improve the safety of students and staff, or enhance the
delivery of educational programs.

The initial funding, $4.35 million, was established in the same legislation as the Baltimore City-
State Partnership. The annual funding was increased in 1998 to $10.37 million as part of the
School Accountability and Funding for Excellence (SAFE) legislation. Funds for each
jurisdiction are specified in statute. Allocations are based on each jurisdiction’s proportion of

square footage in the State built before 1960 (as of 1995). Each jurisdiction receives a minimum
alocation. Originally set to expire in 2002, the Aging Schools Program has been extended

several times by legislation.
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This bill alters the allocation of the Aging Schools Program beginning in fiscal 2006 by basing
funding on the current percentage of pre-1970 square footage and by retaining the $65,000 and
$85,000 minimum allocations. Local school systems with 0.49% or less of the statewide pre-
1970 square footage receive $65,000 and local school systems with 0.50% but less than 1.0% of
the statewide pre-1970 square footage receive $85,8p@endix 4 compares the allocation

under current law with the proposed allocation under the bill. Seven local school systems would
receive more funding while nine local school systems would receive less funding.

Authorization to |ssue Bonds to Fund Public School Construction

A county is authorized to issue bonds to finance the costs of construction or improvement to
public school facilities and to implement transfer taxes, excise taxes, and property taxes in order
to fund the local share of school construction, without obtaining General Assembly approval.

Transfer Tax Provision

Currently, 16 counties and Baltimore City impose a local transfer tax. Local transfer tax rates
range from 0.2% in Allegany County to 1.5% in Baltimore City and Baltimore County. This bill
extends the authority to impose a local transfer tax in the other seven counties for the purpose of
paying debt service on school construction bonds. These counties are Calvert, Carroll, Cecil,
Charles, Frederick, Somerset, and Wicomico.

Sales Tax Provision

Increasing the sales tax by one percentage point statewide would generate $547.7 million in
additional revenues in fiscal 2005 and $568.1 million in fiscal 2006. This estimate reflects
currently projected sales tax growth and a 1% decline in taxable sales due to the higher sales tax.
Since the bill does not require each locality to impose a local sales tax, consumers could divert
their sales to retailers in jurisdictions without a local sales tax.

Property Tax Provision

Local property tax rates could increase to the extent that localities issue additional bonds to
finance school construction or improvement projects. Any increased property taxes would be in
an amount equal to cover the required debt service amount.

Reuse of Plans and Specifications for School Construction Projects

The ownership of plans and specifications for school construction projects are governed by the

terms of the contract between the local board of education and the contractor that developed the
work product. Current law does not address this issue. The development of construction

documents, such as architectural and engineering plans, accounts for approximately 6% of the
total construction cost for a public school project. Since architectural and engineering plans are
ineligible costs under the State PSCP, local school systems are required to pay the full cost to
develop the plans. Local school systems frequently reuse an architectural and engineering plan
for multiple school construction projects within their county.
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The reuse of plans will not eliminate the planning costs for a school construction project because
local school systems may need to modify the original plans to reflect site-specific characteristics,
building code changes, school capacity and educational program differences, and changes to
mechanical and structural systems. Due to these factors, local school systems will still need to
hire an architectural and engineering firm. According to IAC, reusing a plan could reduce the
total construction cost for a typical capital project by 1.5%. This represents approximately 25%
of the architectural and engineering fees incurred by local school systems for a capital project.

Relocatable Classrooms

There are currently 212 classrooms in State-owned relocatable buildings, 1,833 classrooms in
locally-owned relocatable buildings, and 647 classrooms in relocatable buildings that are leased
by local school systems. According to PSCP, the policy that the State has followed since the
inception of the program has been to fund projects that provide student capacity solutions that
are more permanent than relocatable classrooms.

Relocatable classrooms range in price from approximately $36,000 for a single classroom unit to
$63,000 for a double classroom with rest rooms. These amounts do not include the costs of
installing fire alarm and protection services, electrical systems, water lines, sewer supply and
connections, steps, decks, platforms, and walkways. Three-year leasing costs range from
approximately $20,000 for a single classroom unit to approximately $30,000 for a double
classroom unit. Leasing costs include some of the installation costs mentioned above. Pursuant
to this bill, local school systems that use relocatable classrooms in order to provide a quicker and
less expensive solution to school capacity problems could receive additional funds from the
State.

Alternative Financing Methods

In alternative financing, a government entity does not issue its own debt; instead, a private party
serves as an intermediary and secures financing. Typically, the government entity repays the
cost of financing through its operating budget. The principal types of alternative financing are

lease-leaseback, sale-leaseback, performance-based contracting, and public-private partnerships.

The task force found that traditional municipal bond financing is the least expensive and most
efficient financing method available for public school construction. Alternative methods may be
desirable when the financial benefits of completing a project quickly outweigh the additional
cost over time or when a limited project scope warrants a performance-based contracting
approach.
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Small Business Effect: Assuming the State complies with the intent of this legislation, State
funding for public school construction would increase by $150 million annually. This will have a
positive impact on architectural, engineering, construction, and service firms throughout
Maryland. As of calendar 2002, there were 17,000 construction firms in Maryland employing
165,725 individuals. Construction workers earned a total of $6.8 billion in wages which average
to approximately $800 per week. The construction industry accounts for approximately 7% of
total employment in Maryland. In addition, there are 5,750 licensed architects and 13,500
professional engineers in Maryland. However, the potential benefit for architectural and
engineering firms could be mitigated from the loss in revenue due to the reuse of plans and
specifications for multiple projects.

Additional Information
Prior Introductions: None.

Cross File: SB 787 (Senators Hogan and McFadden) (Task Force to Study Public School
Facilities)— Budget and Taxation.

Information Source(s): Department of General Services, Board of Public Works, Maryland
State Department of Education, Public School Construction Program, Department of Legidlative
Services

Fiscal Note History: First Reader - February 25, 2004
ncdjr

Anaysisby: Hiram L. Burch Jr. Direct Inquiriesto:
(410) 946-5510
(301) 970-5510
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Note: Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars and includes both State and

local costs.

Appendix 1

Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities Up to Current
Standards for New Construction

Local School System

Allegany
Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore

Calvert
Caroline
Carroll
Cecll

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett

Harford
Howard
Kent
Montgomery

Prince George's
Queen Anne's
St. Mary’s
Somerset

Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

Total Cost

Source: Public School Construction Program
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Estimated Cost

$71,426,000
336,458,000
570,599,000
408,845,000

102,911,000
5,435,000
135,297,000
46,873,000

178,419,000
33,816,000
203,625,000
20,142,000

204,666,000

168,727,000
1,180,000

279,307,000

778,225,000
9,666,000
52,530,000
9,030,000

18,989,000
93,827,000
69,993,000
54,122,000

$3,854,108,000



Appendix 2
Public School Construction Program
Cost of Authorizing an Additional $1.2 Billion in GO Bonds
(% in millions)

Fiscal Debt Debt Debt Debt
Year Authorized Issued Service Outstanding
2005 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0 $0.0
2006 150.0 46.5 0.0 46.5
2007 150.0 84.0 2.4 130.5
2008 150.0 114.0 7.1 244.5
2009 150.0 136.5 15.9 378.4
2010 150.0 150.0 28.0 521.1
2011 150.0 150.0 425 657.2
2012 150.0 150.0 58.2 785.0
2013 150.0 150.0 74.7 903.4
2014 0.0 103.5 91.1 965.4
2015 0.0 66.0 105.0 979.4
2016 0.0 36.0 116.8 952.4
2017 0.0 13.5 124.5 893.7
2018 0.0 0.0 128.8 814.0
2019 0.0 0.0 130.8 727.9
2020 0.0 0.0 131.5 636.4
2021 0.0 0.0 131.5 539.8
2022 0.0 0.0 126.5 443.0
2023 0.0 0.0 117.3 350.0
2024 0.0 0.0 104.8 264.5
2025 0.0 0.0 89.8 189.2
2026 0.0 0.0 73.4 126.2
2027 0.0 0.0 56.9 76.2
2028 0.0 0.0 40.5 40.0
2029 0.0 0.0 24.0 18.1
2030 0.0 0.0 12.7 6.5
2031 0.0 0.0 54 1.4
2032 0.0 0.0 1.5 0.0
2033 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Total $1,200.0 $1,200.0 $1,841.9

Source: Department of Legislative Services, February 2003
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Appendix 3
Revised Cost Share Formula Approved by Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Percent Percent Percent Percent
State Share Local Share State Share Local Share
County Current Current With Add-ons  with Add-ons
Allegany 75% 25% 90% 10%
Anne Arundel 50% 50% 50% 50%
Baltimore City 90% 10% 96% 4%
Baltimore 50% 50% 50% 50%
Calvert 55% 45% 69% 31%
Caroline 75% 25% 89% 11%
Carroll 65% 35% 62% 38%
Cecll 70% 30% 68% 32%
Charles 65% 35% 70% 30%
Dorchester 70% 30% 77% 23%
Frederick 65% 35% 71% 29%
Garrett 70% 30% 70% 30%
Harford 65% 35% 58% 42%
Howard 50% 50% 58% 42%
Kent 50% 50% 50% 50%
Montgomery 50% 50% 50% 50%
Prince George’s 75% 25% 69% 31%
Queen Anne’s 55% 45% 69% 31%
St. Mary's 70% 30% 71% 29%
Somerset 80% 20% 97% 3%
Talbot 50% 50% 50% 50%
Washington 65% 35% 59% 41%
Wicomico 70% 30% 81% 19%
Worcester 50% 50% 50% 50%

*This analysis assumes the add-ons would be based on the additional aid that counties
would receive if the Guaranteed Tax Base program were fully implemented in fiscal
2004. The program is scheduled to start in fiscal 2005 and be fully implemented by
fiscal 2008.
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Appendix 4

State Funding for the Aging Schools Program

County

Allegany
Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore

Calvert
Caroline
Carroll
Cecll

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett

Harford
Howard
Kent
Montgomery

Prince George's
Queen Anne's
St. Mary’'s
Somerset

Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

Total
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Current Law Under SB 787 Difference

$355,000

570,000
1,635,000
2,940,000

65,000
85,000
385,000
355,000

65,000
65,000
85,000
85,000

400,000
65,000
65,000

1,170,000

970,000
85,000
85,000
65,000

155,000
200,000
355,000

65,000

$10,370,000

77

$166,000

859,000
2,356,000
1,484,000

65,000
85,000
233,000
163,000

85,000
65,000
310,000
65,000

369,000
149,000
65,000
1,023,000

2,053,000
85,000
85,000
65,000

65,000
229,000
181,000

65,000

$10,370,000

-$189,000
289,000
721,000

-1,456,000

0

0
-152,000
-192,000

20,000
0

225,000
-20,000

-31,000
84,000

0
-147,000

1,083,000
0
0
0

-90,000
29,000
-174,000
0

$0
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