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APPEARANCES

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD PRESENT:

PEDRO REYES, Chief Deputy Director, Policy, designated
representative for Ana Matosantos, Director, Department of
Finance

SCOTT HARVEY, Chief Deputy Director, Department of General
Services, designated representative for Fred Klass,
Director, Department of General Services

KATHLEEN MOORE, Director, School Facilities Planning
Division, California Department of Education, designated
representative for Tom Torlakson, Superintendent of Public
Instruction.

SENATOR LONI HANCOCK

SENATOR SHARON RUNNER

ASSEMBLY MEMBER JULIA BROWNLEY

ASSEMBLY MEMBER JOAN BUCHANAN

ASSEMBLY MEMBER CURT HAGMAN

REPRESENTATIVES OF THE STATE ALLOCATION BOARD PRESENT:

LISA SILVERMAN, Acting Executive Officer

REPRESENTATIVE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF GENERAL SERVICES,
OFFICE OF LEGAL SERVICES PRESENT:

LANCE DAVIS, Staff Counsel
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PROCEEDTINGS

CHAIRPERSON REYES: We'’re going to have -- another
couple members indicated they would be running late because
of budget issues and so rather than just have everybody here
look at each other for a while, we can get going on those
items that don’t require a vote. Okay. Is that okay is
you?

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Yeah. Absolutely.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Everybody else? I know that
we don’t have Senators present, but we won’t take action
without them.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Just, Mr. Chair, just
notice who the on-time caucus is again. We point it out
every week.

CHATRPERSON REYES: I can’t comment on that. I
lose on that one today. Sorry. Even the administration
folks are not all here, so --

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Yeah, I know.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: But the Chair is here. All
right. We can’t establish a quorum, but we’ll go ahead and
take the roll call of those that are present and then we’ll
acknowledge that we do not have a quorum and then we’ll move
on those items that we can move on.

MS. GENERA: Senator Lowenthal.
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Senator Hancock.

Senator Runner.

SENATOR RUNNER: Here.

MS. GENERA: Assembly Member Brownley.

Assembly Member Buchanan.

Assembly Member Hagman.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Here.

MS. GENERA: Scott Harvey.

Kathleen Moore.

MS. MOORE: Here.

MS. GENERA: Lyn Greene.

MS. GREENE: Here.

MS. GENERA: Pedro Reyes.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Here.

MS. GENERA: 1I’'1ll leave it open.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Thank you. We do lack a
quorum. So why don’t we go ahead and move and,

Ms. Silverman, if you can guide me through this rough waters
for now, but I think that we can move onto the Executive
Officer Report.

MS. SILVERMAN: Yes. That's correct. Draw your
attention to Tab 3. I want to share six items tonight and
one of them is -- obviously speaks to the success of
priorities in funding. Again wanted to update the Board as

of February apportionments that did go out to represented
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$87 million in projects. We actually had 100 percent
success rate in that priority round which is great. Our
last fund release request came in yesterday.

But the -- overall the success of the priority in
funding, all the apportionments that we provided in
December, January, and February, that actually summed over
$1.6 billion and that represented 480 projects.

Again the success rate translates to over
99.92 percent, but those projects came in. One project
didn’t meet the certification deadline. It had some
challenges with that and so that item will be brought
forward to the Board for discussion and appeal.

Again priorities in funding just translates to a
success.

The second item is the Seismic Mitigation Program
update. The Subcommittee met for the third time on
May 18th. That was just Wednesday of last week. Actually
had very long discussion and recommendations are part of the
agenda.

The third item is to share with the Board the
priorities in funding cash management discussion. There was
a fourth meeting actually held on May 17th which was last
Tuesday, again also included --

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Would you give me a minute so

we can establish a quorum. Mr. Harvey just joined us.
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MS. GENERA: Scott Harvey.

MR. HARVEY: I guess I'm here, vyes.

MS. GENERA: We have a quorum.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Thank you. Please continue.

MS. SILVERMAN: Sure. So again we actually had a
meeting last week for that cash management discussion. So
with that, the agenda, we also include some recommendations
from the Subcommittee.

The fourth item to share is the Assistant
Executive Officer vacancy actually posted last Friday and so
with that, the final filing date is June 20th. We actually
published -- our job search announcements were put on Ed
Join which is a California public education job search
Website. Also posted -- will be posted on CASBO which is
the California Association of School Business Officials, the
Coalition of Adequate School Housing, and the Capital
Morning Report. I think there was also maybe additional
publications we are also politely may be seeking, so with
that --

MR. HARVEY: If I can, I wanted to --

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Mr. Harvey.

MR. HARVEY: -- thank the Chair of the Personnel
Subcommittee, Ms. Moore, who responded to a suggestion I
made which was to be more aggressive in seeking out online

opportunities knowing that in this day and age that may be a
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more preferred solution for some of the other generations
and the kind of folk that we’re hoping to attract.

So I hope that you are aggressive in putting them
on a number of them.

MS. MOORE: We took your suggestion and the HR is
researching that and providing us with the best online areas
that we will advertise it in as well coming probably later
this week as well. So, yes, thank you for the suggestion
and we’re open to any more that people have in terms of
creating a wide advertising and a wide -- deep field.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Thank you.

MR. HARVEY: Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Thank you.

MS. SILVERMAN: Okay. So we’ll look forward
posting to those additional Websites as well.

The fifth item to share is our July meeting date.
As a result of some of the discussions with the Personnel
Committee and obviously trying to aggressively follow a
pattern of potentially bringing a candidate -- viable
candidate to the State Allocation Board in July.

There is a proposal since we are challenges with
trying to establish a quorum in late July is to move the
meeting up by a couple weeks. So with that is to share with
the Board to some extent that we have a new date for the

July meeting to July 12th which is a Tuesday.
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CHAIRPERSON REYES: So this will serve to announce
at a Board meeting that we’ll move the July meeting to
July 12th.

MS. SILVERMAN: That's correct.

CHATRPERSON REYES: So we don’t need to take any
vote or actions. This is just recorded in the Minutes, is
my understanding; right? Thank you.

MS. SILVERMAN: Yeah. We will also -- to be
determined is the time and obviously the location of that
meeting.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: All right.

MS. SILVERMAN: The last item to share is our
Labor Compliance Program regulations update. Just to share
with the members that the Office of Administrative Law had
recently notified us that the regulations were disapproved
on two bases, the emergency criteria and also they wanted to
have some clarifying language.

So with that, staff will be working with the
Office of Administrative Law to clarify the language,
however, also resubmit those regs on a nonemergency basis.

So with that, I’'ll open it up to any questions.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay. So since the Board took
action before asking you to work with OAL on emergency
regulations for those issues, unless I hear objection, we’ll

take it as a request by the Board to work with the Office of
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Administrative Law on those regulations and come up with a
date that'’s appropriate to make that happen. Thank you.

MS. SILVERMAN: Definitely do that.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Thank you.

MS. SILVERMAN: Do you want to go back to the
Minutes?

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Let’s go back to the Minutes.
Although the Minutes included a request by Ms. Hancock who’s
not here. 1I’d like to have clarification from her on what
she intended, but --

MS. SILVERMAN: We can move onto the Consent
Agenda if you want.

CHATRPERSON REYES: Yeah. Let’s go to Consent
Agenda.

MS. SILVERMAN: Tab 4.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Thank you.

MS. SILVERMAN: The Consent Agenda is ready for
your approval.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: I'll move it, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Mr. Hagman moves the Consent
Agenda.

MR. HARVEY: Second.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Mr. Harvey seconds. Any
comments? Yes? No. Any comments from the public on the

Consent Agenda or anything we’ve done so far? Thank you.
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Moved and seconded. All in favor say aye.
(Ayes)

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Opposed, abstains. Ayes have
it. Thank you.

MS. SILVERMAN: Tab 5 is the financial section of
the agenda is again update to the Board as far as how we are
looking at liquidating cash for the various bond sales.
Again in March 2009, this Board actually did receive
$5.28 million. The funds being released for the month of
April actually were zero, so we still have $70,000 in bond
proceeds in that particular category.

In the General Obligation Bond that we received in
April 2009, the Board -- this program did receive over
$1.4 billion. There was actually no disbursements again
this month in that category and so the balance of the bond
proceeds if $64 million.

The last chart item on your page is October 2009
and November 2009. This program received over $500 million
and we released actually $10.2 million this month, in the
month of April, and that leaves a bond proceeds balance of
75.2 million.

Direct your attention to page 116, top of your
page, General Obligation Bond received for this program in
November and December was 111 million. No bonds were

disbursed this month. So we still have a balance of 27 and
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a half million dollars.

In March 2010, this program received $1.3 billion
and we did disburse some funds as of April, 19.9 million,
and that still leaves a balance of 193 million and again
that money is as a result of the 18-month requirement.

And then in the lower categories, November 2010,
we received nearly $1.5 billion in bond proceeds. We
disbursed 93.8 million. 140 million still exists, but again
it speaks to the priorities in funding which is allocated.
We’'re still processing those fund releases, so imagine by
next month the amount should be down to zero with the
exception of one process.

So for the total month of April, we actually
disbursed $123.9 million. And on page 118, again this is
just a snapshot in time, just looking at our cash balances.
We still have $500 million reflected as of April 29th.
Again those amounts would be liquidated quite aggressively
in the green category which represents the November 2010
bond category.

And then on page 119, again a new chart we
presented a few months ago and as far as folks are tracking
as far as how many rescissions are down the pipeline and how
many projects does that represent, and so here’s the bar
chart that basically explains that we still have $345

million in projects committed and some of those represent
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a -- high amount represented in October the 18-month
timeline. So there’s two -- $189 million with the 18-month
requirement that is actually still have time to come in for
those projects.

So with that, I'll open up to any questions.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Mr. Harvey.

MR. HARVEY: Just a quick question. Do you know
at this point the status of the one project is still
languishing, it was on the 90-day time frame? Those were
projects that were supposedly shovel ready, ready to go.
They made certain affirmations to that effect. Do you know
what’s at risk here?

MS. SILVERMAN: We do have that one project that I
mentioned, but it was actually in an earlier cycle. It was
in the April round, and so that project is going to be
subject to an appeal that’s going to be raised -- brought
forward to the Board. So out of all the certifications,
again the majority of those projects did happen. So again
very high success rate.

MR. HARVEY: I should have acknowledged that we
had a high percentage, but I was troubled to see we had one
only because of all the promises made about I'm ready to go.
I guess there are extenuating circumstances and we’ll hear
about it on the appeal perhaps. Thank you.

CHATRPERSON REYES: Thank you.
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MS. SILVERMAN: Tab 6.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Tab 6.

MS. SILVERMAN: Status of Funds. Again just a
reflection of what’'s provided in the Consent Agenda as far
as your unfunded approvals this month.

The top category on page 120 is the reflection of
Proposition 1D and the original allocation of $7.3 billion.
There’s actually 24 projects in the Consent Agenda that
represent modernization and so with the Consent approval, we
are authorizing $46.4 million in unfunded approvals for this
agenda.

And then in the middle category represents
Proposition 55, which is $10 billion authorized by the
voters. Again with the approvals provided in the Consent
Agenda, $9.7 million of unfunded approvals for new
construction, represent six projects that are tucked in the
Consent Agenda.

So a total for the School Facility Program, this
month we reprocessed 30 projects for $56.1 million.

And on page 121 in the middle category represents
the Emergency Repair Program. We actually processed
S50 million in projects this month and that represents 108
projects and so that reflects a total cash need for the
Emergency Repair Program of $438.2 million.

And on page 122, again the charts -- we show
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activity in the charts actually this month is to reflect the
preliminary apportionments that we took forward as far as
the -- reflecting on the unfunded list. So some of the
categories did move from not be accounted for before now to
be activated on the unfunded list.

So with that, there is movement in the Charter
Program and also reflected on the Environmental Hardship.
So there’s 63.3 percent of those projects in Proposition 1D
have been apportioned. We still have a significant amount
of projects on the unfunded list, represents over
$1.1 billion for Proposition 1D and that’s 15 percent --
over 15 percent of the bond authority and 21 percent of the
bond authority still remains in Proposition 1D which is
$1.5 billion.

In Prop. 55 on page 123, the voters authorized
$10 billion. 88.2 percent of that has been disbursed as far
as apportionments are concerned and we still have
8.3 million -- excuse me -- 8.3 percent represented on the
unfunded approval list and remaining bond authority for
Proposition 55 is 355.9 million or 3.5 percent.

Prop. 47, 98.5 percent of the bond authority has
been apportioned. We still have 118.8 million sitting on
the unfunded list which is 1 percent and 23 just a fraction
of a half percent -- 57 million of bond authority left in

Proposition 47.
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And then we have on page 125 tracking of the new
construction bond authority. We still have -- actually
$504 million -- over $504 million in bond authority left in
new construction and that represents 3.4 percent of the bond
authority authorized by Proposition 1D, 55, and 47.

And then the last chart, we wanted to reflect the
Emergency Repailr Program. Again we’re tracking projects
that we’ve been providing unfunded approvals. So we still
have 18 percent of remaining settlement authority -- excuse
me -- 18.4 million in remaining settlement authority and so
we’ll be exhausting that next month with the projects we’ll
be bringing forward.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Thank you.

MS. SILVERMAN: And with that, I’'ll open it to any
guestions.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Any questions from Board
members? Is there any public comment on either of the
reports?

May I have a motion to acknowledge receipt of the
reports.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: So move.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: Second.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Moved and seconded. All in
favor say ayes.

(Ayes)
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CHAIRPERSON REYES: Opposed, abstentions. Ayes
have it. Thank you. On the Appeals. Farmersville Unified.

MR. MIRELES: Tab 7 beginning on page 127 includes
an appeal submitted by the Farmersville Unified School
District which is located in Tulare County.

The district is requesting funding for their
Freedom Elementary School, Hester Elementary School, and
Snowden Elementary School projects.

There are really two main issues with this appeal.
The first deals with the OPSC receive date and processing
timelines for Snowden Elementary. The second involves the
OPSC receive date for a certification to participate in the
second priority in funding round for Hester and Freedom
Elementary.

In regards to the first issue, the district
submitted a modernization funding application back in May of
2009. The district had also received financial hardship
preapproval for this project. Financial hardship status was
granted for a total of six months.

Unfortunately back then, the OPSC had longer
processing times. When staff performed their analysis, we
realized that the application had a -- they didn’t meet the
requirements to submit to request the pupil grants that'’s
required by regulation. They had to withdraw to increase

the pupil grants as required by regulation.
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Unfortunately the withdrawal and resubmittal was
after the six months that the financial hardship approval
was good for. So it triggered another financial hardship
review. It delayed the processing of the application. 1In
total it took about 18 months to get an unfunded approval
for this project. They ultimately received an unfunded
approval at the February 22nd, 2011, Board.

If staff had notified the district sooner that
there was a problem with the application and they had to
withdraw and resubmit, it would have been within the six
months financial hardship period. So we do recognize that
we did delay the project and we do agree that the project
should maintain the original receive date of May 19th --
May 14th, 2009, and a corresponding unfunded approval date
of January 2010.

So on that issue, staff agrees with the district’s
appeal and we recommend that the Board grant the original
receive date and the unfunded approval date of January 2010.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Hold on. Board members, does
anybody have any questions on this issue? 1I’d like to
bifurcate the two.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: I'll move that one.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Move that piece.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: Second.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Moved and seconded. Unless I
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have an objection, we’ll go unanimous for those present.
Thank you.

MR. MIRELES: The second issue deals with the OPSC
receive date for a certification letter for the district to
participate in the second priority in funding round. The
district had submitted certification letter to participate
in the first priority in funding round. Unfortunately we
didn’t have enough cash to fund the projects.

So the district -- they submitted their
certification later on Thursday, November 4th. The 30-day
filing period for the second round was due on Monday,
November 8th.

Unfortunately we didn’t receive it until
Wednesday, November 10th.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: Excuse me, Juan. They
submitted or they mailed?

MR. MIRELES: I’'m sorry. They postmarked -- they
mailed it on November 4th -- Thursday, November 4th. Thank
you.

So Thursday, they postmarked the certification
letter. Monday was the deadline, November 8th. OPSC
received it on Wednesday, November 10th. Because it was two
days after the final filing period, we didn’t allow this
project to participate in the second priority in funding

round. Thereby they were ineligible for the last cash that
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was made available.

We fully understand the importance of these filing
periods. We did have staff check all throughout the day.

In fact we even had staff go out there after 5:00 o’clock to
make sure that we captured all of these certifications
because again we know how critical these filing deadlines
are. But in this case, we didn’t receive it until
Wednesday, November 10th.

It’'s always been our past policy to go by OPSC
receive date for these filing deadlines. At that point, we
didn’t have -- the regulations didn’t state that they had to
be physically received. The Board did approve regulations
at the beginning of this year to clarify this regulation.
However, before that it’s always been our past practice to
go with the OPSC receive date and that’s the reason why we
didn’t allow them to participate.

We also sent school districts separate email
announcements. We had a notification in our Building Blocks
publication and we had information posted on our Website
about the filing deadlines.

The district is concerned that they postmarked the
application they thought in time to get here by the 8th.
Unfortunately it wasn’t received by that time. There’s also
some language from the district that we have as part of the

appeal that they think that a more lenient process should be
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established such as email notifications.

That hasn’t been our past practice. That'’s
something we can take a look for in the future, but because
it hasn’t been our past practice, we didn’t allow it for
this particular project.

Another fact that I wanted to mention is that we
received a total of 174 -- 174 school districts submitted
certifications for the second filing round for about 623
projects. This was the second. There was a total of two
districts that didn’t submit it within the filing period.
This is one of them.

We do believe that it was unfortunate that again
they couldn’t submit it on time. However, we were being
consistent with our past policy to only accept
certifications within a filing period. That is why we are
recommending that the Board deny the districts appeal
request.

With that, I’'d be happy to answer any questions.

CHATRPERSON REYES: Is there anybody from the
district here or anybody that wants to come forward and --

MS. JONES: Good evening. My name is Janet Jones.
I'm Superintendent of Farmersville Unified School District.
I've been with Farmersville for 25 years, 17 as
Superintendent. This is my Director of Maintenance,

Operations, Transportation, and Facilities, Raymond Navarro.
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Raymond has served in that capacity for 32 years. We’'re a
very small district. We’re grass roots and we have our
consultant Ken Reynolds.

We appreciate the fact that you’re listening to
our appeal. In 25 years, we have never had a postmark
deadline. We’re 200 miles one way, from Farmersville to
Sacramento and on the date that my secretary postmarked
that, I actually sent something to New York to my father and
he got it within two days. So it’s kind of amazing that it
would take six -- from November 4th to the 10th to get here,
but I'm -- we’re disadvantaged for that.

And then we applied for the first priority. We
didn’t get it because there wasn’t enough funds. The second
one, the postdate, and then the third priority, we weren’t
allowed to apply because they went off the list from the
second.

So it’s a series of mishaps and I guess it’s a sob
story from us, but we’ve been in this process since '06
waiting for our projects to be funded. I think we’ve been
fairly patient with the district waiting for our projects.

MR. NAVARRO: Another issue is the 18-month delay
relating to the hardship application. If things would have
fallen into order and things been done in a timely manner,
we wouldn’t be here today. We would have hit our projects

and completed our projects before the state of the economy
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took a dump.

We wouldn’t have even had to apply for the
shovel-ready program because our projects basically would
have been completed, but it just seems like there was one
event after another. Applications were sitting someplace to
be reviewed under hardship and nothing was moving and when
we checked, we would always be told there’s change in staff,
there’s certain issues going on, and we understand that.
Everybody'’s affected by the economy, but it just seems like
there’s been one event after another and when we filed for
the second priority round, it was a mishap with the postal
department then. That was the bottom line on that.

CHATRPERSON REYES: Ms. Buchanan, you had a
guestion, and then Mr. Hagman.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: Yeah. There -- we
agree with you that it was our mistake on the hardship which
is why we approved that. Are these projects related?

MR. NAVARRO: Yes, they were all the same
projects.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: They're different
schools though; right?

MR. NAVARRO: Yes.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: So they’re different
applications.

MR. NAVARRO: Yes. There's a total of six
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applications that went in when we filed for hardship.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: Okay. Is there -- are
there any dates that we use on any of our forms or whatever
or our lists that are anything but actual receive date?

MR. MIRELES: No. It’s all based on receive date.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: Because on the one
hand, I have sympathy, but if you mail something said on a
Thursday afternoon, I don’t know how you’d guarantee that it
gets somewhere by Monday and I don’t -- how long was the
filing period?

MR. MIRELES: 30 days.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: The filing period was
30 days, so if you didn’t get in the first round, it seems
to me that the prudent thing would have been to turn around
and mail it in right away for the second round and now we’ve
distributed the funds, so I don’t know where we get the
funds if they were to turn around and resubmit this in the
next round -- have money -- if they’d be able to, would they
qualify for that round?

MR. MIRELES: Right now, the district where they
are on the unfunded list is we would need about $180 million
in cash to get to their projects.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: So --

MS. SILVERMAN: With the new date.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: With the new date. So
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it’s very highly likely that if they filed for the next
round.

But the problem I have is that to my knowledge,
it’s always been based on receive date and I don’t know how
you ever guarantee that a post office -- like I said, you
mail something on a Thursday, that you can guarantee it will
get there on a Monday. I can remember driving up, you know,
a distinguished school application one time that a school
had just to make sure that it got received and stamped and
it seems to me that if we go now to saying we’re going to go
with a stamp date, that we’re opening up a big can of worms
for all kinds of applications when in fact the prudent thing
for you to do is to -- is we’re going -- you know, we’ll
probably soon be opening up the next round. You need your
application in on a timely manner and get funded because
that’s where you would be, you know, irrespective of the
action on this appeal.

CHATRPERSON REYES: Thank you, Ms. Buchanan.

Mr. Hagman.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: I think this Chair and
Ms. Buchanan said most of my comments as well. It’s just --
the past when I’'ve been on different boards or commissions,
it’s always been, you know, 5:00 o’clock deadline of a
certain date and we even had potentially legal exposure if

you went past something more that wasn’t stated and in this
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particular instance too, when we have funding by receive
date and gqualifications, I'm just -- maybe I'm not on the
other side of the application. What would be the reason not
to put it out at the very beginning or put it in overnight
mail, Federal Express or something, just to make sure

that -- because I understand we fund them as they qualified
as we receive them as well; correct?

MS. SILVERMAN: That's correct.

MS. JONES: I don’t -- we have -- our email
was November -- the letter was November 1lst to us.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: But I think
Mr. Hagman'’s point though is if you’re down to the wire,
you’re much better off overnighting it or at least picking
up the phone on a Monday morning making sure it’s in
because, you know -- I don’t know when there ever is a
guarantee in the mail that something arrives.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Well, and you put so much
time and effort into these things. I really have sympathy.
I remember times when we put out RFP for different proposals
and took hours and weeks and -- you know, hundreds of
manhours into it and then they don’t bring the amount of
copies and it sounds very bureaucratic and I hate that
because I'm anti-bureaucratic up here trying to keep things
more practical.

But you do have outside parameters that you must
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perform within. Otherwise you expose the whole process into
legal challenges and -- you know, when you start talking
about big dollars one way or the other. So I know we got
scolded pretty well from our attorneys back at the county
level that once you set parameters, you kind of have to kind
of follow them unless you can show fault on your own side
because otherwise you expose yourself to any other case out
there as well.

I would definitely hope and encourage to -- once
we get this next round out and some money back in. I mean
unfortunately even if they -- right now we have no money to
give you. So if we could encourage you to maybe get it in
the first day it opens up and try to get you on that next
list when we do have money, it’ll probably serve the same
purpose.

MR. NAVARRO: Excuse me. And I did call when I
found out that we did not get funded and I asked is it a
mistake sending it direct mail or should we Priority Mail --
overnight mail and the response was that, you know, you can
send it Priority Mail. You can send it overnight mail. It
doesn’t really make a difference. 1It’s all depending if
someone gets their physical hands on it and stamps it.

Now how can we be assured that is going to happen?

CHATIRPERSON REYES: Mr. Hagman.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Well, I was going to
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say -- a lot of cases -- in our case back on my other
commissions, we had a lot of people hand deliver it and
physically make copy -- had a register receipt where they
received it so you had some evidence or proof, you know,
that type of thing. You putting a lot of faith and
obviously a lot of effort into these applications and very
frustratingly going through three years of waiting to get
money for a project you should have got probably funded the
first round -- that to have all that effort go through and
put all that faith on the postal man or sorting person or
whatever the case may be when it gets there -- unfortunate,
you know -- I would definitely suggest get someone else that
you could actually track for the future.

And I feel real bad too, but I know there’s other
cases of folks that were received after the date as well and
I think once we start a precedent for one that we may have
to open it up for others as well even though how sympathetic
we may be.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Any additional comments?

MR. HARVEY: If I may, Mr. Chair, I -- we did the
right thing on the first item -- on the date for the
financial hardship application. It’s with a heavy heart,
but I am going to move the staff recommendation on the
second item denying the district’s request for the reasons

stated by my colleagues.
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CHATRPERSON REYES: Is there a second?

SENATOR HANCOCK: Second.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Ms. Hancock seconds. All in
favor of staff recommendation to deny, aye.

(Ayes)

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Opposed, abstentions. Ayes
have it. Thank you.

MR. NAVARRO: Thank you.

CHATRPERSON REYES: Can we go back to Tab 2, the
Minutes. Ms. Hancock, we were waiting for you on the
Minutes. And you have -- at the last meeting, you asked
staff to prepare a report on the High Performance Incentive
Grant Program and the Board went along with your request
because it’s a high priority issue and we asked and we
placed it on the 90-day workload and we now have it
scheduled for August.

But I'd like to get clarification because staff --
further clarification on what it is you want. And so your
request was originally for the High Performance Incentive
Grant Program, but your staff later called the staff and
wanted additional details. So I want to make sure we
capture what it is you want and as a Board we support your
request.

SENATOR HANCOCK: Thank you. Could -- I actually

don’t have the Minutes in my Board packet. It says they
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will be forthcoming, but I guess I didn’t get them.

Thank you, Kathleen.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Thank you.

SENATOR HANCOCK: ©Okay. I’'m not honestly sure
where they are at this point.

MS. JONES: I think it’s page 5.

SENATOR HANCOCK: They’'re on page 5 of the
Minutes.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Page 5.

SENATOR HANCOCK: Okay. Thank you. Yes. I would
like to know how much money we have given out.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay.

SENATOR HANCOCK: What projects we have approved.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay.

SENATOR HANCOCK: How many applications we have
received.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay.

SENATOR HANCOCK: And from where.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay.

SENATOR HANCOCK: And how many projects are on the
list to move forward so that we’ll know if we’re succeeding
in our outreach or if we need to undertake additional
outreach.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay. Does anybody wish to

add any more to that list of items for staff to bring back
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to us? I just want to make sure that we as a Board act in
giving directions to staff in what it is we want.

So without any objection, that’ll be the order of
the Board then, to request staff to get that. Is that
enough detail for staff?

MS. SILVERMAN: Yes.

MR. MIRELES: Yes.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay. Thank you. With that,
do I have a motion for approval of the Minutes?

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: So move.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: Second.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Mr. Hagman moves, Ms. Buchanan
seconds. Any comments? Any comments from the public on the
Minutes? Okay. All in favor say aye.

(Ayes)

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Opposed, abstentions. Ayes
have it. Thank you. Getting back on course.

MS. SILVERMAN: Tab 8.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Tab 8 [Overcrowded Relief
Grant Program Funding]. Thank you. I asked for that, yes.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Mr. Chair, I’'ll move all
those, but I would like to say I have to abstain from the
very last one because I have an employee that may have a
conflict. So -- but I’'ll move that Tab 8 --

MR. HARVEY: Second.
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CHAIRPERSON REYES: Been moved and seconded. Any
guestions, comments from --

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Someone else will have to
move the last item since I can’t technically --

MR. HARVEY: I will move the last item too I
guess.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay. The -- you lost me in
moving in the last --

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: Mr. Hagman moved.

MR. HARVEY: I seconded. Can you just recuse?

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: I'11l --

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: And you’re recusing --

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: I don’t have a --

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: You’re recusing
yourself. You going to withdraw your motion?

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: I have an employee who’s
actually tied in that school district and even though it’s
not with me, just to be safe, I don’'t want to vote on that
last one.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: So whatever we have to
legally do --

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: You’re recusing
yourself from --

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Right. He'’s recusing himself.
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Thank you and the record will reflect that. Thank you so
much.

MR. HARVEY: Just Chaffey.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay. Thank you. Any
comments from the public? All right. All in favor say aye.

(Ayes)

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Opposed, abstentions. Ayes
have it. Thank you. With one recusal. Okay. Tab 9 [Rules
and Procedures for Postponement of Appeals Items].

MS. SHARP: Good afternoon. I'm Tracy Sharp.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Mr. Chair, we'’wve been
through this a couple times. I’'ll be happy to move it as
staff recommended on Tab 9.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay. Mr. Hagman moves.

MR. HARVEY: Second.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Mr. Harvey seconds.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Great report, by the way.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Any comments or questions?
Any comments from the public?

SENATOR HANCOCK: Well, the recommendation is seek
direction from the Board.

MS. MOORE: Can we amend your motion to include
the OPSC as an item on exceptions to rule?

CHATIRPERSON REYES: Item 8.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Yes, absolutely. Thank
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you.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Thank you. So it’s been moved
and seconded. We have comments? Comments from the public?

MR. SMOOT: Thank you. Lyle Smoot, Los Angeles
Unified. My comment is on the last item. We would rather
see OPSC go through either their Board member or the Chair
to ask for a removal. Don’t see a need to have another way
for OPSC to remove an item from the agenda. Thank you.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay. Thank you. So this
actually helps the districts, so I like it the way it is.

So all in favor say aye.
(Ayes)

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Opposed. Abstentions. Ayes
have it. Thank you. Item 10.

MS. SILVERMAN: Tab 10 is just to advise the Board
that there is actually bond authority available in Career
Tech Education and so although we did close the last filing
round in October 2010, there’s $29.4 million of projects
that came back via rescissions in the second round.

So we do have bond authority available and so just
wanted to share with the Board at the October round closing,
we actually had been oversubscribed. We actually had
$135 million in requests for 97 applications.

So the question before the Board is would they

like to declare the third funding cycle still open and use
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those projects to be available for funding with respect to
the bond authority or the second decision is declare the
filing round closed and open up a fourth cycle, so again
reevaluating those applicants again through CDE, Department
of Education, and then again have a scoring and ranking and
then come back to the Office of Public School Construction
for funding.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: Mr. Chair.

MS. GREENE: I move Option 1.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: Yeah. I second that.
I don’'t see any point to go through the -- we’ve just been
through it, to put us through the work again.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Mr. Hagman.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Thank you. I do agree
with the process, but I'm thinking about our last appellant
who missed one funding cycle, but then a new funding cycle
was up, but they couldn’t because they’re on the first list,
they got a second list.

For those who may fall through the cracks on
those, is there a way of getting back at different funding
cycles or would that be the matter in this case? Different
files?

MS. SILVERMAN: 1It’s a different file; right.
Because we actually have projects that were returned -- back

as far as being available for funding for those projects.
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It’s just bond authority we’re talking about --

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Yeah. That’s right.

Okay.

MS. SILVERMAN: -- not cash.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Yeah, not cash.

MS. MOORE: Can I just ask a clarifying and then
we’ll I'm sure want to hear -- if we close the cycle, that
means that we’re only going to apportion this 29 -- or
not -- this -- use this bond authority and then if any more

comes back, we’re going to open it back up to another filing
round and I would caution us on that because this list --
there’s a substantial list. They’ve been through CDE. We
actually think because it was a third filing round, they
have the highest scrutiny and scoring that went on at the
Department of Ed.

We would recommend not closing it if additional
authority comes through and continue to go down the list.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: That will be Option 1.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: Yeah.

MS. MOORE: But they say and close the funding
cycle.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: Yeah. So you want to
leave it open which I think that --

MS. MOORE: I would. I would --

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: -- makes sense.
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MS. MOORE: Why close that option out.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: Right.

MS. SILVERMAN: We can augment -- if that’s a
motion, we can augment that.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: So --

MS. MOORE: A motion has been made. So would they
accept an amendment.

CHATRPERSON REYES: So we amend the --

MS. GREENE: Accept amendment.

CHATRPERSON REYES: -- accept the amendment and --
so the motion will be how, Ms. Silverman.

MS. SILVERMAN: To leave the filing round open.

CHATRPERSON REYES: Okay. So not close the cycle.

MS. SILVERMAN: Yes.

CHATRPERSON REYES: Not close the cycle. Lyle.

MR. SMOOT: Thank you. Lyle Smoot, Los Angeles
Unified, again. By the way, that action is fine. We just
have a question. We were the last project on the unfunded
approvals list and as sometimes happens, you ran out of
money halfway through the project -- program funding.

I just want to make sure that in this action we
will -- since it was an unfunded and not an apportionment,
we will get the balance of that project put in the unfunded
list.

MS. SILVERMAN: You'’re saying you had a haircut.
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Did you have a haircut with -- to that project?

MR. SMOOT: Yeah. Sure.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: My recollection is that you’re
willing to take a reduced level of funding for that -- I’'m
kidding.

MR. SMOOT: That’'s a different project, sir.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: I'm kidding. I think to the
extent that --

MR. HARVEY: I thought it was for everything. I
agree.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: I think -- my recollection was
that we did not full funds for your program at the time and
you were willing to accept that, but that makes sense. To
the extent that additional resources come back and can make
you whole, that seems to be reasonable.

MR. SMOOT: It -- because it was an unfunded
approval. If it had been apportionment, then we --

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Got it. Got it. I'm with
you. I’'m with you, Lyle. I'm with you.

MR. SMOOT: -- understand -- good. Thanks.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: All right. Any other
comments? All in favor say aye.

(Ayes)
CHAIRPERSON REYES: Opposed. Abstentions. Ayes

have it. Thank you. 11.




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

38

MR. MIRELES: Tab 11 beginning on page 144 is a
conceptual approval for a facility hardship submitted by
Marysville Joint Unified School District for their Alicia
Intermediate School Site.

The request is to abandon and replace the site
facilities due to several health and safety issues, mainly
the proximity to a natural gas pipeline, proximity to a
noncommercial airport, and the presence of underground tanks
and toxic soil conditions.

The first issue we’ll discuss is the presence of a
pipeline that is located on the front of the property line
and is within 50 feet of the buildings. The pipeline is a
16-inch pipeline with a 600 pounds per square inch or psi
pressure.

The district did submit an engineer’s report
stating that an accidental rupture could result in jet fire
that would cause the front of the buildings to be on fire
instantly. Mitigation measures would require the facilities
to be moved back at least 380 feet.

As is the case with all these facilities
hardships, we do require a governmental concurrence to take
a look at the engineer’s report and to provide the
concurrence that there is a health and safety.

The school district, OPSC staff, CDE staff have

all tried to locate the appropriate governmental entity to
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provide that letter of concurrence, but we have been unable
to do so. In the past, we’ve used the Department of
Conservation. They’ve been the agency that have provided
these letters of concurrences. However, the staff person
that provided that letter no longer works for the
department. They retired and there isn’t anybody else in
the department that would grant the letter.

So we’ve been trying to find another agency that
would be willing to provide the letter of concurrence. We
haven’t been able to find any. The district did receive a
letter from the University of California at Berkeley, Center
for Catastrophic Risk Management. Although technically
they’re not a governmental agency, they do have expertise
and did concur with the engineer’s report.

We also took a look at the fact pattern with this
pipeline issue and compared it to other facility hardship
pipeline issues that the Board has approved before. We do
believe that they are similar to other approvals that the
Board has granted, given the nature of the diameter of the
pipeline, the pressure, and the proximity to the buildings.

It is for main reasons that the staff is
recommending a conceptual approval for this site. As a
conceptual approval -- the site also has other health and
safety issues, again the close proximity to the airport. If

the school were to be moved back, they would be closer to
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the airport. There’s also the potential to have toxics in
the soils. They would require further study to determine
the extent of the clearing costs for the sites for the
toxics, as the site was formally a military base, but the
main issue that we looked at was the pipeline issue and
based on the engineer’s report and the UC Berkeley
concurrence letter, we are recommending that the Board grant
the request for conceptual approval.

This would be an abandonment and replacement. The
district would be abandoning this site and replacing a
different school site. The recommendation is to also
provide a maximum of 596 pupil grants which is just the way
we determine funding for these kind of cases. It would be a
total of $15.7 million, 7.8 State share. These are
estimated costs. Again this is a conceptual. Districts
would have to go out and get the plans approved. We would
adjust accordingly later.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Mr. Chair.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Mr. Hagman.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Thank you. Also -- boy,
it looks like they did an awful lot of due diligence to try
to get that secondary source. I’1l1l move the staff
recommendations at this point.

CHATRPERSON REYES: It’s been moved. Is there a

second?
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CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay. Ms. Buchanan seconds.

MR. MIRELES: And just to clarify, Mr. Chair.

The

last recommendation is because again in this case we didn’t

have a letter of concurrence from a governmental agency,
that we would seek the Board’s direction as far as
establishing guidelines for future pipeline issues to

determine if there is no governmental concurrence, what

could we use to give us that comfort level and that is part

of the recommendations.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: So Mr. Hagman, if I understand

the motion, is from 1 through 8 for you --

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Correct.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: -- and then we can discuss

number 9. Any comments from the other Board members? Any

comments from the public on 1 through 87

MS. MOORE: I have comments, but I'm waiting.
through 87?

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: Page 148.

SENATOR HANCOCK: But it’s recommendations 1

through 8.

1

CHAIRPERSON REYES: 1 through 8. Recommendations

1 through 8 and then number 9 is actually a little bit more

conversation.
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MS. MOORE: Right. Okay.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: I think we have people
who want to speak here.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay. We have comments from
the public on recommendations 1 through 8. Please step
forward. And it’s been moved and second.

MS. TODD: My name is Gay Todd and I'm the
Superintendent of Marysville Joint Unified School District.
And back in 2005, we began an initial study of our
facilities. We have 23 schools that span 70 miles and we
were in the middle of the housing boom. So we were aware
that we were going to be building some new schools and we
wanted to look at our aging facilities to see what else we
needed to do.

So we undertook a rather massive ten-year master
facilities plan project and when we got the Alicia site,
there were the reports that have been mentioned that came to
our attention which were disturbing at best and when we
looked at how we would go about mitigating those concerns
for health and safety, it became obvious that we can move
the buildings back. Two-thirds of the buildings would have
to be moved to the back of the site, but then you’re going
to have other issues with cleaning up the toxic chemicals
and whatever we might find or uncover as we begin our

various studies for getting the site approved.
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The Board did take my recommendation to heart. We
moved the students out of that campus because of the health
and safety issues. We brought in 18 relocatable classrooms
to our other -- only other middle school in that geographic
area and we have been aggressively pursuing another site in
which to build a new Alicia Middle School.

We were very successful in passing two bonds.
Thank you to our communities. The first one was in June of
"06 for $37 million. Our second one followed closely after
that, November of 2008 for $47 million. We do have the
funding available to do our 50 percent and we are hoping
that you will be willing to support our application for
facility hardship.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Ms. Moore, you had a question
or --

MS. MOORE: I don’'t have a question. I have some
comments.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Comments?

MS. MOORE: Hello.

MS. TODD: Hello.

MS. MOORE: I just want to provide the Board with
some context and some items to think about and it may fall
more into Item No. 10 of the report, but I think we should
be aware of these and I believe the district presents a

compelling case as to why we should -- maybe that it’s no
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longer feasible for a school at that site.

However, just contextually we on all other
pipeline abandonments, the pipeline has been on the site and
this is the first time we are abandoning a pipeline that is
in the street adjacent to the site as I understand it.

In Ed Code, districts are prohibited from siting
now with a pipeline on the site. However, there is no
Education Code that says -- that has any recommendations
about siting adjacent to a pipeline. Hence, we have a
pipeline protocol that’s part of our regulatory scheme and
that pipeline protocol indicates that when a school district
sites near -- within 1,500 feet of a pipeline, it’s
prohibited unless you provide us with a risk analysis that
meets certain criteria.

It is in place for the reason of site selection.
It was not conceived of for abandonment. And so I just want
the Board to be aware there are probably many school sites
that are adjacent to pipelines in California and that this
is the first time we’re taking an action on a pipeline that
is in the street adjacent to a school site.

The other public policy issue to me is what is the
action then of -- for other schools that could be located
adjacent to the same pipeline. Do we then say we should
notify those schools, they should be doing their due

diligence on this. Obviously this district has come forward
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with their own analyses.

And then finally we do have a conundrum of not
having a Division of State Architect, Department of
Education, a State-level agency to oversee, you know, an
engineering report because there is subjectivity to
engineering reports. Not saying that there was any
miscalculation here. Just saying that is an important
component and they went it’s not their problem, it’s our
problem at the State that we no longer have that and we did
have it at one time.

So that to me is the contextual environment that
we should be very careful that this -- about the precedent
nature setting of this, that there are other projects that
could very well come forward -- many possibly because we
sited in California, you know, many before we ever had this
protocol in place. And even with the protocol, there are
projects that are adjacent to sites -- or that are adjacent
to pipelines because the pipeline risk analysis said it was
okay or they mitigated the risk to an acceptable level.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: I think that Item 9 deals --
addresses the issue of what kind of guidelines we want to do
going forward. I don’t think that we’re going to be in a
position, we’re going to tell school districts go out there
and find out. I mean we’'re not doing a very good job at the

seismic retrofitting these. I just don’t think we want to




10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

46

take a second sudden since we’re not doing that well on the
first one and God knows the needs are there.

But I think as districts come forward and make a
compelling case to this Board, I think we need to listen to
that. If we’ve taken the action now that we don’t do siting
and the school districts do their own assessment where they
are, we need to consider that on a case-by-case basis -- or
that’s what we’re doing now and I think the staff is asking
us what are the guidelines so that we don’t deal on a
case-by-case basis.

I'm not sure that we will be able to give that
kind of guideline right now to staff. I think for No. 9, I
think that 1 through 8 has been moved, but we want to talk
about 9 here in this conversation. I think that staff has
to do some more research on what are the issues and what
scenarios we have because I'm certainly -- I’'m not the
expert in this area and I'm -- with all due respect to my
colleagues up here on the dais, I'm not sure that we’re
qualified to set those guidelines and set the direction.

So I think the direction is back to you folks and
tell us what we ought to be looking, tell us what kind of
risk, and follow the direction of the Department of
Education who doesn’t the site -- what is it -- you know,
how exactly can we establish how that impacts those school

districts that have now been built and maybe some sort of
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education may be appropriate. I don’t -- bring that stuff
forward to us.

So I for one am ready to vote aye on 1 through 8,
but on 9, I want you guys to do more homework and bring it
to us on what we ought to be doing. But that’s just one
Board member. Mr. Hagman.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: Mr. Chair, I’1ll amend my
motion to include No. 9 to send back to staff for further
report because my understanding too as a backup comment is
there is some section in California Code of Regulations
within 1,500 feet of the easement and obviously as our
science gets better and our knowledge of how things work,
either through earthquakes or soil, we build these schools
50, 60, 70 years ago, we’re going to come up with issues
like this and my personal feeling on these things is
hopefully we hire staff to give them freedom but still some
kind of guidance in order to make subjective and objective
decisions on what one’s going to meet the criteria and we’ll
get more of that in the seismic one too. But I'd like a
recommendation let them go back and bring some more experts
up to testify on what those things should be and how many
are we looking at. What kind of can of worms are we opening
at that point.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Ms. Buchanan, then

Ms. Hancock.
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ASSEMBLY MEMBER BUCHANAN: I guess I -- I think I
agree with everyone here because in a way we’re saying the
same thing, but I think this case I think it’s not correct
to assume that the only reason we would be voting for this
is because of its proximity to the natural gas pipeline
because you also have a situation where on the one sgide
you’ve got a pipeline, on the other side you’ve got an
alrport, you’ve got soils conditions.

So when I take a look at the cumulative effect of
all of those and the fact that it seems to be agreed that
students had to be moved from the campus, it seems to me
that the weight of all these factors combine say that it
meets our criteria for approval.

Past that, I hope we can come up with some
objective criteria, but we know from all of our lengthy
discussions on seismic, it really is difficult to try and
fit every school in just, you know, a nice little box.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Senator Hancock.

SENATOR HANCOCK: Thank you. I actually would
like to deal with the part of the dilemma which had to do
with the no State agency would issue a letter approving
essentially the engineering report and saying that this was
something we should move forward with.

And in this case, Mr. Chairman, I would think that

we perhaps as a Board should ask the administration of
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designate one State department to do this or contract with
the UC risk assessment people who did finally send the
letter for Marysville, but going on a wild goose chase
looking for somebody who’s willing to send a letter of
confirmation for an engineering report seems like
inefficient.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: And that administration -- we
are looking at the administration and (indiscernible) part
of the Department of General Services, are you suggesting
that the Office of Public School Construction go out and see
if they can come up with somebody? When you say
administration, I need to be clear who we’re talking about.

SENATOR HANCOCK: I was really thinking -- the
only person that I know that has the ability to direct a
State agency to do anything is the Governor.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay.

SENATOR HANCOCK: We could go right to the
Governor’s office and ask and they could ask direction from
somebody. I just -- to me it was kind of -- it was unusual
to find that they had to look so far and so long to get a
confirmation letter.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Okay.

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: And, Mr. Chair, that
would be part of the staff’s recommendations, you know, that

we make this in-house government department to go try to go
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through or is there a private sector equivalent with the
level of expertise that we get, you know, two separate
independent quotes from or something like that.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: I think that would --

ASSEMBLY MEMBER HAGMAN: But that would be
something the staff would work on.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: I think that could be part of
number 9. They would have the staff come up and see if
there’s somebody at the -- at some level that could be a
consistent resource for other school districts so they don’t
have to go -- we learn from your experience that there’s
nobody out there, but I think as part of the discussion of
number 9 as the Chief Deputy Director of Finance, it’d be
kind of hard for us to go tell the Governor what he has to
do.

So we’re going to have the staff kind of looking
to see what kind of -- and they’re still representing the
administration that says they are part of the executive
branch. I’'m much more comfortable with that for one.

SENATOR HANCOCK: Oh, okay.

CHAIRPERSON REYES: Mr. Harvey.

MR. HARVEY: A final comment perhaps on this due
diligence. Staff report says the Department of
Conservation, California Geological Survey, at one time held

that responsibility. As departments in these lean times are
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beginning to define what their mission and critical
activities are, I assume it would be a proper gesture to ask
them if they intend to do this in the future. Just because
someone retired doesn’t mean that they’re not going to go
through the process of replacing that person at some point.

That’s where it has always resided. I would hope
we would start there and then fall back on whether or not
there is anot