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February 24, 2004

The Honorable Robert L. Ehrlich, Jr.
Governor of Maryland

The Honorable Thomas V. Mike Miller, Jr.
President of the Senate

The Honorable Michael E. Busch
Speaker of the House of Delegates

Gentlemen:

On behalf of the Task Force to Study Public School Facilities, | respectfully submit the
final report. This report completes nearly two years of work by the task force to fulfill its broad
charge to examine the adequacy and equity of the State’s public school construction program.
The difficult and unprecedented nature of the task force’s charge and the challenge of doing a
comprehensive job required an enormous amount of work and effort by the task force’s members
and staff. | believe that the task force’s findings and recommendations reflect this effort and
represent a comprehensive approach to addressing the State’s public school facility needs.

The task force’s major undertaking during 2003, and | believe the most important
accomplishment of the task force for policymakers and the public in the long-term, was the
development and completion of the Facility Assessment Survey proposed in the task force’s
2002 interim report. This unprecedented assessment of the condition of public schools in
Maryland was designed to identify basic, minimum facility needs critical to the health and safety
of students and faculty and the accomplishment of basic, required educational programs in public
schools across the State. The survey data identified deficiencies in school facilities in every
jurisdiction of the State. The cost of bringing all schools up to the minimum standards is an
estimated $3.85 billion in 2003 dollars.

Approximately $1.54 billion, or 40 percent of the total $3.85 billion, is required for
additional student capacity for the 2007/2008 school year, $910 million at high schools and
middle schools and $634 million at elementary schools. It is estimated that $165 to $188 million
of the cost at the elementary schools is due to the need to construct facilities to meet the Bridge
to Excellence mandates for full-day kindergarten and pre-kindergarten for certain students,
although the use of non-public school space may reduce some of this cost.
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Critical improvements in building conditions that impact health and safety, student
capacity, and other direct education-related facility needs were identified by the task force and
State school facility experts as having the greatest potential for impact on education programs
and learning. For these “high impact” standards, the estimated cost to bring schools up to current
standards for new construction is approximately $3.2 billion, or 84 percent of the total estimated
cost of almost $3.9 billion. The remaining costs of approximately $700 million are related to
support services and other education programs (e.g., fine arts and auditorium/theatre arts). The
31 fundamental elements clearly did not encompass many of the elements that most school
systems — as well as most parents, teachers, and students — believe are necessary for a good
education. These additional elements include gyms in elementary schools, health facilities in all
schools, smaller classrooms for primary grades, separate lunch and assembly rooms, etc. But the
31 fundamental elements were commonly acknowledged to be at the core of any adequate
facility.

Clearly, Maryland faces a crisis in public school construction. Even before the 2003
Facility Assessment Survey, it was recognized that school construction and renovation needs
were growing. Based simply on the current and anticipated requests submitted prior to the 2003
survey, the total State share for the public school capital program for fiscal 2005 to 2010 was
anticipated to exceed $2.1 billion. At the same time, annual State funding for school
construction has declined from a peak of $286 million in fiscal 2002 to the current anticipated
level of $100 million in fiscal 2005 through 2009. This decline in State funding reflects the
decline in the State’s general fund revenue over this period and the disappearance of surplus
general funds which had supplemented the bond-funded school construction program.

Addressing the facility needs identified by the Facility Assessment Survey, at a
minimum, over the next eight years should be a goal of the State and local governments.
The State would need to allocate at least $250 million annually for the next eight years to
achieve the goal. The task force also recommends that the State establish a School Emergency
Repair Fund, with an initial investment of $2 million, to address any deficiencies that present an
immediate hazard, or, if not corrected, may present an immediate hazard, to the health or safety
of the students or staff of the schools, as certified by local school system authorities and
approved by the Interagency Committee on School Construction (IAC) following the re-
examination and scrutiny of the 2003 survey results. The task force appreciates the fiscal
difficulties facing the State and local governments. However, school facilities are critical to a
strong education system and a strong community, and the needs will only increase over time.
Good schools must be a top priority for Maryland.
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The task force has identified several alternative funding sources that could assist the State
in meeting this goal, such as utilizing a portion of the State’s $1.2 billion in unused debt capacity
(note that capacity is $370 million if all the debt is issued immediately). The task force has also
identified other potential revenue sources that the Governor and General Assembly may wish to
consider for school construction.

The task force made numerous recommendations concerning other aspects of public
school construction including:

. Modifying the State/local cost share formula to reflect the fiscal 2004 State share of the
Foundation program and to incorporate several new factors in the formula, including
status as a distressed county, enrollment growth, percentage of students eligible for free
and reduced price meals, eligibility for the Guaranteed Tax Base program, and local
school construction debt.  The task force recommends that the new formula be
implemented in fiscal 2006, provided that, as a transition, in fiscal 2006 counties receive
the higher of the State share under the old formula or new formula;

. Authorizing alternative financing mechanisms for lease-leaseback, sale-leaseback, and
other public-private partnerships for local jurisdictions to meet immediate school
construction needs. The task force notes that in most cases traditional, general obligation
bond debt is less expensive over time and should still be used whenever possible;

. Requiring the State to provide $1 million in each of the next three years for the State
share of the purchase of relocatable classrooms by local jurisdictions, to address critical,
short-term space needs in many jurisdictions, in part due to implementation of the full-
day kindergarten/pre-kindergarten mandates. The Interagency Committee on School
Construction should adopt minimum standards for relocatable classrooms. While useful
in the short term, relocatable buildings are not recommended as permanent space;

. Reducing the State Rated Capacity (SRC) for elementary grades 1 to 5 from 25 students
per classroom to 23 students per classroom. This would bring the SRC into alignment
with the current actual average class size for grades 1 to 5;

. Codifying or formalizing in regulations the current practices of the IAC and the Board of
Public Works to provide a more formal process for adopting policy changes to the Public
School Construction Program;

o Modifying the Aging School Program allocation beginning in fiscal 2006 to reflect
updated, pre-1970 square footage of school buildings in each jurisdiction;
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. Encouraging the reuse of recent school designs, when educationally appropriate and with
appropriate site and programmatic adaptation, within and across local school system
boundaries. In addition, the IAC should consider whether stronger action — incentives or
requirements — would be appropriate; and

. Providing financial incentives, such as supplemental design funds and/or additional
construction funding, for projects that include energy conservation, sustainable building,
or green architecture design features, or use innovative building technologies, which
would result in life-cycle savings.

Thank you for this opportunity to serve the citizens of Maryland in this important work. |
wish to express my appreciation to the members and staff of the task force, especially the staff of

the Department of Legislative Services and the Interagency Committee for School Construction,
for their participation and hard work over the past two years.

Sincerely,

Nancy K. Kopp

NKK/RHH/Kjl

cc: Members of the General Assembly

Vi
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Task Force Charge and Summary of Meetings

Task Force Charge and Background

The Task Force to Study Public School Facilities was established by the Bridge to
Excellence in Public Schools Act of 2002 (Senate Bill 856/Chapter 288). The task force was
recommended by the Commission on Education Finance, Equity, and Excellence (Thornton
Commission) to review issues related to the adequacy and equity of the State’s public school
construction program and continuation of the Aging School program. The task force’s final
report was due December 31, 2002.

The task force submitted an interim report in 2002 and requested a one-year extension of
the task force’s deadline, due to the difficult and unprecedented nature of its charge and the
challenge of doing a comprehensive job by the deadline. Most importantly, the task force was
not able to complete a major part of its charge related to implementation of the Bridge to
Excellence Act until each local jurisdiction submits its comprehensive master plan by October
2003. Further, the task force was undertaking an unprecedented assessment of the current
conditions of the State’s public school facilities as a baseline measure of facility needs. The task
force’s interim report contained several recommendations and identified numerous items to be
studied further in 2003.

Chapter 388, Acts of 2003 (Senate Bill 498) as enacted extended the task force’s deadline
to December 31, 2003, modified the task force’s charge, and implemented several
recommendations of the task force, including making the Aging School program permanent.
The task force’s members were not fully appointed until September 2003, which delayed the task
force’s work during the 2003 interim. In light of this delay, a one-month extension in the final
report deadline was requested and approved by the Governor and Presiding Officers.

Specifically, the task force was directed to review, evaluate, and make findings and
recommendations regarding: (1) whether public school facilities are adequate to support
educational programs funded through an adequate operating budget as proposed by the Thornton
Commission; (2) the equity of the State’s school construction program, particularly the equity of
the State and local cost shares for school construction projects; (3) whether the Aging Schools
Program should be continued as a permanent program, and if so, whether the current allocation
should be modified; and (4) whether the State should provide a greater share of eligible school
construction costs for schools with 50 percent or more of the students eligible for free and
reduced price meals; small schools in priority funding areas; and schools in qualified distressed
counties; and (5) any other matters that are relevant to the adequacy and equity of the State’s
school construction program.

The task force, chaired by State Treasurer Nancy Kopp, includes: four legislators; the
State Superintendent of Schools; the Secretaries of relevant cabinet agencies; the director and
former director of the Public School Construction Program; and representatives of county
governments, State Board of Education, local boards of education, educators, and the public.
Xi



Summary of Meetings in 2003 Interim

The task force began meeting in September 2003, when the membership was fully
appointed. The task force worked diligently over the following five months to complete its
work, meeting seven times including the final decision meeting on February 2, 2004. The task
force’s schedule and work plan, shown below, summarizes the topics and issues that the task
force considered during its meetings. Materials from the meetings are also available on the
General Assembly’s website, www.mlis.state.md.us\other#.

One of the major undertakings of the task force throughout 2003 to address its primary
charge to evaluate the adequacy of the school construction program was an assessment of the
condition of the State’s public school facilities based on a set of “fundamental elements,” or
minimum standards. The survey, the first of its kind done Statewide in Maryland, was intended
to provide baseline information on the facility needs of public schools. The results of the
Facility Assessment Survey were presented to the task force on November 6, 2003. Cost
estimates to address the deficiencies identified by the survey were presented to the task force on
December 1, 2003. The task force reviewed actions selected states have taken in response to
similar survey results and considered various options to address the findings of the survey and
the costs to address the deficiencies.

The task force examined the State/local cost share formula as part of its charge to
evaluate the equity of the school construction program. The task force considered modifying the
cost share formula, which was last updated in 1995, to reflect various factors, such as enrollment
growth, in the formula. The task force also spent considerable time reviewing alternative
financing and funding mechanisms for school construction at the State and local levels. The
Treasurer appointed a workgroup to study the issues and make recommendations to the task
force, which were ultimately modified and adopted by the full task force. In addition, the task
force reviewed: past and anticipated State and local school construction funding; enrollment
projections; Public School Construction Program Rules, Regulations, and Procedures; the Aging
School Program allocations; the facilities needs identified by school systems in the
comprehensive master plans required by the Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act of 2002,
including implementation of full-day kindergarten and pre-kindergarten for disadvantaged 4-year
olds by the 2007-2008 school year; and class sizes and State Rated Capacity.

Various options for recommendations were considered at the task force’s meetings on
December 18, 2003 and January 12, 2004. Public input was requested for the draft options under
consideration by the task force after the January 12 meeting, prior to adoption of final
recommendations by the task force on February 2, 2004.

xii



Assessing and Responding to Facility Needs

One of the primary charges to the task force was to evaluate and make recommendations
regarding whether public school facilities in Maryland are adequate to support educational
programs funded through an adequate operating budget as proposed by the Thornton
Commission. The December 2002 Interim Report of the task force recommended identifying
fundamental elements necessary for an adequate school facility, the design of a survey
instrument, and completion of a statewide facilities survey in order to collect baseline data on the
present condition of Maryland’s public schools and their ability to support educational programs.

The interim report recommended establishing an advisory panel, chaired by the State
Superintendent of Schools, to assist in the development of the fundamental elements and the
survey instrument. Other members of the advisory panel included members of the task force and
one county superintendent. The task force also asked that a workgroup be formed to make
recommendations to the advisory panel regarding the fundamental elements and survey
instrument. The workgroup consisted of facilities planners from local school systems and the
State Departments of Education, General Services, and Planning as well as the Public School
Construction Program. (See Appendix 3, Attachments | and Il for the membership of the
advisory panel and the workgroup.)

Developing Minimum Standards and the Survey Instruments

The workgroup developed 31 fundamental elements, or minimum standards, deemed
essential for a new school facility constructed in 2003. The fundamental elements were
developed based on applicable federal and State requirements, State guidelines for various
components of facilities, and local practices. (See Appendix 5 for the definitions of the
standards.) The 31 fundamental elements and the survey instrument assessing each facility based
on the 31 elements, following approval by the advisory panel and the full task force, were
released on March 17, 2003. The survey was undertaken in two phases. Data from the first
phase, self-reported by school systems, were received by July 18, 2003. A total of 1,342 schools
were included in the Facility Assessment Survey®. Following a data verification process that
continued through October 2003, the results of the Facility Assessment Survey were presented to
the task force on November 6, 2003, and made available to the public at that time.

The survey data represent information assessed at a specific point in time — July 2003. A
building system that met the current standard in July 2003 may not meet the standard that is
current at some time in the future. Conversely, a building system that did not meet the current
standard in July 2003 may meet the current standard some time in the future due to the
completion of a capital improvement project. The one exception is the Student Capacity

® Maryland has a total of 1,355 public schools. Thirteen schools were eliminated from the survey due to their unique
characteristics.

1



2 Final Report of the Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

standard, which looks to a future date. The data for this standard measures a school’s capacity to
accommodate at least 95 percent of the projected student enrollment for the 2007/2008 school
year.

The 31 fundamental elements clearly did not encompass many of the elements that most
school systems — as well as most parents, teachers, and students — believe are necessary for a
good education. These additional elements include gyms in elementary schools, health facilities
in all schools, smaller classrooms for primary grades, separate lunch and assembly rooms, etc.
But the 31 fundamental elements were commonly acknowledged to be at the core of any
adequate facility.

The second phase of the survey estimated the cost of bringing schools up to the 2003
standards used in the Facility Assessment Survey. A cost estimate survey instrument was
developed by the workgroup and advisory panel in the spring of 2003 and approved by the full
task force in July 2003. The cost estimate survey, self-reported by school systems, was
completed in October 2003. After a data verification process, results were reported to the task
force on December 1, 2003, and made available to the public at that time. (See Appendices 3
and 4 for the full results of the survey.)

Survey Results

It is crucial to recognize that this survey is unprecedented and provides information on
the condition of school facilities that has not been available in this form previously to
policymakers or the public. The survey was conducted in a relatively brief period of time, and
was conducted by school facilities experts from the State and local systems. It was based on
criteria deemed to be critical to the health and safety of students and faculty, and the
accomplishment of basic, required educational programs. It would be appropriate to scrutinize
the survey results in greater depth prior to embarking on the necessary corrective program.
Nevertheless, the basic findings clearly indicate that an ambitious school facilities
renovation/construction program must be undertaken.

The survey found that the total estimated cost to bring existing schools up to the 31
standards currently used for new school construction is $3.85 billion.

Of the total $3.85 billion, approximately $1.54 billion is required for additional student
capacity for the 2007/2008 school year, $910 million at high schools and middle schools and
$634 million at elementary schools. It is estimated that $165 to $188 million at the elementary
schools is due to the need to construct facilities to meet the Bridge to Excellence mandates for
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full-day kindergarten and pre-kindergarten for certain students, although the use of non-public
school space may reduce some of this cost®.

The 31 standards in the survey are grouped into four categories: building and site factors,
student capacity, education programs, and support services. Of the almost $3.9 billion total cost:

. $1.33 billion or 34 percent of the total is needed to repair or replace building systems
(e.g. mechanical, electrical, plumbing and structural) and site factors (e.g. human
comfort, acoustics, and lighting.);

J $1.54 billion or 40 percent of the total is needed to provide additional student capacity to
accommodate 95 percent of student enrollments anticipated in 2007/2008;

J $765.55 million or 20 percent of the total is required for needs related to education
programs (e.g. elementary and secondary classrooms, special education, and science
laboratories); and

. $214.91 million or 6 percent of the total is needed for support services (e.g. health
services, food services, and guidance).

Those standards within the four categories that have, in the judgment of State school
facility experts, the greatest potential for impact on education programs and learning are
highlighted in Exhibit 1. These include critical improvements in building conditions that impact
health and safety, student capacity, and other direct education-related facility needs. For these
“high impact” standards, the estimated cost to bring schools up to current standards for new
construction is approximately $3.2 billion, or 84 percent of the total estimated cost of almost
$3.9 billion. The remaining costs of approximately $700 million are related to support services
and other education programs (e.g., fine arts and auditorium/theatre arts).

* The costs for the Bridge to Excellence mandates are corroborated by an independent review of the kindergarten
and pre-kindergarten costs included in the local education agencies’ (LEAS) Fiscal Year 2005 Capital Improvement
Program submissions. With 19 of the 24 LEAs reporting on these costs, the total cost to meet the mandate is now
estimated at $165.4 million. It is anticipated that this number will increase as several of the LEAs complete
assessments of their kindergarten and pre-kindergarten needs. An estimate of the total costs for all 24 LEAs
prepared by the Public School Construction Program is approximately $188 million. The final number as shown in
future year Capital Improvement Programs (CIP) is likely to be higher than that developed through the Facility
Assessment survey because the latter asked for costs associated with 95% of the anticipated enrollment, whereas
CIPs are typically built around 100% capacity. Of the $188 million, approximately $10.5 million is estimated to be
required to meet the pre-kindergarten requirement only. Since kindergarten and pre-kindergarten services can be
provided through qualified private vendors, there is the possibility that some portion of this cost can be avoided
particularly related to pre-kindergarten.
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The American Civil Liberties Union Foundation commissioned a report on the
prioritization of the 31 minimum standards for school buildings®. Dr. Glen Earthman cites
research that demonstrates a strong correlation between certain facility factors and student
achievement. Dr. Earthman concluded that health and safety issues should be the first priority,
followed by human comfort, air quality, lighting, acoustics, science laboratories and equipment,
and overcrowded school buildings. These priorities are similar to the high impact standards
identified by State facility experts.

® Earthman, Glen I. Prioritization of 31 Criteria for School Building Adequacy, American Civil Liberties Union
Foundation of Maryland, Baltimore, Maryland, January 5, 2004.
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Exhibit 1

Survey Standards with Greatest Potential Impact on Education

Health and Safety
Indoor Air Quality

Fire Safety

Security

Potable Water
Lavatories
Communication Systems
Site Layout

Building and Site Factors
Building Systems

Human Comfort
Acoustics

Lighting

Student Capacity
Pre-K/Full-Day K Mandate
Other Elementary
Secondary

Education Programs

Pre-K/K Classrooms (existing)

Elementary Classrooms
Secondary Classrooms
Special Education
Instructional Resource
Secondary Science
Accessibility

Source: 2003 Facility Assessment Survey

Number

of Schools Cost (000)
$273,682
848 $150,217
364 54,728
258 9,351
183 115
173 9,150
94 12,145
245 37,976
$1,030,872
221 85,273
454 642,002
208 247,515
312 56,082
467 $1,543,349
163,365
470,249
909,735
$373,711
356 43,800
127 72,224
110 76,836
305 35,236
262 17,942
169 57,262
442 70,411
Total $3,221,614

Percent of
Total Cost

7%

27%

40%

10%

84%
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Needs Vary Across Maryland

It is important to note that, while the assessment study found serious needs related to
conditions of current facilities and insufficient student capacity across the State, specific needs
and challenges vary significantly among the 24 local school systems. Many areas of Maryland
are experiencing rapid growth that requires new classroom space. In other areas, the increase in
the number of students with special learning needs affect the design and capacity of schools.
School buildings constructed in the 1960s and 1970s need to be renovated; the building systems
in these schools are at the end of their useful life and do not align with contemporary educational
standards. School districts that are experiencing enrollment declines need to consolidate their
facilities, requiring renovation and even expansion of the host facility. Finally, the Bridge to
Excellence mandates for full-day kindergarten and pre-kindergarten for disadvantaged children
can only be achieved in some districts through facility improvements. Some school systems are
experiencing several of these factors simultaneously, compounding their facility needs.

Other States’ Approaches

The task force considered the approaches other states took in assessing and then
responding to their own school facilities needs. The task force examined in depth the programs
in Arizona, North Carolina, and Ohio. A brief description of how each state conducted its survey
and changed its school facilities program in response to survey findings follows.

Arizona reformed its school facility finance program in response to adequacy litigation
which required the state to pay the full costs of school construction. The court required the state
to develop minimum adequacy standards for public schools and ensure that all facilities in the
state met these standards. The Arizona School Facilities Board developed minimum standards
for the physical environment and capacity to facilitate learning in a facility and conducted a
survey of all schools statewide to determine compliance with the standards. This survey
identified approximately $1.3 billion in needs to meet only minimum standards.

In response, Arizona lawmakers passed the Students FIRST initiative, including the
Deficiencies Corrections Fund, a three-year, self-directed program solely to address this $1.3
billion in minimum needs. Other Students FIRST programs included the New School Facilities
Fund and the Building Renewal fund to address the needs for new schools and major renovations
to existing schools beyond projects to achieve minimum standards. The Students FIRST
legislation authorized the School Facilities Board to issue up to $800 million in bonds, and voters
passed a 0.6 percent increase in the state sales tax to fund public school operating and capital
expenditures.

North Carolina undertook a school facilities survey in 1995. North Carolina’s survey
was not based on a specific set of minimum standards, but required each school administrative
unit to submit a five-year facility needs assessment report, approved by both the local board of
education and the board of county commissioners. This survey revealed $6.2 billion in needs.
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To meet these five-year needs, North Carolina estimated $363 million in state funds and
$121 million in local matching funds would be generated through an existing school facility
program funded by the corporate tax. An additional $1.2 billion would be generated through an
existing local option sales tax. To fund the remaining needs, North Carolina authorized a $1.8
billion bond issue. Each jurisdiction received an allocation based on its average daily
membership, and qualifying jurisdictions received additional allocations for low-wealth and
high-growth status. Local match rates varied from 3 to 75 percent based on wealth, and
low-wealth jurisdictions were entirely exempted from a matching requirement. The state
estimated local matching funds would total $2.9 billion. Jurisdictions had until 2003 to raise
their required matching funds, or their allocations would be redistributed. All projects funded
with bond proceeds and matching funds had to be approved by the State Board of Education.

Ohio also reformed its school facilities program in response to adequacy litigation. Ohio
developed a new system of school finance for both operating and capital expenditures in 1997.
The Governor instituted a 12-year funding pledge of over $10.2 billion, based on adjusted needs
identified in a 1990 facilities survey. This funding included capital bond funds, tobacco
settlement funds, and general and other fund appropriations.

To respond to the requirements of the adequacy litigation, Ohio developed the Classroom
Facilities Assistance Program. This program conducts a comprehensive facilities survey in each
jurisdiction, and funds all new construction and renovation needs identified in this survey. The
program began with the least wealthy jurisdiction, and serves each jurisdiction in turn based on
its wealth. Local match rates vary from 1 percent in the poorest county to 95 percent in the
wealthiest.

Though these states employed different approaches to respond to their specific needs,
several strategies stood out for potential application in Maryland:

. all three states developed a specific time frame within which to correct facilities
deficiencies (3 years in Arizona, 8 years in North Carolina, and 12 years in Ohio);

. both states not required to fund all construction developed variable wealth-based match
rates that recognized strong prior local efforts; and

. strong planning and effective communication appear to have contributed to the successes
Arizona and Ohio have achieved.
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Funding Adequate Facilities
Clearly, Maryland faces a crisis in public school construction.

Even before the 2003 Facility Assessment Survey, it was recognized that school
construction and renovation needs were growing. Based simply on the current and anticipated
requests submitted prior to the 2003 survey, the total State share for the public school capital
program for fiscal 2005 to 2010 was anticipated to exceed $2.1 billion. At the same time, annual
State funding for school construction has declined from a peak of $286 million in fiscal 2002 to
the current anticipated level of $100 million in fiscal 2005. (See Appendix 6 for a summary of
public school construction funding.) This decline in State funding reflects the decline in the
State’s general fund revenue over this period and the disappearance of surplus general funds
which had supplemented the bond-funded school construction program. If the level of available
State funding remains at $100 million annually through fiscal 2010, the deficit in school
construction funding will approach $1.5 billion. Included in this figure is a backlog of
$267 million in projects that have received planning approval but only partial, or no construction
funding, as yet; this amount will increase as new projects are approved for planning.

Against this backdrop, the 2003 Facility Assessment Survey, as noted above, identified
facility costs of nearly $3.9 billion simply to bring facilities up to the 31 fundamental elements,
including providing for presently anticipated enrollment. Approximately $3.2 billion of the total
cost is needed to address the standards determined to have the greatest impact on education.
Assuming school construction remains at $100 million annually, and based on the current State
and local share of costs, it would take about 16 years for the State to address only the “high
impact” standards as identified in 2003.° That presumes all of the State funding is dedicated
solely to addressing the high impact standards, which is neither practical nor desirable.

The task force appreciates the fiscal difficulties facing the State and local governments.
However, school facilities are critical to a strong education system and a strong community, and
the needs will only increase over time. Good schools must be a top priority for Maryland.

Recommendations: Levels of Funding for Adequate School Facilities

. The Interagency Committee on School Construction (IAC), in consultation with local
school systems and local governments, should scrutinize the results of the 2003 Facility
Assessment Survey as soon as possible, to reaffirm the findings and assure that all
inadequacies which might pose an immediate threat to the health and safety of students
and staff are identified and the appropriate remedial actions are developed and
implemented. The IAC should report to the Governor, General Assembly, and Board of
Public Works (BPW) by March 15, 2004, on the steps it will take to assure that this
recommendation is accomplished. The IAC should exercise due diligent oversight over
this process and assure that the appropriate authorities are held accountable. It is
imperative that all schools meet minimum health and safety standards.

® Assumes 85% of total costs are eligible for State funding and that, on average, the State pays 60% of eligible costs.



Assessing and Responding to Facility Needs 9

The Governor and General Assembly should establish a School Emergency Repair Fund
to finance any renovations and repairs to schools required to resolve deficiencies that
present an immediate hazard, or, if not corrected, may present an immediate hazard, to
the health or safety of the students or staff of the schools, as certified by local school
system authorities and approved by the IAC following the re-examination and scrutiny of
the 2003 survey results. This fund should be in addition to the on-going Public School
Construction Program (PSCP), should have an initial investment of at least $2 million,
and should incorporate appropriate local match requirements.

° The General Assembly and Governor should increase annual State funding for school
construction and renovation to address critical school construction needs. They should
establish a goal of fully funding by fiscal 2013, at a minimum, the appropriate State share
of the $3.85 billion in needs reflected in the 2003 School Facility Assessment Survey. It
IS recognized that achieving this goal will require a significant commitment by the State
to provide approximately $2 billion and by the local governments to provide
approximately $1.85 billion over the next eight years. The State would need to allocate
at least $250 million annually for the next eight years to achieve the goal. It is
recognized that this amount does not include many projects which school systems believe
are necessary, but does include the basic, minimum facility standards. While some needs
will shift over time, school systems should establish a goal of fully meeting these basic
standards through necessary facility changes, unless they demonstrate to the IAC that
there are extenuating circumstances or greater countervailing needs.

. The State should establish a three-year, $3 million program to provide State funding for
relocatable classrooms, to address critical, short-term space needs in many jurisdictions,
in part due to implementation of the full-day kindergarten/pre-kindergarten mandates.
The State should provide an additional $1 million for three years to fund the State’s share
of purchasing relocatable classrooms. The IAC should adopt minimum standards for
relocatable classrooms. While useful in the short term, relocatable buildings are not
recommended as permanent space.

Recommendations: Procedures to Incorporate Standards in Planning

. Following review and scrutiny of the 2003 Facility Assessment Survey by the IAC and
school systems, school systems should identify how the facility needs identified will be
systematically addressed and how this will be documented in facilities-related proposals
incorporated in the Master Plan and Updates, annual Capital Improvement Plans, 10-Year
Facility Master Plans, and other capital funding requests.

. The 1AC should consider the facility needs identified by the 2003 survey among the
criteria used to evaluate requests for State planning approval in the annual Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) review. While local priorities should continue to be given
great weight by the 1AC in approving projects, the goal of both the school systems and
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the 1AC should be to fully meet the 2003 facility standards by fiscal 2013, barring
extenuating circumstances or greater countervailing needs, starting with the most
immediate needs found in the review. Any immediate health and safety deficiencies
should be given priority.

o There must be regular maintenance of school buildings by school systems. In addition to
maintaining and strengthening the 1AC’s annual survey of school building maintenance
(See Recommendation on page 44), the IAC should regularly review each school
system’s comprehensive maintenance plan and its implementation. Weaknesses should
be reported to the respective local school systems and governments, the Governor and
General Assembly, and the Board of Public Works. Inadequate facility maintenance
clearly impedes good educational programs and is costly in the long run.

. School systems should give priority, when appropriate, to limited renovation projects that
address critical systemic renovations and priority educational program enhancements
while costing less than full renovation projects.

. The 1AC should regularly survey the condition of public school facilities at least once
every four years. The surveys should be similar to the 2003 Facility Assessment Survey,
incorporating additional standards and guidelines that may be adopted. The State should
provide funds necessary to conduct the survey.

Alternatives for Funding Adequate Facilities

As noted above, to fully fund critical school construction needs over the next eight years,
the State would need to provide at least $250 million annually. A variety of alternatives should
be considered by the Governor and General Assembly in order to meet these needs.

The task force notes that according to the Department of Legislative Services (DLS), the
State has “unused” debt capacity of about $1.2 billion under the two capital debt affordability
criteria. This assumes only one-third of the debt would be issued in the first year. If all of the
debt authorized is issued in fiscal 2005, then capacity is about $370 million. There are some
concerns with issuing additional debt, including added additional debt service. Authorizing an
additional $100 million in debt in each of the next eight years would increase debt service costs
by $359 million over presently anticipated costs in the next 10 years (maximum annual increase
of $87 million during bond repayment). Another concern is whether Grant Anticipation Revenue
Vehicles bonds, used for transportation projects, are counted as State debt. Credit rating
agencies have advised that while they aren’t presently counted as State debt, they are included in
the overall consideration of a state’s credit worthiness. If they are counted in the future, then
most of the State’s unused debt capacity could be eliminated in the next few years. Finally, the
State may want to maintain unused debt capacity.
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The task force also notes that some states have separate bond issuance authorities to issue
school construction debt, and some states issue bonds for more than 15 years. The Maryland
Constitution requires State general obligation bonds to be repaid within 15 years. Spreading
bond repayment over 20-30 years would reduce annual debt service costs in the short-term,
potentially freeing up resources to issue additional debt, while increasing debt service costs over
the life of the bonds. It would, however, more closely match the term of the bond to the life of
the facility it funds. Approximately 62 percent of public schools have an average age of
construction of 23 years or more, according to the PSCP’s Facility Inventory Database.

In addition to additional general obligation debt or creation of a School Construction
Authority, other alternatives that could be considered include alternative financing mechanisms
(e.g. lease-leaseback, performance contracting) and new revenue sources. Alternative financing
mechanisms are discussed in detail beginning on page 39. Although the task force was not asked
to identify funding sources for school construction, the task force did briefly discuss potential
new revenues sources including taxes or fees, earmarked or not, at either the State or local level
(See Exhibit 2).

Recommendations

J Urge the Governor and General Assembly to initiate a study of possible new revenue
sources at the State and local levels that would be dedicated to school construction,
including additional bonding with State general obligation bonds or a separate authority.

] The Capital Debt Affordability Committee should give special consideration to school
construction needs in light of the $3.85 billion in needs identified by the 2003 Facility
Assessment Survey when recommending the State’s debt affordability limit.
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Exhibit 2
Potential Revenue Sources
($ in Millions)
Potential Annual
Revenue
Debt
Unused General Obligation Bonding Capacity* 1,200
Separate School Construction Authority unknown?
Personal Income Tax
Increase top rate from 4.75% to 6% for incomes over $100,000
to $150,000 for joint returns $200
Eliminate itemized deductions
Home mortgage interest 360
Charitable contribution deduction 140
Real property tax 110
Other itemized deductions (medical and miscellaneous)
85
Eliminate subtraction modifications
Subtraction for Social Security benefits
Pension exclusion 75
55
Corporate Income Tax®
Address Delaware Holding Company and other issues related to
multi-state corporations 50
Increase rate from 7% to 8% 65
Sales Tax
Increase rate from 5% to 6% 565
Eliminate vendor discount 22
Eliminate exemptions
Food for home consumption 280
Residential utilities 150
Property used in manufacturing 140
Medical/health supplies 90
Sales to and by tax-exempt organizations 85
Property used in agriculture 55
Expand base to include services
Business services 600

Information services 325
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Professional services 200
Transportation services 200
Financial services 150
Entertainment 50
Repair services 50
Personal services 40

Tobacco Tax
Increase rate by 25 cents per pack 50

Alcoholic Beverage Tax
Double current rates 25

Miscellaneous

Controlling interest transfer tax* 10
Impose insurance premium tax on HMOs/MCOs 80
Impose new utility tax on residential ($40/yr) and

commercial/industrial ($60/yr) customers unknown®

Transportation Revenues’

Increase motor fuel tax by 7 cents 215
Increase motor vehicle titling tax rate from 5% to 6% 135
Impose sales and use tax on sale of motor fuel 235
Increase vehicle registration fees ($10 annual increase per vehicle)’ 50

! Creation of a separate school construction authority that would issue bonds for 20-30 years.
2 Total unused State general obligation debt capacity as of January 2004.

% 24% of these revenues to TTF under current law.

* State revenue. Local governments would receive additional revenues of $30 to $35 million
from local recordation and transfer taxes.

> Informal estimate of approximately $90 million annually.

® Total TTF revenue increase. Under current law, part of these revenues would be shared with
local governments.

7 $10 annual increase on all vehicles. About $35 million would be generated if the increase
applied only to Class A (passenger cars) and Class M (multipurpose vehicles).

Prepared by the Department of Legislative Services
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Ability of School Facilities to Accommodate Needs Identified
In Bridge to Excellence Master Plans

Facilities Needs Identified in Bridge to Excellence Master Plans

The Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act (Chapter 288 of the Acts of 2002)
required all local school systems to develop five-year comprehensive master plans to achieve
improvements in academic performance across all student populations. These plans were
submitted to the Maryland State Department of Education (MSDE) by October 1, 2003. MSDE
put the plans through a peer review process to determine if they had addressed required
components and included goals and strategies to strengthen academic performance. The State
Superintendent of Schools recommended and the State Board of Education approved 22 of the
master plans on December 2, 2003. The remaining two master plans are expected to be approved
by February 2004.

At the recommendation of the task force’s 2002 interim report, one of the required
components in the master plans is a facilities section to include: 1) specific needs for additional
space for full-day kindergarten and pre-kindergarten for economically disadvantaged four year
olds; 2) likely methods to provide the additional space such as construction or leased facilities;
and 3) identification of other capital improvements needed to support other educational strategies
contained in the plan. The document distributed by MSDE for guidance to school systems did
not specifically instruct systems to report kindergarten and pre-kindergarten needs separately.

The level of specificity provided in the master plans varied considerably. In general the
school systems fell into three categories. Six systems reported no needs for additional space for
full-day kindergarten and pre-kindergarten space. These systems reported they had programs
currently in operation and/or had space available due to declining enrollments. Ten school
systems provided preliminary planning reports for a phase-in plan. In some cases the plans
specifically named schools and identified the number of rooms required at each location. Other
plans were more general. The remaining eight school systems simply reported that they were
initiating studies and/or would address the space needs in future CIP requests to PSCP.

Because most school systems reported very preliminary facilities plans for full-day
kindergarten and pre-kindergarten classrooms, they also addressed the means of providing the
space in generalities. For the most part school systems reported they would identify space in
existing school buildings, initially lease or buy relocatable classrooms to increase school
capacity, and construct permanent additions to existing schools in the future. Few systems
identified the option of contracting with qualified vendors.

Seventeen school systems identified a general need for additional capital improvements
to support enrollment growth, aging infrastructure, and educational strategies such as class size

15
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reduction and special programs for identified populations. Seven school systems did not address
other capital needs.

Recommendations

. There is a clear need for greater coordination of facilities plans with educational
programs and budget plans at the local level. MSDE should require each submission to
be coordinated and reflect common themes on more specific levels. Local education
agencies (LEASs) should address facility needs in the Comprehensive Master Plans and
annual updates, and address them with greater specificity in the Educational Facilities
Master Plan submitted to PSCP each July and in the annual CIP request submitted each
October.

. Future submissions of the facilities section of the Comprehensive Master Plans should
separately report on the needs related to full-day kindergarten programs and
pre-kindergarten for economically disadvantaged four year olds.

. CIP request forms should specifically address the relationship of the request to the
Comprehensive Master Plan for the school system, as well as to the issues of student
capacity and aging infrastructure.

. The IAC should give priority to projects that are aligned with the local education
agencies’ (LEAs) comprehensive master plans, while continuing to give weight to
projects that address critical capacity and aging infrastructure needs.

Full-day Kindergarten

The Bridge to Excellence Act requires school systems to implement full-day kindergarten
for all students by the 2007-2008 school year. Preliminary reports for Maryland public schools
show over 30,000 children or 55 percent of all kindergarten students enrolled in full-day
kindergarten programs in school year 2003-2004. The national average is 65 percent. Six school
systems report 100 percent participation in full-day kindergarten programs (Allegany, Baltimore
City, Caroline, Garrett, Prince George’s, and Talbot.). There are 500 public schools in Maryland
with full-day or extended-day kindergarten programs. This is an increase of 162 percent from
school year 1997-1998. There are 1,548 full-day kindergarten classrooms in operation.

Maryland’s education regulations require children to attend kindergarten before the start
of first grade, allowing some flexibility to parents, who may exercise a level of maturity waiver,
holding an age-eligible child back for one year before starting kindergarten. Parents may also
pursue attendance at alternative settings such as a full-time child care, enrollment in Head Start,
or attendance at MSDE approved non-public schools. Local school systems may also approve a
request by parents who want their child to attend half-day kindergarten rather than full-day.
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MSDE has identified a number of options to address the additional space needed to

implement full-day kindergarten programs. These options include:

identify classroom space at each school,

establish flexible design criteria for early childhood spaces;

adapt existing space through minor renovations;

provide relocatable classroom buildings for upper grade students to free space for
kindergarten classrooms in the main building until permanent additions can be

constructed;

return former schools that have been transferred to local government back to the school
system;

include full-day kindergarten space in new school construction projects;

provide pre-kindergarten off site through a qualified vendor* to free space for additional
kindergarten classrooms; and

provide kindergarten off site through qualified vendors.*

*Qualified vendors may include for-profit or not-for-profit licensed or registered regulated child
care centers programs and approved programs in non-public schools as defined by COMAR
13A.08-02-2. .

Recommendations

The anticipated capital costs related to the full-day kindergarten requirement of the
Bridge to Excellence Act is $165 million - $188 million. This should be appropriately
funded as part of the $3.85 billion identified minimum facility needs, taking into
consideration the mandate that the program be fully implemented by the 2007-08 school
year.

A need for additional permanent facility space does not mean that LEASs cannot provide
full-day kindergarten to all students by fall 2007, but might do so through the use of
temporary facilities (for older students) and creative space solutions. MSDE and PSCP
should provide technical assistance to local school systems to creatively address space
needs for full-day kindergarten programs, including the creation of regional programs,
contracts with qualified vendors, and use of temporary facilities. MSDE and PSCP
should share creative solutions with other LEAS.
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. MSDE should conduct a survey to assess the availability and compatibility of classroom
space at qualified vendor sites.

Pre-kindergarten

The Bridge to Excellence Act requires school systems to make publicly-funded pre-
kindergarten programs available to all economically disadvantaged four-year-old children by the
2007-2008 school year. All school systems have established some pre-kindergarten programs
for at-risk children using State funding from the Extended Elementary Education Program
(EEEP). EEEP is folded into the new compensatory aid formula provided in the Bridge to
Excellence Act. School systems assigned specific schools, such as Title 1 schools, to operate
pre-kindergarten classrooms. In two cases (Hagerstown and Greenbelt) local school systems
contracted with a vendor to provide pre-kindergarten.

Facilities for pre-kindergarten students are eligible for State school construction funding
through PSCP. At the request of the task force in the 2002 interim report, the Maryland
Department of Planning has begun to include pre-kindergarten enrollments in their statewide and
system-wide projections of public school enrollments.

MSDE has identified a number of options to implement pre-kindergarten programs for all
economically disadvantaged four-year olds, including both programs on school sites and off-site
at qualified vendors. Qualified vendors may include for-profit or not-for-profit regulated child
care programs, Head Start programs, and approved programs in non-public schools. Options
include:

) establishing regional pre-kindergarten sites at public school or vendor facilities;

. where the number of children is very small, providing transportation for individual
children from home to a qualified vendor’s program;

. assigning a certified teacher to a vendor’s program and providing funding to the vendor
to purchase materials of instruction;

o purchasing services in full from a qualified vendor; and

o establishing a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with local Head Start grantee to
coordinate recruitment and enrollment for eligible four-year-olds, among other
provisions. MSDE is currently developing a statewide model MOA between MSDE and
the Maryland Head Start Association to serve as a format for developing county MOAs.
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Recommendations

. Of the anticipated $165-188 million capital costs related to the full-day kindergarten
requirement of the Bridge to Excellence Act, $10.5 million is estimated to be related to
the pre-kindergarten requirement. This should be appropriately funded as part of the
$3.85 billion identified minimum facility needs, taking into consideration the mandate
that the program be fully implemented in the 2007-08 school year.

. MSDE and PSCP should provide technical assistance to local school systems to
creatively address space needs for pre-kindergarten programs, including the creation of
regional programs and contracts with qualified vendors. MSDE and PSCP should share
creative solutions with other LEAS.

Class Size/State-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 State Rated Capacity (SRC) is
20 students per pre-kindergarten classroom, 22 students per kindergarten classroom, and 25
students per classroom for grades 1 to 5/6. (Some school systems include grade 6 in elementary
schools, others in middle schools.) At the middle and high school levels, SRC is based on 25
students per classroom or laboratory teaching station, multiplied by an 85 percent utilization
factor. For special education programs, SRC is 10 students per classroom. Planning officials in
several local jurisdictions also use SRC in applying Adequate Public Facilities Ordinances to
proposals for residential development.

Only six school systems specifically identified class size reduction as an educational
strategy that would require additional facilities. Similarly, only seven systems have formally
adopted reduced “local rated capacities.” Nevertheless, most school systems are staffing below
the current SRC at the lower grades. The average size of pre-kindergarten and kindergarten
classes is actually 19 students. The average size of grades 1 to 3 classes is 21 students. The
average size of grades 1 to 5 classes is 23 students at this time.

Changes in the SRC formula directly affect the number of projects eligible for State
construction funding as well as the total funding required for each project. If the capacity for
grades 1 to 5 were reduced to 22 students per classroom, a 20-classroom school that has a
capacity of 500 students would be assumed to house only 440 students, justifying a need for
three additional classrooms. The present estimated construction cost of an average new
elementary classroom is at least $167,000.
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Recommendations

The IAC should reduce SRC for elementary grades 1 to 5 from 25 students per classroom
to 23 students per classroom. This would bring SRC into alignment with the current
average class size for grades 1 to 5.

PSCP should study the current State funded maximum gross area allowances for
elementary schools and make recommendations to the 1AC on increasing or otherwise
adjusting the allowance.

MSDE and PSCP should monitor actual class size trends and current research on the
impact of class size on student learning, and periodically recommend to the IAC
adjustments to the formula.



State/Local Shared-cost Formula

The State established a State and local shared cost program in 1988 at the
recommendation of the Task Force on School Construction. The task force recommended that
the program be wealth-equalized, with the State paying a greater share of public school
construction costs for less wealthy counties. The plan was approved and implemented by BPW,
and the initial shared cost formula was in place from fiscal 1989 to 1994.

The 1993 Governor’s Task Force on School Construction recommended that the shared
cost formula be updated to reflect more recent wealth estimates. Using projections of wealth and
enrollment, the State share of the current expense program’ for each county was estimated for
fiscal 1997 through 1999. The projected average State share during the three years was
computed and used to set State shares in the formula. State shares for the school construction
formula were rounded to the next higher 5 percent increment, and a minimum State share floor
was set at 50 percent. The new shared cost formula was implemented in fiscal 1995 and, with
two exceptions, has not changed since then. In response to separate court cases, the Baltimore
City and Prince George’s County State shares have been increased through the enactment of
State legislation. The current State/local shared cost formula is shown in Exhibit 3.

Exhibit 3
Current State/Local Shared Cost Formula for Public School Construction

50/50 25/45 65/35 70/30 75125 80/20 90/10
AA. Calvert Carroll Cecil Allegany  Somerset Balt. City*
Baltimore Q.A. Charles  Dorchester Caroline
Howard Frederick Garrett  Pr. George’s**

Kent Harford  St. Mary’s
Mont. Washington ~ Wicomico
Talbot

Worcester

*The 90% State match exists through fiscal 2005 and only applies to the first $20 million in State funding provided
to Baltimore City in a single fiscal year. State funding in excess of $20 million has a 75/25 State/local match. After
fiscal 2005, the State share for Baltimore City reverts to 75%.

**The 75% State match exists through fiscal 2007 and only applies to the first $35 million in State funding provided
to Prince George’s County in a single fiscal year. State funding in excess of $35 million has a 65/35 State/local
match. After fiscal 2007, the State share for Prince George’s County reverts to 60%.

Source: Department of Legislative Services

" Now known as the foundation program.
21
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Local Involvement in School Construction

The goal of the shared cost formula is to ensure equity across jurisdictions in the quality
of school facilities by providing a greater State share of school construction costs to low-wealth
jurisdictions and a lower State share to high-wealth counties. In effect, the goal is to provide a
State share that would give every county an equal opportunity to meet the same school facility
standards with roughly the same local effort. An equitable formula, therefore, should account for
different local needs and different local wealth bases.

The current shared cost formula has not prevented disparity in the resources each
jurisdiction devotes to public school construction. Exhibit 4 shows school construction debt as a
percent of local wealth for each jurisdiction in fiscal 20012 The percent ranges from 0.1 percent
in Kent County to 2.3 percent in neighboring Queen Anne’s County. The exhibit also calculates
an “effort index™ for each jurisdiction by comparing the local percentage to the statewide
weighted average. Index values range from 0.13 (13 percent of the State average) to 2.59 (259
percent of the State average). To some extent, these differences are to be expected because local
governments have differing priorities. For example, citizens in one county may be willing to pay
higher taxes to maintain quality school facilities, while the local government in a different
county may feel greater pressure to fund other projects or keep tax rates low. However, the wide
variation in local effort could be an indication that competing local priorities are not the only
factor driving differences in local support for school construction; local needs and local wealth
bases may not be adequately accounted for in the existing shared cost formula.

To further analyze the equity of the existing formula, data from the School Facilities
Survey were used. If the formula was designed to account for local attributes that drive facility
needs, counties with high effort would not have identified many additional needs in the survey
and counties with low effort would have identified many needs that have not been met. Exhibit
5 estimates the debt each county would have to incur under the existing State/local shared cost
formula in order to meet the needs recognized in the survey as having the highest potential to
impact educational delivery. This amount is then added to outstanding school construction debt,
and the sum is compared to current local wealth. The analysis shows that local school
construction debt as a percent of local wealth would have to average 1.3 percent statewide to
meet the high impact needs, nearly 50 percent more than the percentage in fiscal 2001.
However, these needs would presumably be met over time, meaning that some of the debt will be
retired and that the remaining debt will comprise a lower percentage of an increasing wealth
base.

The index calculated for Exhibit 4 is also updated in Exhibit 5 to include the local
contribution necessary to meet the high impact needs. A jurisdiction’s index value is influenced
by both its outstanding school construction debt (presumably, needs that have already been met)

® Debt as a percent of wealth base should not be viewed as a “tax rate” for school construction since school
construction debt is financed over 15 or 20 years.

° The index is not intended to suggest what the proper local effort is. The index simply makes it easier to view
differences in local support for school construction.
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and its remaining needs, as measured by the Facility Assessment Survey. The values on this
index contract somewhat compared to those in Exhibit 4, with a maximum of 1.67 and a
minimum of 0.08, indicating that differences in unmet facility needs are, in part, a result of
varying local effort. The disparity, however, is still significant. Several jurisdictions with high
effort scores on the original index have significant remaining needs and would have to continue
strong local support for school construction under the existing formula. Conversely, some
counties with very low school facility needs could keep effort relatively low and meet all of their
needs. This may indicate a need to adjust the existing State/local shared cost formula.
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Exhibit 4
Local Debt for School Construction
Fiscal 2001
($ in Thousands)

FY01 School School

Construction Construction Debt  Effort
County Wealth* Debt** as % of Wealth Index
Allegany $1,593,675 $13,900 0.872% 0.96
Anne Arundel 22,740,066 137,474 0.605% 0.67
Baltimore City*** 13,397,785 94,160 0.703% 0.78
Baltimore 31,040,655 104,432 0.336% 0.37
Calvert 3,719,156 19,194 0.516% 0.57
Caroline 799,585 11,530 1.442% 1.59
Carroll 6,057,753 79,406 1.311% 1.45
Cecil 2,991,478 35,195 1.177% 1.30
Charles 4,800,206 31,557 0.657% 0.73
Dorchester 931,179 7,262 0.780% 0.86
Frederick 8,267,102 146,719 1.775% 1.96
Garrett 1,043,274 2,109 0.202% 0.22
Harford 8,471,266 62,695 0.740% 0.82
Howard 13,767,359 197,386 1.434% 1.58
Kent 802,760 929 0.116% 0.13
Montgomery 53,697,288 629,326 1.172% 1.29
Prince George's 26,124,246 185,037 0.708% 0.78
Queen Anne's 1,916,965 44,962 2.345% 2.59
St. Mary's 3,136,032 52,007 1.658% 1.83
Somerset 455,594 1,754 0.385% 0.43
Talbot 2,130,144 12,809 0.601% 0.66
Washington 4,208,704 35,869 0.852% 0.94
Wicomico 2,501,382 44,425 1.776% 1.96
Worcester 3,188,506 22,521 0.706% 0.78
Total: $217,782,160 $1,972,655 0.906% 1.00

* Equals wealth base used in fiscal 2002 education aid calculations. The calculation draws from actual
fiscal 2001 wealth figures.

** From a Department of Legislative Services’ 2002 survey of local governments.

*** The Baltimore City school construction debt figure includes $25 million attributable to the
Baltimore City Public School System, not the local government.

Source: Department of Legislative Services, January 2004




County

Allegany
Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll

Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard

Kent
Montgomery
Prince George's
Queen Anne's
St. Mary's
Somerset
Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

Total

Estimated Local Effort to Meet High Impact Needs

High Impact Current
Need* Local Share
$43,666 25%
263,385 50%
400,805 10%
222,954 50%
99,552 45%
3,316 25%
114,887 35%
32,006 30%
175,647 35%
23,707 30%
138,925 35%
13,507 30%
123,322 35%
158,718 50%
75 50%
263,893 50%
635,980 25%
9,232 45%
50,065 30%
5,210 20%
15,976 50%
60,988 35%
44,005 30%
48,111 50%
$2,947,932

Estimated State share of high impact costs:
* Source: Facility Assessment Survey
** Equals 15% of needs (the estimated ineligible cost percentage) plus local share times 85% of needs.
Note: The table assumes that the enhanced State shares for Baltimore City and Prince George’s County (90% and 75% respectively) apply to all
State school construction funding.

Exhibit 5

($ in Thousands)

Est. Local Share
of High Impact
Costs**

$15,829
151,446
94,189
128,199
53,011
1,202
51,412
12,962
78,602
9,601
62,169
5,470
55,187
91,263
43
151,738
230,543
4,916
20,276
1,667
9,186
27,292
17,822
27,664

$1,301,691
$1,646,241

Local Share
Outstanding of Costs Percent of
Debt Plus Debt FY05 Wealth
$13,900 $29,729 1.666%
137,474 288,920 1.089%
119,160 213,349 1.543%
104,432 232,631 0.706%
19,194 72,205 1.644%
11,530 12,732 1.407%
79,406 130,818 1.829%
35,195 48,158 1.376%
31,557 110,159 1.882%
7,262 16,864 1.588%
146,719 208,887 2.121%
2,109 7,580 0.608%
62,695 117,882 1.212%
197,386 288,649 1.793%
929 973 0.109%
629,326 781,064 1.283%
185,037 415,579 1.436%
44,962 49,878 2.103%
52,007 72,283 1.955%
1,754 3,421 0.676%
12,809 21,995 0.892%
35,869 63,161 1.306%
44,425 62,247 2.216%
22,521 50,185 1.218%
$1,997,655 $3,299,346 1.339%

1.24
0.81
1.15
0.53
1.23
1.05
1.37
1.03
141
1.19
1.58
0.45
0.91
1.34
0.08
0.96
1.07
1.57
1.46
0.51
0.67
0.98
1.66
0.91

1.00
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Options and Issues Regarding Updating and Adjusting the State/Local Shared
Cost Formula

Foundation Program

The foundation program ensures a minimum level of funding per pupil ($4,766 in fiscal
2004) in every school system and calculates the State and local shares of this amount using a
formula. The formula calculates a uniform local contribution rate (essentially a tax rate) that
makes up approximately 50% of full program cost, and the rate is applied to all jurisdictions to
determine a local share of the program. The State then pays the amount of the full program that
is not covered by the local share. Through the formula, the State provides a greater share of the
per-pupil amount in low-wealth jurisdictions and a lower share in more wealthy jurisdictions.
However, there is also a minimum level of per pupil aid that the State must provide regardless of
local wealth ($1,192 in fiscal 2004). Exhibit 6 illustrates the way the program works; each
diamond on the graph represents a local jurisdiction.

Exhibit 6
Foundation Program
Fiscal 2004
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Wealth Per Pupil ($ in Thousands)

Source: Department of Legislative Services

As shown in Exhibit 6, the program differentiates between low-wealth and high-wealth
counties and therefore could be used to update the existing State/local shared cost formula. The
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percentage of the per pupil foundation amount each local school board is receiving in fiscal 2004

and estimates for the next five fiscal years are shown in Exhibit 7.

Actual and Projected Percentage of Per Pupil Foundation Amount Paid by

County

Baltimore City
Caroline
Somerset
Allegany
Wicomico
Cecil

Prince George’s
Dorchester
Charles

St. Mary’s
Washington
Harford
Carroll
Calvert
Garrett
Frederick
Queen Anne’s
Baltimore
Howard

Anne Arundel
Kent
Montgomery
Talbot
Worcester

State

Exhibit 7
State
Fiscal 2004 to 2009

Current
Est. Est. Est. Est. State
FYO06 FYO07 FYO08 FY09 Share
73.8% 74.0% 74.3% 74.6% | 90/75%
69.6% 69.3% 68.9% 68.7% 75%
70.0% 70.2% 70.4% 70.4% 80%
69.9% 70.2% 70.4% 70.6% 5%
65.4% 65.5% 65.7% 65.9% 70%
62.1% 61.7% 61.5% 61.4% 70%
63.4% 63.9% 64.2% 64.7% | 75/65/60%
61.7% 61.3% 61.1% 61.0% 70%
59.6% 59.6% 59.5% 59.6% 65%
59.8% 59.1% 58.5% 58.0% 70%
57.6% 57.0% 56.6% 56.2% 65%
56.4% 55.5% 54.7% 53.8% 65%
56.2% 55.5% 54.7% 54.2% 65%
57.4% 57.5% 57.6% 57.2% 55%
55.2% 53.9% 52.7% 51.7% 70%
54.7% 54.1% 53.6% 53.4% 65%
45.5% 45.1% 44.1% 43.7% 55%
45.4% 45.4% 45.4% 45.3% 50%
41.0% 40.5% 40.0% 39.7% 50%
37.7% 36.7% 36.2% 35.7% 50%
38.2% 37.5% 35.4% 33.4% 50%
25.4% 25.9% 26.5% 27.3% 50%
22.0% 19.0% 15.0% 15.0% 50%
22.0% 19.0% 15.0% 15.0% 50%
50.5% 50.3% 50.2% 50.2% --

Actual Est.

FY04 FYO05
73.6% 73.6%
71.0% 70.1%
69.8% 69.8%
69.6% 69.6%
65.8% 65.6%
62.7% 62.4%
62.3% 62.9%
62.0% 61.8%
59.8% 59.7%
59.7% 59.7%
58.9% 58.4%
58.0% 57.2%
57.3% 56.8%
57.2% 57.3%
57.2% 56.1%
56.1% 55.4%
46.2% 45.8%
45.4% 45.4%
41.8% 41.5%
39.6% 38.6%
39.5% 39.2%
25.0% 25.0%
25.0% 24.0%
25.0% 24.0%
50.9% 50.6%

Source: Department of Legislative Services
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In the context of considering whether the shared cost formula should be updated to reflect
more recent wealth calculations, the task force considered whether to use the foundation program
to determine State and local shares and, if so, whether:

. Actual numbers (from fiscal 2004 or 2005 aid calculations) or estimates of future aid
numbers should be used to determine State and local shares;

. The technique of rounding to the next higher 5 percent increment should be maintained,;

. The 50 percent floor should be maintained, and , if so, similar adjustments should be
made for low-wealth jurisdictions at the other end of the scale; and

. Changes should be made regarding the special cost shares for Baltimore City and Prince
George’s County.

Guaranteed Tax Base (GTB) Program

GTB program is a new formula that was established in the Bridge to Excellence in Public
Schools Act of 2002. It is scheduled to begin in fiscal 2005 and will provide additional State aid
to low-wealth jurisdictions based on local wealth and local effort towards education operating
expenditures. The program can be viewed as an add-on to the foundation program for the
counties that qualify. The additional per pupil aid from the GTB program (assuming it was
implemented in fiscal 2004) could be added to per pupil foundation aid to calculate a higher
State share for counties that qualify for the GTB program.

Adjusting Formula for Certain Schools or School Systems

The legislation proposed by this task force last session, which was enacted as
Chapter 388 of the Acts of 2003, expanded the charge of the task force to include an examination
of whether the State should provide a greater share of eligible school construction costs for: (1)
schools where 50% or more of the students are eligible for free and reduced price meals; (2)
small schools constructed or renovated in priority funding areas; and (3) schools in qualified
distressed counties (i.e., “One Maryland” counties). These categories of schools are discussed
individually below.

Schools with High Proportions of At-risk Students There are reasons the State
might consider providing a greater share of the costs for schools that have large populations of
students eligible for free and reduced price meals. First, local school systems would have an
incentive to prioritize improvements to these schools. Second, local school systems could
consider more expensive improvements at these schools, including improvements that impact the
educational programs. There are approximately 370 Title I schools in Maryland (27% of all
Maryland public schools). The task force could recommend that projects to improve these
schools receive a greater State share.
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A second option would involve making adjustments for at-risk students at the school
system level rather than the school level. For example, jurisdictions that enroll free and reduced
price meal students in proportions greater than the State average could receive add-ons to their
State shares.

Small Schools There is a school of thought that believes smaller schools produce
better results for students. In particular, advocates have focused on smaller high schools as part
of an overall high school reform movement and the positive impact that these reforms have on
at-risk students. To provide incentives that will allow school systems to build smaller schools, a
greater State share of funding could be provided for new high schools designed to hold less than
a given number of students or renovations that would allow a large high school buildings to be
split into several smaller “schools.” The incentive could be an additional 5 to 10 percent State
share.

Currently, the formula that determines the amount of the cost in which the State will
share is sensitive to school size. PSCP uses a sliding scale based on projected school capacity to
determine the maximum square footage in which the State will participate. Schools with smaller
capacities are eligible for greater square footage per pupil. Any change in the State share for
small schools would provide further encouragement to build small schools.

Distressed Counties Distressed counties, or “One Maryland” counties, are defined by
having at least one of two negative economic indicators: an unemployment rate more than 1.5
times the State average, or per capita income below 67 percent of the State average. Baltimore
City and Allegany, Caroline, Dorchester, Garrett, Somerset, and Worcester counties qualify as
One Maryland counties. These jurisdictions have needs outside of public school construction
that require more local support. To account for the other needs the jurisdictions face and the
additional local resources that must be devoted to those priorities, the State share of public
school construction funding could be enhanced. A qualifying county could be awarded, for
example, a 5 percent add-on to its State share. Alternatively, a jurisdiction could receive an
additional 5 percent State share for each economic risk factor that applies to the local
jurisdiction.  Counties that qualify based on both unemployment and per capita income,
therefore, would receive a 10 percent bonus.

Enrollment Growth

The existing data suggest that many of the counties making the greatest relative efforts
towards school construction funding are those with increasing enrollments. Based on this
assessment, a higher State share for school systems experiencing growth in enrollment might be
appropriate. Percent enrollment growth beyond the State average could be added to the State
share. For example, from 1997 to 2002 enrollment increased 4.3 percent statewide. The State’s
enrollment growth could be subtracted from the percent enrollment increases in growing counties
to determine a State share add-on.
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Age of School Facilities

Another factor that presumably affects local needs is the age of the school facilities in
each district. A State share add-on could be developed that would account for the percentage of
pre-1960s or pre-1970s square footage in each district.

Using a Comprehensive Approach to Set State Share

With the knowledge that different local pressures drive needs and that local wealth bases
provide differential opportunities to meet local needs, a comprehensive model for setting the
State share could be designed. The model could take into account local wealth as well as some
of the factors that drive local needs, such as enrollment growth, student populations, and age of
school facilities. Jurisdictions that have provided high levels of school construction funding in
relation to their local wealth bases could also be rewarded with higher State shares. (See
Appendix 7 for options presented to the task force.)

Recommendations

. The cost share formula should be modified to use actual aid numbers for the current fiscal
year (e.g., fiscal 2004 State share of foundation).

. The cost share formula should be modified to incorporate several appropriate factors, as
described below. Exhibit 8 shows the recommended cost share formula and the new
estimated State and local shares. Exhibit 9 compares the new formula to the current one
for each jurisdiction.

. The task force further recommends maintaining the 50 percent minimum State share,
eliminating the practice of rounding to the next 5 percent increment, updating the formula
every three years to reflect incremental changes in local wealth and other factors, and
providing a transition year in which a county would receive the higher State share in the
old or new formula. The new formula should be implemented for planning and
construction projects beginning in fiscal 2006. Counties that have a higher State share
under the current formula should receive the higher amount in fiscal 2006.

. Recognizing special needs and commitments, the task force recommends that until the
current laws creating the special shares expire, Baltimore City and Prince George’s
County school systems should receive the higher of the current special cost share or the
share under the new formula beginning in fiscal 2006.

The revised cost share formula uses the actual 2004 State share of the foundation
program and then increases the State share by:

. per pupil State aid (as a percent of the per pupil foundation amount) each county would
be receiving under the guaranteed tax base program if it was fully implemented in fiscal
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2004. The guaranteed tax base program is scheduled to begin in fiscal 2005 and will
provide additional State aid to low-wealth jurisdictions based on local wealth and local
effort towards education operating expenditures.

. 20 percent of the difference between the percentage of students eligible for free and
reduced price meals in that jurisdiction and the statewide average. For example, in
Allegany County, 45 percent of students are eligible for free and reduced price meals, 15
percentage points above the statewide eligibility of 30 percent. Therefore, Allegany
County receives an additional State share of 3 percent, or 20 percent of 15 percent.

o 5 percent for counties that have an unemployment rates more than 1.5 times the State
average and counties that have per capita incomes below 67 percent of the State average.
If a county qualifies for both of these enhancements, it receives a total enhancement of 10
percent.

. an adjustment for high-growth counties equal to the percent enrollment growth beyond
the State average from 1997 to 2002; and

. for counties where school construction debt equaled more than 1 percent of local wealth,
an add-on equal to 10 times the percent by which the percentage exceeds 1 percent, based
on fiscal 2001 local effort for public school construction. For example, Caroline
County’s school construction debt equaled 1.44 percent of local wealth in fiscal 2001.
The county would receive an add-on of 4.4 percent to the State share.



Revised Cost Share Formula

Exhibit 8

20% of Enrollment FY 2001
FY 2004 Guaranteed FRPM% Distressed Growth 97-02  Local Debt Percent Percent

State Share  Tax Base Above County Beyond Above 1% of  State Share Local Share

County Foundation Add-On* State Avg Add-On State Avg Local Wealth with Add-ons with Add-ons
Allegany 69.6% 7.7% 3.0% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 90% 10%
Anne Arundel 39.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50% 60%
Baltimore City 73.6% 10.2% 7.6% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 96% 4%
Baltimore 45.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50% 55%
Calvert 57.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 11.6% 0.0% 69% 31%
Caroline 71.0% 5.5% 2.7% 5.0% 0.0% 4.4% 89% 11%
Carroll 57.3% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 3.1% 62% 38%
Cecil 62.7% 2.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.3% 1.8% 68% 32%
Charles 59.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.3% 0.0% 70% 30%
Dorchester 62.0% 1.3% 3.4% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7% 23%
Frederick 56.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.3% 7.7% 71% 29%
Garrett 57.2% 0.0% 2.4% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 70% 30%
Harford 58.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 58% 42%
Howard 41.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 12.1% 4.3% 58% 42%
Kent 39.5% 0.0% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50% 59%
Montgomery 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.0% 1.7% 50% 66%
Prince George's 62.3% 2.2% 2.9% 0.0% 1.1% 0.0% 69% 31%
Queen Anne's 46.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 9.5% 13.5% 69% 31%
St. Mary's 59.7% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 4.9% 6.6% 71% 29%
Somerset 69.8% 11.2% 6.3% 10.0% 0.0% 0.0% 97% 3%
Talbot 25.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50% 75%
Washington 58.9% 0.0% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 59% 41%
Wicomico 65.8% 5.6% 1.7% 0.0% 0.0% 7.8% 81% 19%
Worcester 25.0% 0.0% 0.7% 5.0% 0.0% 0.0% 50% 69%

Source: Department of Legislative Services
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Exhibit 9
Comparison of Revised State Share Recommended by Task Force to Current
State Share

Revised
State Share

Current

County State Share

Allegany 75%
Anne Arundel 50%
Baltimore City 90%/75%
Baltimore 50%
Calvert 55%
Caroline 5%
Carroll 65%
Cecil 70%
Charles 65%
Dorchester 70%
Frederick 65%
Garrett 70%
Harford 65%
Howard 50%
Kent 50%
Montgomery 50%
Prince George's 75%/65%/60%

Queen Anne's 55%
St. Mary's 70%
Somerset 80%
Talbot 50%
Washington 65%
Wicomico 70%
Worcester 50%

Source: Department of Legislative Services

90%
50%
96%
50%
69%
89%
62%
68%
70%
7%
71%
70%
58%
58%
50%
50%
69%
69%
71%
97%
50%
59%
81%
50%

+ +

+

+ + + :

+ + +

Difference

15%
0%
6%/21%
0%
14%
14%
3%
2%
5%
7%
6%
0%
7%
8%
0%
0%
6%/+4%/+9%
14%
1%
17%
0%
6%
11%
0%
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Aging School Program

The Aging School Program (ASP) was established in Chapter 105 of the Acts 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 are
selected that 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 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
allocation.

Originally set to expire in 2002, ASP was extended by several pieces of legislation. In
2002, the General Assembly passed legislation (House Bill 937) making ASP permanent and
altering the allocation of funds. The bill deleted minimum allocations for jurisdictions and
revised allocations based on more recent pre-1960 square footage data (February 2002). The
Governor vetoed the bill for policy reasons, and in his veto letter asked the task force to review
the allocation proposed in House Bill 937 and make recommendations on whether to alter the
allocation of funds if the program is recommended to continue. In 2003, at the recommendation
of the task force in its 2002 interim report, the program was made permanent by legislation
(Chapter 388) which also required the task force to review whether the current allocation of ASP
funds should be continued permanently or be modified.

The ASP, which is administered by the IAC, incorporates procedures that make the
program more flexible for jurisdictions than the regular capital improvement program. Smaller
projects (minimum $10,000) are eligible and include some projects (e.g., painting, carpeting, and
site development) that would not be eligible as stand-alone projects under the CIP. Jurisdictions
can submit project applications for approval throughout the year, rather than only once prior to
the fiscal year under the CIP. No local match is required. Funds can be used for any building or
building system that is 16 or more years of age. Required submissions for State review vary
depending upon the type of project.

When ASP began, pre-1960 square footage (as of 1995) represented buildings 38 years of
age or older. Current pre-1960 square footage represents buildings 44 years of age or older.
Current pre-1970 square footage represents buildings 34 years of age or older. Providing a
minimum allocation assures participation in the program for each jurisdiction. Using a minimum
allocation and calculating funding based on current pre-1960 square footage provides the
minimum allocation to several jurisdictions (Charles, Dorchester, Howard, Somerset, and
Worcester) in which less than 1 percent of the square footage is pre-1960. Using a minimum
allocation and calculating funding based on current pre-1970 square footage provides the

35



36 Final Report of the Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

minimum allocation to several jurisdictions (Calvert, Dorchester, and Somerset) in which less
than 5 percent of the square footage is pre-1970.

Recommendation

. The ASP funding allocations should be revised based on current pre-1970 square footage,
maintaining the current minimum allocation of $65,000 and $85,000. The revised
allocation should be implemented beginning in fiscal 2006. (Exhibit 10 shows the
current and recommended allocation).
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Exhibit 10

Aging School Program
Comparison of Allocations

Revised
Local Education FY 2004 Pre-1970
Agencies ($000 omitted) ($000 omitted)
Allegany $ 355 $ 166
Anne Arundel 570 859
Baltimore City 1,635 2,356
Baltimore Co. 2,940 1,484
Calvert 65 65
Caroline 85 85
Carroll 385 233
Cecll 355 163
Charles 65 85
Dorchester 65 65
Frederick 85 310
Garrett 85 65
Harford 400 369
Howard 65 149
Kent 65 65
Montgomery 1,170 1,023
Prince George's 970 2,053
Queen Anne's 85 85
St. Mary's 85 85
Somerset 65 65
Talbot 155 65
Washington 200 229
Wicomico 355 181
Worcester 65 65
TOTAL $10,370 $10,370

Note: Minimum allocations of $65,000 and $85,000

Source: PSCP
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Alternative Financing of School Facility Construction

To meet Maryland’s growing educational facility needs, some local school systems,
government officials, and members of the public have expressed interest in alternative financing
methods. As recommended in its interim report, in the fall of 2003 the task force established a
workgroup to investigate alternative financing, including whether alternative financing
mechanisms could provide funding for school construction more quickly, more efficiently, and
ultimately with less expense than traditional financing methods. (See Appendix 8 for the
workgroup membership.)

The workgroup found that traditional municipal bond financing is the least expensive and
most efficient financing method available for public school construction and recommends that
traditional municipal bond financing be used for most school construction. However, other
financing options may be desirable under certain, limited circumstances, such as when the
urgency of a project is so great that cost considerations are secondary to schedule impacts, when
an unusual site location makes a public-private partnership reasonable, when the school district
holds an unused or underused asset which can be capitalized into a profitable income stream,
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.

Typically, in alternative financing arrangements, a government entity does not issue its
own debt; instead, a private party serves as an intermediary and secures financing. The
government entity typically 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.

Lease-leaseback

The government entity leases a property (either land and improvements or improvements
only) to a private entity. The private entity (lessor) then renovates or builds the facility and
leases it back to the government entity.

Sale-leaseback

The public body sells a property (land, improvements, or land and improvements) to a
private entity, which then leases the property back to the government entity. The revenues from
the sale can then be used to renovate the property, to improve other properties or for other
purposes.
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Performance-based Contracting

Improvements are made to an existing building to reduce energy or maintenance costs.
The operating budget savings are then used to pay the cost of the improvements. Typically, the
contractor obtains the financing for the improvements, makes the improvements, and guarantees
the savings.

Public-private Partnership

In one version of a public-private partnership, a private entity might share a facility with
a school. The private entity could: (1) use the school facility when school is not in session; (2)
occupy a dedicated portion of the school building; or (3) operate a building on the same site as
the school building. Revenues generated through the use of the private facility reduce the debt
service of the government entity.

The reputed advantages of alternative financing approaches include the speed with which
financing can be put in place, the access they provide to funding without an increase in public
debt, and the potential transfer of development and occupancy risk to the private entity. The
principal disadvantage is the overall cost of funding, which, almost invariably, is higher than
traditional governmental financing through sales of municipal bonds.

Based on current and anticipated requests in the fiscal 2005 School Construction Capital
Improvement Programs, the total State share of public school capital requirements for fiscal 2005
through 2010 will be greater than $2.1 billion. Meanwhile, annual State funding for school
construction is anticipated to be only $100 million through fiscal 2010. If State funding remains
constant at this level, the deficit in school construction funding will approach $1.5 billion.

In 2002, Virginia passed the Public-Private Education Facilities and Infrastructure Act
(PPEA), modeled after the 1995 Virginia Public Private Transportation Act (PPTA). PPEA
allows public bodies to receive solicited and unsolicited proposals for a broad range of facility
needs, ranging from site acquisition to building construction, equipment and operation. The act
allows the public body to engage in “competitive negotiation” with offerors, rather than
competitive sealed bid. The law does specify, however, that the PPEA procedure must be
justified by projects that serve a public need and for which private involvement will deliver the
project in a timely or cost-effective fashion. As a result of this legislation, a number of
innovative and ambitious public-private partnerships are now in development that will allow
schools to be built to meet urgent needs well ahead of their scheduled delivery and at savings to
the public, and with potential synergies between educational programs and private sector
facilities that will enhance the educational program. Maryland should consider whether similar
legislation would help meet some of its school facility needs.
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Recommendations

. The State should assist LEAS in developing alternative financing approaches. For
example:

. PSCP should help LEAs identify when an alternative financing mechanism may
be appropriate for a particular project and to develop the procurement,
contractual, and technical instruments that will meet State and local procurement
requirements and will bring the project to a successful conclusion.

. The 1AC should submit an annual report on the use of alternative financing
mechanisms to BPW and the General Assembly, and disseminate the report to
LEAs.

) PCSP should prepare a guide for LEAs to use when evaluating alternative

financing proposals. The guide should include model contracts and model
solicitations, as well as references to other documents which provide information
and education on alternative financing.

. Local school systems should be allowed to lease school facilities in which the
State has no financial contribution. Currently, leaseback arrangements are only
possible for school projects in which the State participates (Section 304.3 of
PSCP Administrative Procedures Guide).

. The requirement for the LEA to hold title to the property in order to receive State
funds should be waived under a sale-leaseback arrangement if the lease specifies a
future date when the title will revert from the private developer to the LEA.

. The task force supports legislation to change the State’s requirement for competitive
bidding for public school construction projects when the need for the facility serves the
public interest. Alternative financing strategies appear to work best when the scope and
cost of the project can be negotiated between the owner and the financier/builder.
Specific options include:

. Waive the competitive bid requirement for public school construction under
specified circumstances, allowing for “competitive negotiation” with a sole
offerer as a substitute.

. Allow LEAs to receive unsolicited proposals for school development without the
requirement to issue a Request for Proposals. If an LEA receives an unsolicited
proposal, the law would require LEASs to advertise that the unsolicited proposal
has been received, that it is available for study by interested parties, and that
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alternative proposals will be accepted within a defined time period (e.g., 45 to 60
days).

. Permit LEAs to use Quality Based Selection (QBS) as a standard procedure to
select a developer/builder, in which selection is based on a combination of
qualification points and cost factors. QBS could be used as an alternative to
standard competitive bidding, at the LEA’s discretion.

° Authorize prequalification of performance-based contracting vendors through a
competitive bid solicitation, and then allow LEAs to negotiate scope and cost with
prequalified vendors. This prequalification would be similar to the Indefinite
Delivery Contract now being solicited by the Maryland Energy Administration,
but specifically tailored to school construction needs.

Alternative Local Funding

With municipal bonds remaining as the least costly financing alternative, the primary

question remains: how the State and the local jurisdictions can provide sufficient funds to
support Maryland’s public school construction needs. The State can assist LEAS to more easily
access municipal bond funds.

Recommendations

The task force supports enabling legislation that would authorize all local governments
to issue debt for school construction and to implement transfer taxes and excise taxes in
order to fund the local share of school construction, without obtaining General Assembly
approval.

The State through MSDE should establish a capital campaign program to solicit private
sector contributions for school construction, and should help LEAS to establish their own
similar programs. Securing contributions for naming rights for certain types of facilities
(e.g., gymnasiums, auditoriums) could be an element of the capital campaign. In
designing the program, MSDE should address issues of equity that may arise in the
distribution of collected funds, as well as concerns about the types of facilities that can be
supported by the private sector.

PSCP should encourage local governments to extend the range of proffers that are
discussed with local developers to include school financing and actual construction, in
addition to contributions of school sites.



Review of Public School Construction Rules and Procedures

The statutes governing public school construction are very sparse. Essentially, § 5-301 of
the Education Article provides the primary statutory basis for State financial participation in
public school construction. All other requirements relating to PSCP are found in the Rules,
Regulations, and Procedures of the School Construction Program (Rules and Regulations) and
Administrative Procedures Guide (the Guide). Both of these documents are initially adopted by
the IAC and are approved by BPW.

The Rules and Regulations are included in the Guide as Appendix A and contain many of
the major requirements, including the State/local shared cost formula and the eligible and
ineligible expenditures under PSCP. Requirements are also found in the text of the 200 page
Guide, including requirements for a master plan, submittal of a CIP, and development of
maximum State construction budgets and allocations.

In addition to the Rules and Regulations and the Guide, PSCP, the IAC, and BPW
implement other policies which are not found in either document but which have become
regularly implemented as a matter of practice. Most significantly, these practices include a
recommendation in December of each year by the IAC to BPW of 75 percent% of the total
public school construction allocation anticipated for the following fiscal year. This was
instituted in 1998 at the request of the legislative budget committee chairmen but has never
officially been adopted by the IAC or BPW. As a part of this practice, 25 percent of the
anticipated allocation is withheld and the IAC then submits what is termed an “A” and “B” list
with recommendations to the Governor in late April. The Governor reviews both lists and
selects potential projects from the B list to be added to the A list, which is then submitted for
review and concurrence by the Treasurer and the Comptroller and formal action by BPW.

There is no specific statutory basis for a majority of the items in the Rules and
Regulations, the Guide, or the significant practices of the IAC and BPW. All are based on the
broad authority of BPW to adopt rules, regulations, and procedures relating to PSCP. None of
the rules, regulations, and procedures adopted by BPW is subject to the State Administrative
Procedure Act (State APA) under Title 10, Subtitle 1 of the State Government Article. This
means that none of the policies adopted by BPW under the broad authority granted by statute are
required by law to be subject to the State APA public notice and comment process.

Clearly, many of the rules, regulations, procedures and practices relating to public school
construction involve significant public policy decisions while others appear to be more
administrative in nature. Historically, there are many public policy reasons why significant
governmental agency decision-making is subject to the State APA. Additionally, some
governmental decision-making may be considered to be so significant that exceeds the quasi-
legislative process at the agency level and should be determined by the Maryland General
Assembly.
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Recommendations: Statutory or Regulatory Formalization of PSCP Rules and
Regulations

Due to the significance of the governmental decision-making related to public school
construction, the task force recommends the following statutory changes to codify current
practices of the IAC and BPW and to provide a more formal process for adopting policy changes
to PSCP:

Statutory Changes

. A statutory change should be made to § 5-301(b) of the Education Article which states
that the State will pay “all public school construction costs” in excess of federal funds.
When PSCP was created in 1971, it may have been contemplated that the State would
pay all costs without a State/local cost share, however this language contradicts current
practice. Additionally, this subsection appears to contradict subsection (i) of the same
section which states that the obligation of the State to pay the costs of “approved”
projects or parts of projects for public school construction.

. Certain provisions relating to public school construction are of such importance that they
should be included in the statute governing PSCP. The task force does not recommend
substantive changes at this time but recommends that the following processes and current
practices of the IAC and BPW be codified with many of the requirements to be carried
out through the adoption of regulations.

Provisions Relating to Practices of BPW and the IAC:

. The process for allocating the anticipated public school construction authorization,
including any difference in the methods by which the percentage of the anticipated funds
will be allocated (currently known as the 75%/25% practice);

. Authorizing BPW to adopt regulations at the recommendation of the IAC to include
establishment of priority PSCP programs such as high school science laboratories; and

. Requiring the IAC to provide a biannual report to the budget committees of the General
Assembly consistent with language in the 1999 Joint Chairmen s Report on the balance
in the PSPC Statewide Contingency Account that consists of funds transferred for any
reason from a previously approved project and any intended use of account funds.

Provisions from the Rules and Regulations and the Guide:

. Requiring the development of a State/local cost shared cost formula for each county by
regulation that identifies the factors or rationale used in establishing the formulas;
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. Requiring that a “maximum State construction allocation” which is the maximum State
participation for each project be developed by regulation that identifies the dollar amount
approved for State funding;

. Requiring the adoption of Educational Facilities Master Plans and annual and five-year
Capital Improvement Programs as provided in regulation;

. Authorizing the regulations to include a process and requirements for: cooperative
arrangements for sharing of facilities among two or more school systems; selection of
architects and engineers; award of contracts; and method of payment by the State;

. Requiring an appeals process to be established by regulation for appeal of decisions
made by the IAC to BPW.

o Requiring BPW to mandate the reversion of funding with an allocation from the State
Public School Construction Capital Improvement Program if the project has not be
contracted for within two years of the approval and allowing the IAC to extend the time
period with the approval of BPW if justified by unusual circumstances.

o Requiring transfer of any unexpended allocations for previously approved projects to the
Statewide Contingency Account.

Changes Relating to the Administrative Procedure Act

As discussed above, regulations adopted by BPW for PSCP are exempt from the State
APA. To enhance public notice and participation in public school construction decision-making,
to ensure regulations adopted are consistent with legislative intent, and to provide a clearly
designated public depository for public school construction regulations, the task force
recommends that:

o The regulations adopted by BPW relating to PSCP are subject to the State APA under
Title 10, Subtitle 1 of the State Government Article.

. Consistent with the recommendation above, the exemption under § 5-301(g) of the
Education Article should be repealed.

Technical Changes to Statutes

The task force additionally makes the following suggestions for technical changes to the
statutes governing school construction:

) Clarify the language in § 5-301(a) of the Education Article which requires BPW to define
by regulation what constitutes an “approved” public school construction or capital
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improvement cost. The costs defined by BPW are considered “eligible” and “ineligible”
costs and are not technically “approved” costs but are costs “eligible” for approval.

Include a cross-reference in §§ 5-301(j) and 5-308 (a)(3) and (b)(4) of the Education
Article regarding title transfer of a school to a county government to § 4-115 of the
Education Article relating to disposition of school buildings via transfer to county
commissioners or county councils;

Include a specific reference to § 5-7B-07 of the State Finance and Procurement Article
which states that it is “the policy of the State that the emphasis for funding for public
school construction projects shall be to target the rehabilitation of existing schools to
ensure that facilities in established neighborhoods are of equal quality to new schools.”

Include a provision consistent with COMAR 21.11.03.04 which requires the 1AC to
require each local board of education to adopt procedures consistent with the minority
business enterprise policies of the State before obtaining State funds for public school
construction projects. The provision should require BPW to adopt the requirement by
regulation.



Prevailing Wage

Title 17, Subtitle 2 of the State Finance and Procurement Article outlines the
requirements of Maryland’s prevailing wage law. The prevailing wage law regulates hours,
wages, and employment conditions of contractors and subcontractors for public works in
Maryland.  Currently, construction projects for elementary and secondary schools with
construction costs of at least $500,000 and for which the State funds 50 percent or more of the
construction costs are subject to the prevailing wage law.

Maryland’s prevailing wage law is based on the Davis-Bacon Act of 1931, which
requires contractors or their subcontractors to pay workers employed directly on the work site,
no less than the locally prevailing wages and fringe benefits paid on projects of similar character.
Currently, 32 states have some type of prevailing wage law. Eight states (Alabama, Colorado,
Florida, Idaho, Kansas, Louisiana, New Hampshire, and Utah) repealed their prevailing wage
laws. The prevailing wage law was invalidated by a court decision in two states (Arizona and
Oklahoma).

In Barnes v. Commissioner of Labor & Industries, the court stated that the purpose of the
prevailing wage law was to protect local contractors and workmen against what was deemed to
be unfair and predatory competition from outsiders who, by importing cheap migratory labor,
could obtain important public works contract by underbidding contractors located in the
community where the project was to be built. The common rationale of the prevailing wage law
seems to be one of wage stabilization. Barnes v. Commissioner of Labor & Industries, 45 Md.
App. 396, 413 A.2d 259, cert. denied, 288 Md. 731 (1980).

A DLS study in 1989 concluded that the prevailing wage increases project costs by 5 to
15 percent, and that the actual impact depends upon the type of project, labor costs as a share of
total costs, and market conditions. In 1995, DLS reviewed the 1989 study and current data, and
concluded that the 5 to 15 percent range was still valid.

Prevailing Wage Trends

During the 2000 legislative session, the General Assembly passed legislation repealing
provisions of the prevailing wage law that required 75 percent or more of an elementary or
secondary school construction project to be funded by the State in order for the prevailing wage
law to apply. Exhibit 11 shows the trend of increased school construction costs since fiscal
2001, with the cost of construction increasing approximately 20% from fiscal 2000 to 2001 when
the repeal took effect. However, it is very difficult to determine how much of the increased
construction costs are a direct result of the prevailing wage law.
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Other factors may contribute to increased construction costs, including high demand in
the construction industry due to a large number of federal, local, and private jobs occurring at the
same time, increased costs of oil, and increased costs of materials. Facility planners tend to
include a 5 to 10 percent increase in construction cost estimates for costs associated with
prevailing wage. Recent information from Harford County indicates a major high school project
would have increases within the 5 to 10 percent range; however, there are indications that for
some types of projects, the increase may be more. For example, for labor-intensive roof work,
there is evidence from a few years ago in Prince George’s County that showed a potential
increase of as much as 17 percent.

Prevailing wage applies to school construction projects if the project is over $500,000
and the State is paying at least 50 percent of the construction costs. Most, if not all, jurisdictions
will fall into this category for at least one project. Less wealthy jurisdictions receiving a higher
State share for school construction costs will fall into this category most, if not all, of the time.
Thus, prevailing wage has the effect of increasing project costs for the State and for the
jurisdictions, especially those jurisdictions that are least able to afford it.

Exhibit 11
Approved State School Construction Costs

Construction Costs

(per square foot) Annual % Increase
July 2000 $119.68
July 2001 $143.37 19.9%
July 2002 $149.80 4.4%
July 2003 $155.40 3.7%
July 2004 $156.80 1.0%

Source: PSCP

According to the Department of Labor, Licensing, and Regulation (DLLR), the prevailing
wage differs for each of the 23 counties and Baltimore City. As a result, DLLR is unable to
determine an average pay differential between prevailing wage workers who work on similar
projects in different counties. However, DLLR states that the prevailing wage in areas that have
a greater number of unionized workers, such as Baltimore City and Baltimore County, is higher
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than the prevailing wage in counties that have a smaller number of unionized workers, such as
Frederick and Washington counties.

Critics, including ABC, IEC National, and Public Service Research Foundation, argue
that prevailing wage laws have a negative impact on minority and small businesses because the
laws limit the ability of minority and small businesses to compete for public construction
projects.® Prevailing wage laws require contractors to complete paperwork regarding payroll and
wage earnings forms on a weekly basis.” This becomes problematic for many minority and small
businesses if they do not have adequate administrative staff to process the paperwork.

Task Force to Study Efficiency in Procurement Recommendation

On December 5, 2003, the Task Force to Study Efficiency in Procurement approved a
recommendation to amend the prevailing wage threshold. In order to effectuate a large savings
to the cost of the State’s construction program, the task force proposed that legislation be passed
tying the threshold to the Consumer Price Index (CPI) or some other appropriate index. The
$500,000 threshold was established in 1968 and has never been changed. If this threshold was
tied to the CPI, the threshold would have increased to $2.5 million at the end of fiscal 2003.

Apprenticeship Programs

A person who is at least 16 years old may participate in an apprenticeship program. A
person under 18 years old must have a work permit to participate in an apprenticeship. An
apprentice and the apprentice’s sponsor or employer must register with the Maryland
Apprenticeship and Training Council. Each sponsor or employer of an apprenticeship program
must maintain a minimum ratio of three regularly employed journeypersons to one apprentice.

Prevailing wage laws apply to all registered apprentices. According to DLLR, a
registered apprentice must be paid a percentage of the prevailing wage rate according to the year
of apprenticeship. For example, a first year carpenter apprentice would receive a lower
percentage of the prevailing wage rate, while a second or third year apprentice would receive a
greater percentage. However, current law does not address pay differentiation between an
apprenticeship for students participating in work-based learning and an apprentice program for
adult employees who receive supervised, structured on-the-job training in a specific trade.

® Daniel Kessler and Lawrence Katz, “Prevailing Wage Laws and Construction Labor Markets,” National Bureau of
Economic Research Associates, December 1999. See also Ohio Legislative Service Commission, “The Effects of the
Exemption of School Construction Projects from Ohio’s Prevailing Wage Law,” May 20, 2002.

® Fraundorf, Farrell, and Mason, “The Effects of the Davis-Bacon Act on Construction Costs in Rural Areas,” The
Review of Economics and Statistics, 1983.
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Recommendations

Support consideration by the General Assembly of legislation that would remove public
school construction projects from the applicability of the prevailing wage law. This
would reduce the cost of school construction projects for the State and local governments,
and thus allow limited school construction dollars to fund more projects. To the extent
that prevailing wage continues to apply to school construction projects, the task force
supports raising the minimum construction threshold to reflect inflation and encourages
more contractors to engage apprentices and to allow high school students to participate in
approved on-site work-study programs.



Commission on the Structure and Efficiency of State
Government’s Recommendations Regarding the IAC

On December 8, 2003, the Commission on the Structure and Efficiency of State
Government, chaired by former Governor Marvin Mandel, issued a report that includes
recommendations regarding the IAC. The principal recommendation of the final report is that
the 1AC should be merged into the Maryland Stadium Authority (MSA), to be renamed the State
Construction Management Authority. As stated in the report, this consolidation will allow MSA
to bring its expertise in construction to bear on school facilities, with consequent improvements
in design and execution and the realization of economies in planning, design, and construction
costs. This single agency, it is claimed, would allow for statewide coordination of the public
school construction process, providing a forum for interaction and consultation and helping the
LEAs to optimize their school construction funding. It is suggested that the consolidation would
also provide the opportunity for overall staff reductions, eliminating certain unspecified
redundancies in operations.

There are compelling reasons to maintain the independence of the IAC and to leave
responsibility for design and construction with the LEAs. Most significant is the fact that the
IAC is an entity dedicated to educational facilities, a highly specialized area within the arena of
facilities planning, design, and construction. It is doubtful that any savings would be achieved
by the proposed merger, given the efficiency of the current operation in relation to the number of
programs it administers and the services it provides. The proposal to merge the two agencies
raises a number of concerns:

. The 1AC was established in 1971 as an entity that reports directly to BPW. The
interagency character of the program assures that decisions regarding school facilities
will be made through a well-balanced process that takes account of educational needs,
demographic patterns, and the requirements for durable, economical construction. The
members of the IAC — the State Superintendent of Schools and the secretaries of the
Department of Planning and the Department of General Services — express the
perspectives of their respective agencies. The independence of the IAC from any specific
agency allows it to maintain a focus on providing school facilities that will support the
educational programs of the State and the school districts.

. School planning, design, and construction is a highly specialized domain within the
facilities field, and requires focused attention and specialized skills; the construction
aspect, in which MSA has unquestionable expertise, is only one episode in a lengthy
process of project execution that incorporates the knowledge of educators, planners,
community leaders, elected and appointed officials, architects and engineers,
maintenance staff, and the building industry. To remove the IAC from its unique and
independent interdisciplinary status would compromise the inclusiveness and balance that
are so essential to a successful school construction program.
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The efficiencies that the report claims would be achieved through the merger are
disputable. The operating budget of PSCP is slightly more than $1 million, of which 92
percent supports the salaries and benefits of the 17 staff members. This staff administers
funds and other activities for five programs, with a current value in excess of
$400,000,000 and representing more than 500 separate contracts. The staff is highly
specialized in its functions, each individual performing critical actions in the approval of
contracts, the administration of requisitions, and the close-out and auditing of projects.
No reduction in staff could occur without a significant reduction in the number or size of
programs administered by PSCP. Given the large needs across the State for school
facilities, such a reduction is not in the best interests of the State or the school districts.

The report claims that projected new growth will compromise the ability of PSCP to
carry out its work. On the contrary, current staffing levels are appropriate to the number
and size of projects that have been approved. The IAC is not a construction agency;
rather, it manages the approval and disbursement of funds for projects that are procured
by LEAs. During the peak of school construction activity in fiscal 2002, the IAC handled
more than $306 million in approved fiscal 2002 construction funds (PSCP, Qualified
Zone Academy Bonds, and ASP), a figure that does not include funds from previous
fiscal years that were still under contract and were also being administered. While this
large load of projects did tax the staff, it could have been accommodated by engaging one
or two additional staff members or consultants. It is not anticipated that State
construction funding will reach these levels again for several years

Statewide coordination of school construction activities is not desirable if it means a
reduction in local control over educational matters. The IAC currently provides
statewide coordination of capital requests through the annual Public School Construction
Capital Improvement Program. It also serves as a node of communication among the
LEAs and between the LEASs and other agencies of the State about every aspect of school
construction, from enrollment assessments to the details of contract administration.
Superintendents and facility planners throughout the State have indicated that placing the
activities of the LEAs under a single State construction management process would be
highly objectionable to local interests. The decentralization of the school construction
process reflects the traditional deference paid to the local jurisdictions in defining and
executing the facilities that support their educational programs, which are unique to their
demographics, their cultures, and their local priorities. This change would in fact require
large expenditures by the State, since it would be taking over functions that are now paid
for and managed by the local jurisdictions.
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Recommendation

. The task force opposes the proposed merger of the IAC with MSA. The task force does,
however, encourage the staff of the IAC to hold dialogue as to how MSA could lend its
construction expertise to the local management of school construction projects.
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School Design, Construction, and Maintenance

Under State law the State Board of Education has the power and duty to establish
standards and guidelines for planning and constructing school building projects. These standards
and guidelines are used as the basis for reviewing plans and specifications submitted to the State
Superintendent for approval. As part of this process, the Maryland State Department of
Education School Facilities Branch assists local school systems in the development and review
of preliminary and final plans and specifications for any public school building project, advises
local boards as to the suitability of these construction plans on the basis of educational
effectiveness, construction, and reasonable economy of costs, and distributes information on
school construction procedures, methods, and materials. (Section 2-205, Education Avrticle)

Maryland is unusual in having only 24 public school systems in a small geographic area.
This enables State school construction staff to have a close working relationship and frequent
personal contacts with local board of education construction staff. The large size of the local
systems enables local boards to employ full-time facilities planning and construction staff. The
local school board contracts with private architecture and engineering firms to provide design
services and follows State and local procurement laws for bidding and awarding construction
contracts.

The best school buildings are a source of pride to their communities and present refined
architectural values that nonetheless are economical in their massing, their use of materials, and
their interior spaces. The quality of the primary learning spaces takes precedence over the non-
instructional spaces such as the lobby. Color, off-the-shelf materials, and natural daylight are
used imaginatively to achieve memorable and economical effects.

School boards, facilities staff, and architects are keenly interested in meeting the
educational, demographic, environmental, and technological needs of the school systems.
Maryland accomplishes this goal through the guidelines and standards issued by MSDE and
through the funding and review programs of PSCP. Because many architects work for more than
one school system, there is frequent cross-fertilization of good ideas and new approaches. In
addition, State staff play a key role in identifying appropriate models in jurisdictions and
disseminating information to the other 23 systems, as well as encouraging local planning
committees to visit other projects and incorporate successful, proven solutions into their design
plans.

While each site and each local educational program make each school’s design needs
somewhat unique, there is widespread use of prototype and repeat design plans. A rapidly
growing school system may build the same basic elementary school design on three or four
different sites over a 5- to 10-year period. In one recent case, a single basic design for a high
school was repeated in two Maryland school systems and one Virginia system. The architect
was hired independently by each school system and made minor, site-specific modifications as
required. Certain contractual and liability issues must be resolved to facilitate this process.

55



56 Final Report of the Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Repeating the design of a school can save approximately 25 to 30 percent of the
architect/engineer design, or about 1 percent of the total project cost and may reduce
construction costs through avoidance of some change orders. The primary benefit is in reducing
the time period for design and permit reviews.

Quality control by the design consultants in the production of construction documents is
of critical importance. Faulty coordination of architecture and engineering documents may result
in a large number of costly change orders, as well as delays in receiving permits. PSCP review
assists school systems in achieving the necessary coordination.

The amount of competition on bid day is one of the largest factors in determining up-
front building costs. While many factors affect the willingness of contractors to bid on a specific
project, anecdotal evidence suggests excessive delay in receiving payments is a strong inhibition
to public sector work and raises costs for those contractors who do participate. To increase the
number of bidders, some jurisdictions may benefit from implementing successful business
practices of other school systems.

Each school system manages its own maintenance and operations programs and specifies
the materials and systems to be included in a construction project. Unfortunately, while
managers recognize the desirability of applying a life cycle cost approach to design decisions,
the initial cost often rules. This short-term approach can be more costly in the long-term, and
can have unnecessarily negative effects on both the cost and educational achievement. In a life
cycle approach, maintenance and replacement costs of all materials and finishes are evaluated in
a continuous attempt to balance initial and long-term costs. Similarly, energy conservation
measures and sustainable building technology (green architecture) and new products should be
evaluated for each design project. Many ecologically sound building and site design solutions
may directly support educational and instructional programs, such as storm water management
systems incorporated into outdoor environmental study sites. The best design is not necessarily
the one with the lowest initial costs, but the one that achieves economies in energy
performance, maintenance, and operations over the life of the building. PCSP plays a key
role in these analyses.

There are at least two major alternative green architecture models available for the PSCP
and local school systems to consider. The best known, the LEED standard, is being investigated
currently for construction of State buildings. An alternative standard, the Collaborative for High
Performance Schools (CHPS) standard is now being adapted specifically for school buildings in
several states and could be a model for Maryland, as well.*

Two recent reports address green buildings: Building Health, High Performance Schools: A Review of Selected
State and Local Initiatives, Environmental Law Institute, September 2003; The Costs and Financial Benefits of
Green Buildings, Lawrence Berkeley Laboratories, et al. for the California Sustainable Building Task Force,
October, 2003.
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PSCP annually inspects the condition of approximately 100 school buildings to identify
specific and immediate maintenance needs, highlight the importance of effective maintenance
programs, and increase awareness of and support for sound maintenance programs among school
personnel and local boards of education. A formal report is prepared by the IAC and distributed
to BPW. PSCP also receives and reviews Comprehensive Maintenance Plans submitted annually
by each school system.

The IAC maintenance surveys are performed in accordance with a carefully developed
procedure that has been refined over the last 23 years. Each year staff from MSDE selects
schools to be inspected based on the size of the school district, proposed renovation or
construction schedules, and any special circumstances. One hundred twenty four schools were
surveyed in fiscal 2003. The number of schools per system ranged from 1 to 14. Fifteen school
systems received “very good” or “superior” ratings for each school inspected. No schools
received a “fair” or “poor” rating in fiscal 2003.

In recent years a staff member of the Department of General Services Division of Plant
Management has conducted the surveys. Typically the local school system is notified one week
prior to the visit. School personnel accompany the inspector and are generally helpful and
cooperative. At the school the inspector evaluates the condition or performance of 34 systems or
components and gives each a rating from “superior” to “poor.” The inspector applies weighting
factors to determine an overall score and completes an itemized list with written observations
that is provided to the school system. If any serious hazards or deficiencies are identified, the
school system is asked to submit a written plan outlining how and when the deficiencies will be
corrected.

The inspections for the current school year have been delayed. The inspector’s position
was one of those cut from the Department of General Services (DGS) fiscal 2004 operating
budget. DGS and the IAC are considering methods to fulfill this responsibility with contracted or
other staff.

Recommendations

. PCSP and MSDE should encourage the reuse of recent school designs, when
educationally appropriate and with appropriate site and programmatic adaptation, within
and across local school system boundaries. In addition, the IAC should consider whether
stronger action — incentives or requirements — would be appropriate.

. The 1AC should provide financial incentives, such as supplemental design funds and/or
additional construction funding, for projects that include energy conservation, sustainable
building, or green architecture design features, or use innovative building technologies,
which would result in life-cycle savings.
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MSDE should consider facilities standards and guidelines that incorporate appropriate
components of the CHPS and LEED building designs. In addition, the PSCP should
provide technical assistance to all school systems on green building strategies and
systems. This program should include regularly scheduled meetings to share experiences
and address “lessons learned” both in Maryland and in other states. The goal should be
to incorporate green building systems as a normal aspect of school
construction/renovation.

DGS should identify any barriers to participation and distribute information on existing
State purchasing contracts for school furniture, equipment, and services that may be
shared by local school systems.

PSCP should provide technical assistance to all school systems on achieving high
standards in architectural and engineering documents including regularly scheduled
meetings, focused workshops, and distribution of model documents.

PSCP should compile the findings of recently completed “blue ribbon” reports on
reducing school construction costs, evaluate the actual savings, and disseminate the
information to local school systems.

The 1AC should continue its annual Maintenance Survey of Public School Buildings.

MSDE should provide technical assistance to local school systems to develop shared use
agreements with local governments for: community centers, libraries, pre-kindergarten,
kindergarten, and other similar facilities.
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
2003 Interim Schedule and Workplan

All meetings will be held in Room 130, Lowe House Office Building, Annapolis

Organizational Meeting/Background Briefings, Friday, September 26, 1-5 p.m.
¢ Review 2002 interim report and 2003 legislative session activities
¢ Review Schedule and Workplan
o Establish Alternative Funding Mcchanisms Workgroup
e Overview of Public School Construction Processes
e Review FY04 school construction funding; approved project backlog
e Review past and anticipated State funding for school construction FY05-08
e FY05-08 State Capital Improvement Program (CIP)
¢ Review work of Adequate Facilities Panel and overview of surveys
e Major Facility Issues Facing School Systems

2. Survey of Facilities, Thursday, October 2, 12-4 p.m.
e Overview of School Design and Innovative Models
e Review projected enrollments by LEA
e Review State Funding Allocation Process
e Overview of Alternative Funding Mechanisms - Review federal private activity
bonds; Barriers to alternative funding in State law/regulations; Possible Options

3 Needs of Facilities to Meet Needs of Students, Thursday, November 6, 1-5 pm
¢ Rcview final survey data on public school facilities
e Allernative Financing Mechanisms Workgroup — Status Report

4. Funding and Setting Priorities, Monday, December 1, 1-5 pm

e Cost estimates for Facility Assessment Survey

s Responses to Facility Surveys by Selected States

e Review of FY 2005 School Construction Request, Preliminary Recommendations
for Funding, and New Criteria for Approving Projects for Planning

e Review State Rated Capacity, actual class sizes, and class sizes anticipated in
Master Plans

e Overview of I'acilities Needs Identified in Master Plans and To Implement Full
Day Kindergarten and Pre-Kindergarten for Disadvantaged 4-Year Olds

e Alternatives for Implementing Full Day Kindergarten and Pre-Kindergarten
Mandates

e Alternative Financing Mechanisms Workgroup — Status Report

5. Funding to Meet Needs, Thursday, December 18,, 1-5pm
e Review Statutory and Regulatory Provisions of Public School Construction
Program/ Possible Recommendations to Formalize Procedures/Processes
e Alternative Financing Mechanisms Workgroup — Recommendations
e State Funding Allocation Process — Options to Address Facility Needs
¢ Overview of State/Local Shared Cost Formula and Options for Modifying
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e Incentives for Certain Schools — High Proportion of Low Income Students;
Located in Economically Distressed Counties; Small Size

e Aging Schooi Program — Allocation Options

e State Capital Needs and Funding

Work Session, January 12, I-5 pm
e Review Draft Recommendations and Finalize

Decision Meeting, February 2, 70:00 am
e Finalize Recommendations
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SENATE BILL 498

Unofficial Copy 2003 Regular Session
F5 (31Ir1604)
ENROLLED BILL
-- Budget and Taxation/Appropriations --

Introduced by Senators Hogan and McFadden (Task Force to Study Public
School Facilities)

Read and Examined by Proofreaders:

Proofreader,

Proofreader.
Sealed with the Great Seal and presented to the Governor, for his approval this
dayof at o'clock, M.

President.
CHAPTER -

1 AN ACT conceming

2 Public School Facilities

3 FOR the purpose of extending the Aging Schools Program: modifying the

4 requirements for the content of a plan; extending for a certain period certain

5 requirements relating to the State and local share of costs for school

6 construction projects in Baltimore City; altering a certain requirement for the
7 local appropriation for school construction in Baltimore City; modifying the
8 membership and charge of a certan task force; altering the date by which a

9 certain task force must submit a final report to the Governor and General

10 Assembly; altering a certain termination date; repealing a certain termination
L provision; providing for the effective dates of this Act; and generally relating to
12 public school facilities.

I3 BY repealing and reenacting, with amendments,
14 Article - Education
15 Section 5-206(f) and 3-401(c)
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Annotated Code of Maryland
(2001 Replacement Volume and 2002 Supplement)
(As enacted by Chapter 288 of the Acts of the General Assembly of 2002)

el b2 —

BY repealing and reenacting, without amendments,
Article - Education
Section 5-401(a) and (b)
Annotated Code of Maryland
(2001 Replacement Volume and 2002 Supplement)
(As enacted by Chapter 288 of the Acts of the General Assembly 2002)

WooD -] O o

10 BY repealing and reenacting, with amendments,

11 Chapter 280 of the Acts of the General Assembly of 2001, as amended by
12 Chapter 288 of the Acts of the General Assembly of 2002

13 Section 1, 2, and 3

14 BY repealing and reenacting, with amendments,
15 Chapter 28R of the Acts of the General Assembly of 2002
16 Section 3

17 BY repealing
18 Chapter 288 of the Acts of the General Assembly of 2002
19 Section 24

20 SECTION 1. BE IT ENACTED BY THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF
21 MARYLAND, That the Laws of Maryland read as follows:

22 Article - Education

23 5-206.

24 () In fiscal vear 2004 AND IN EACH FISCAL YEAR THEREAFTER, the State
25 shall distribute grants to county boards under the Aging Schools Program

26 admimstered by the Interagency Committee on School Construction in the following
27 amounts:

28 (1) Allegany County ... $355,000

29 (2) Anne Arundel County .. £570,000
30 (3) Baltimore City ... §1,635,000

3l 4) Baltimore County..... $2,940,000

32 (3) Calvert County ... $65.,000

33 (6) Caroline County ... S85.000
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1 (7) Carroll County ... $385,000

2 (8) Cecil County $£355,000

3 (9 Charles County ... $£65,000

4+ (10) Dorchester County ..., 365,000

3 (1 Frederick County ... $85,000

6 (12) Garrett County ... 385,000

7 (13) Harford County ... $400,000

3 (14) Howard County ... 565,000

9 (15) Kent County $65,000

10 (16) Montgomery County 51,170,000
11 (17 Prince George's County ... 5970,000
12 (18) Queen Anne's County ... $85,000

13 (19 St. Mary's County ... £85,000

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

15 (21) Talbot County ... $155,000

16 (22) Washington County ..., $200,000
17 (23) Wicomico County ... $355,000
18 (24) Worcester County ... £65,000

19 5-401.

20 (a) (1) In this section the following words have the meanings indicated.
Z1 (2) "Local performance standards” means standards for student and

22 school performance developed by a county board,
23 (3) "Plan" means a comprehensive master plan.

24 (4) "State performance standards" means standards for student and
25 school performance approved by the State Board.

26 (b) (n Each county board shall develop and implement a comprehensive
27 master plan that deseribes the goals. objectives, and strategies that will be used to

28 improve student achievement and meet State performance standards and local

29 performance standards in each segment of the student population.
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1 (2) (1) Each county board shall subnit a plan to the Department on or

2 before October 1, 2003,

3 {i1) At least 60 days before submitting a plan to the Department, a
4 county board shall provide a copy of the plan to the;

5 1. County council and if applicable, county executive: or
6 2, County commissioners.

7 (3) Subject to subscction (h) of this section, the plan shall:

8 (1) Extend for a 5-vear period beginning with the 2003-2004 school

9 year; and
10 (11) Be updated by the county board on or before July | of each year.
11 (¢) The plan shall include;

12 (1) Goals and objectives as required under subsections (d) through (1) of
13 this section that are aligned with State performance standards and local performance
14 standards;

15 {2) Implementation strategies for meeting goals and objectives;
16 (3) Methods for measuring progress toward meeting goals and objectives;
17 (4) Time lines for implementation of the strategies for meeting goals and

18 objectives:
19 (3) Time lines for meeting goals and objectives;

20 (6) A description of the alignment of the county board's budget with
21 goals, objectives, and strategies for improving student achievement; [and]

22 {7 THE IMPACT OF THE PROPOSED GOALS, OBIECTIVES, AND
23 IMPLEMENTATION STRATEGIES ON PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES AND CAPITAL
24 IMPROVEMENTS THAT MAY BE NEEDED TO IMPLEMENT THE PLAN; AND

25 [(7)] (8) Any other information required by the State Superintendent.

26 SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That the Laws of Maryland
27 read as follows:

28 Chapter 280 of the Acts of 2001, as amended by Chapter 288 of the Acts of
29 2002

30 SECTION L. BEIT ENACTED BY TIHE GENERAL ASSEMBLY OF

31 MARYLAND, That, notwithstanding any other provision of law, for fiscal years 2002

32 through [2004] 2005, m cach ycar, the State shall provide 90 percent of the eligible

33 costs for up to and including $20 million i public school construction projects in
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1 Baltimore City, and for funding above 520 million, the State shall provide 75 percent
of the cligible costs.

(B

SECTION 2. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That, notwithstanding the
provisions of Section 1 of this Act, Baltimore City shall appropriate for school
construction in fiscal years 2002 through [2004] 2005, in each year, at least 124 §/6
million ~the-ameunt-that Baltimere-Chiyappropriated-n-fiscal- 200 e -mateh-the
Statefundsprovided-m-fiscal 200forschool-construction-in-Baltimere City,

(o LS R SRS

~1

¥ SECTION 3. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That this Act shall take effect
July 1, 2001, It shall remain effective for a period of [3] 4 years and, at the end of

10 June 30, [2004] 2005, with no further action required by the General Assembly, this
[T Actshall be abrogated and of no further force and effect.

O

12 Chapter 288 of the Acts of 2002
13 SECTION 5. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That:
14 (a) There is a Task Foree to Study Public School Facilities.

13 (h) The Task Force shall review, evaluate, and make findings and
16 recommendations regarding the following 1ssues relating to the State's school
17 construction program:

18 (n whether public school facilities arc adequate to support programs
19 funded through an adequate operating budget as proposed by the Commission on
20 Education Finance, Equity, and Excellence in its January 2002 Final Report;

1 (2) the equity of the State's school construction program, particularly the
22 equity of the State and local cost shares for school construction projects;

23 (3) whether the Aging Schools Program should be continued as a
4 permanent program AND IF SO, WHETHER THE CURRENT ALLOCATION OF PROGRAM
25 FUNDS SHOULD BE CONTINUED PERMANENTLY OR SHOULD BE MODIFIED:; [and]

26 (4 WHETHER THE STATE SHOULD PROVIDE A GREATER SHARE OF
27 ELIGIBLE SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION COSTS FOR:

18 (h SCHOOLS WITH 50% OR MORE OF THE STUDENTS ELIGIBLE FOR
29 FREE AND REDUCED PRICE MEALS;

30 (I SMALL SCHOOLS CONSTRUCTED OR RENOVATED IN A PRIORITY
31 FUNDING AREA: AND

32 (1) SCHOOLS IN QUALIFIED DISTRESSED COUNTIES AS DEFINED
33 IN ARTICLE 83A, § 5-701 OF THE CODE; AND
34 [(4)] (5) any other matter that the Task Force determines to be relevant

35 to an evaluation of the adequacy and cquity of the State's school construction
36 program.
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1 (c) The Commission shall be composed of [21] 23 members as follows:
2 (1) a chairman appointed by the Govemor,
3 (2) two menibers of the Senate of Maryland, appointed by the President

4 of the Senate;

5 (3) two members of the House of Delegates of Maryland, appointed by
6 the Speaker of the House:

7 (4) the Executive Director of the Interagency Committee on School
8 Construction;

9 (5) the State Superintendent of Schools, or the State Superintendent's
10 designec;.

11 (6) the Secretary of the Department of Budget and Management, or the
12 Secretary's designee;

13 (7 the Secretary of the Department of General Services, or the
14 Secretary's designee:

15 (8) THE SECRETARY OF THE DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, OR THE
16 SECRETARY'S DESIGNEE;

17 (5] (&) a member of the State Board of Education;

18 (" (1m three representatives of county governments, appointed by the

19 Governor;

20 [(10)] (11} three representatives of local boards of education, appointed by
21 the Governor;

22 [((11)]  (12)  three educators who work in public schools in the State,

23 appointed by the Governor; and

24 {(12)]  (13)  [vwo] THREE members of the public, appointed by the

25 Governor, ONE OF WHOM SHALL HAVE EXPERIENCE AS DIRECTOR OF A STATE
26 SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION PROGRAM.

] (d) To the extent practicable, the Governor shall attempt to ensure regional,
I8 cthnic, economic, and gender diversity on the Task Force.

S e

[§

29 () The Interagency Committee on School Construction, the Maryland State
30 Department of Education, the Depariment of Budget and Management, and the

31 Department of Legislative Services, jointly, shall provide staff support to the Task

32 Foree.

3 (f The Task Force shall;

(S ]
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() be appointed and begin its deliberations no later than June 1, 2002;
2 [and]

3 (2) submit [a] AN INTERIM report of its findings and recommendations
4 to the Governor and, in accordance with § 2-1246 of the State Government Article,
5 the General Assembly on or before December 31, 2002; AND

6 (3) SUBMIT A FINAL REPORT OF ITS FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
7 TO THE GOVERNOR AND, IN ACCORDANCE WITH & 2-1246 OF THE STATE

8 GOVERNMENT ARTICLE, THE GENERAL ASSEMBLY ON OR BEFORE DECEMBER 31,

9 2003,

10 (g) The Task Force shall terminate on [December 31, 2002] MAY 1, 2004,

I [SECTION 24. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That § 5-206(f) of the
12 Education Article as enacted by Section 2 of this Act, shall be abrogated and of no
further force and effect July 1, 2004.)

14 SECTION 3. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That Section 1 of this Act shall
15 take effect July 1, 2003, the effective date of Chapter 288, Section 2 of the Acts of the
16 General Assembly of 2002, 1f the effective date of Chapter 288, Section 2 is amended,
I7 this Act shall take effect on the taking effect of Chapter 288, Section 2.

18 SECTION 4. AND BE IT FURTHER ENACTED, That, except as provided in
19 Section 3 of this Act, this Act shall take effect June 1, 2003.
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
MARYLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

PRESENTATION OF DATA

Presented by Allen Abend
Deputy Director, Public School Construction Program

410-767-0096  aabend@msde.state.md.us

November 6, 2003
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BACKGROUND

The Task Forc € to Study Public School Facilities was established by the Bridge to
Excellence in Public Schools Act of 2002. One of the primary charges to the Task Force
was 1o review, c¢valuate, and make findings and recommendations regarding whether
public school facilities in Maryland are adequate to support educational programs funded
through an ade quate operating budget as proposed by the Thornton Commission. The
December 2002 Interim Report of the Task Force recommended identifying fundamental
clements necessary for an adequate school facility, the design of a survey instrument, and
completion of a statewide facilities survey in order to collect baseline data on the present
condition of Maryland’s public schools and their ability to adequately support
cducational programs. The Interim Report also recommended establishing an Advisory
Panel (member list, Attachment [), chaired by the State Superintendent of Schools, to
assist in the development of the fundamental clements and the survey instrument. The
Task Force also asked that a Workgroup (member list, Attachment II) be formed to make
recommendations to the Advisory Panel regarding the fundamental elements and survey

instrument.

The Workgroup was comprised of staff from the Public School Construction Program
(PSCP), Maryland State Department of Education, Maryland Department of Planning,
Maryland Department of General Services, and local school system facility experts
representing Baltimore City, and Frederick, Harford, Kent, Montgomery, Prince
George’s, and St. Marys Counties. Between January 13, 2003 and February 11, 2003, the
Workgroup met to develop the fundamental standards and survey instrument, and tested
the survey instrument in two elementary schools and one high school. Revisions were
made to the standards based on comments received from the American Civil Liberties
Union of Maryland. The Workgroup reported their recommendations to the Advisory
Panel at their February 11, 2003 meeting. The Advisory Pancl approved the thirty-one
(31) fundamental standards and survey instrument, with a few modifications, for review
by the full Task Force. The Task Force, with a few modifications, approved the
fundamental, or minimum, standards and survey instrument on March 5, 2003.

Briefings were held on March 7, 2003 for local superintendents and on March 13, 2003
for local school facility planners, On March 17, 2003 the minimum standards and survey
instrument were available on the Public School Construction Program (PSCP) website ful

use by school systems to enter data.

Preliminary data was collected between March 17 and July 18, 2003, during which time
PSCP staff sclectively reviewed data and provided feedback to school systems. Between
July 18 and August 1, 2003 four statc teams visited selected schools to assess the
accuracy of the survey data. The findings of the state teams were first shared with the
visited school systems and then with all school systems at two briefings on July 25 and
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July 29, 2003. School sysiems were asked (o make changes W the data accordingly. The
data verification process continued through October 31, 2003.

A second phase of the survey will estimate the cost of correcting the deficiencies in
schools not meeting the current minimum standards. The original Workgroup and
Advisory Panel were reconvened in May 2003 to review and approve the cost estimate
survey instrument. The Task Force approved the cost estimate survey instrument on July
9, 2003. Local facility planners were briefed on the cost estimate survey instrument on
July 25 and July 29, 2003, On July 25, 2003 the cost estimate survey instrument was
available on the Public School Construction Program website for use by school systems
to enter data. The preliminary cost estimate data entry was completed by October 24,
2003. The data verification process is underway. A report to the Task Force is
anticipated on December 1, 2003.

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE SURVEY

A total of 1342 schools were included in the survey.! The fundamental standards used in
the survey are based on federal, state, or local guidelines or standards that are current
today. Most of the guidelines or standards used to develop the survey were published
within the last ten to fifteen years. School buildings met the standards in place at the time
they were approved for construction. School buildings are not expected to meet current
codes or standards unless they present a hazard or until resources are available to for
capital improvements. Thus, many schools that were adequate at the time of their
construction will be found inadequate when measured against standards in this survey,

The survey has a broader set of relevant standards than other state and national surveys
completed over the last decade. Other surveys have evaluated the condition of school
hiildings primarily addressing systems such as roof, exterior walls. lighting. plumbing.
electrical, and heating/ventilating/air-conditioning. In some cases other surveys have
looked at building capacity to meet projected enrollments. The Maryland survey, in
addition to evaluating buildmg condition and building capacity, also evaluates the
building’s functional adequacy to support educational programs and support services. As
such, the Maryland survey is comprehensive and the first of its kind in the nation,
according to the National Clearnghouse for Educational Facilities.

The majority of the standards in the survey are preseriptive in nature by setting a
performance or quantitative standard. Other standards in the survey set general
objectives and are cvaluated by each local school system based on local standards. For
example, site layout and space for teacher planning are evaluated based on local
standards.

If funding for a capital improvement that corrects a deficiency has been approved in the
current fiscal year (FY 2004) or a previous fiscal year but the project is not completed,

[ 15 1 .
Maryland has a total of 1355 public schools. 13 schools were chminated from the survey due to therr
unique characteristics.
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the deficiency is considered remedied. The survey does not consider capital
improvements anticipated to be budgeted in future fiscal years. For the 2007/2008
Student Capacity standard, projects that are anticipated to be funded in the next three

fiscal years are not considered.

The number of schools to which a standard applies varies depending on the specific
standard. For example, the standard for lavatories applies to all 1342 schools in the
survey; the pre-kindergarten/kindergarten classroom standard applies only to those
elementary schools that have pre-k/k programs; and the auditorium/theatre arts standard
only applies to high schools and some career and technology education centers.

It is important to note that schools not meeting a current standard vary in the degree of
inadequacy. For standards that have several requirements, a school is rated inadequate 1f
one or more of the requirements are not met. For example, one-third of the schools not
meeting the Pre-Kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom Standard met all requirements
(square feet, toilet room, child height sink, and storage) with the one exception of the
age-appropriate outdoor play area requirement. Also, the level of data in the survey does
not always explain the extent of an inadequacy. For example, if a school does not meet
the Lighting Standard, the inadequacy may be in one or two instructional rooms or n
many instructional rooms throughout the school.

The survey data represents information assessed at a specific point in time - July 2003. A
building system that meets the current standard in July 2003 may not meet the standard
that is current at some time in the future. Conversely, a building system that did not meet
the current standard in July 2003 may meet the current standard some time in the future
due to the completion of a capital improvement project. The one exception is the Student
Capacity standard. The data for this standard measures a school’s capacity to
accommodate at least 95% of the projected student enrollment for the 2007/2008 school
vear

Despite the many caveats needed to properly interpret the survey results, the survey data
will be valuable to the Task Force, the State, and local school systems by identifying
those standards in which public schools have deficiencies and quantifying the cost of
bringing school facilitics up to the standards. The Task Force will consider the survey
results in its deliberations concerning the focus, policies and procedures of the Public
School Construction Program.

While the survey data may be useful for developing future capital improvement prograiil
requests by school systems, the data does not always represent a direct statement of
future capital improvements. Capital improvements requests depend on local priorities
and available resources. The following examples will 1llustrate this point further:

1. A school building may not meet several current standards; however, a school
system may choose to address these deficiencies when the building is
scheduled for a major renovation rather than incrementally. A school system
may use the data from the survey to assist in prioritizing renovation projects.
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The science facilities in a high school may meet the current standards except

in the areas of storage and preparation space. A school system may choose
not to request a capital project to correct these deficiencies in an effort to
address higher priority facility needs in the same or other schoaols.

(8]

The health services area of a school may not meet the current standards. A

school system with significant nced for additional capacity to address
enrollment increases may choose to delay requesting capital projects for
health services areas in existing schools.

The survey data requires careful evaluation for a meaningful interpretation. An
explanation of the data, by each of the 31 standards, is presented below under

FINDINGS.

FINDINGS

Explanation by Standard

1.

2
B

Air Quality:

Fire Safety:

Building Systems, Materials,
Or Conditions:

63% (848) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet the current standard. The standard addresses
air filtration and exhaust systems. For 79% (668) of
thie schools not meeting the current standard, the
inadequacy is solely due to a relatively new State
guideline (1992) for enhanced air filtration. Not
meeting the cuideline does not present a health
hazard. Upgrading air filtration usually occurs
when a huilding is renovated or the heating,
ventilating and air conditioning system is scheduled
for a systemic renovation.

27% (364) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet a relatively new federal accessibility standard
(1991) for individuals with disabilities that requires
fire alarm systems to have visual alarmns in addition
to audible alarms. All 364 schools reflect fire alarm
systems that do not have visual alarms. Bulldings
without visual alarms are fully compliant with older
code requirements and do not represent a safety
hazard.

16% (221) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet the current standard. Based on discussions
with local school systems, primarily reflects
building systems that currently do not present a
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4. Security:

5. Potable Water:

6. Lavatories:

7. Communications Systems:

hazard w vccupants, but in the judgiment of the
school system have the potential of presenting a
hazard sometime in the future if capital
improvements are not completed.

19% (258) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet the current standard. Based on local
evaluation, reflects schools that do not meet local
standards for building security. Because of the
varying conditions across Maryland, the survey
does not include a statewide standard for building
security.

14% (183) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet the current standard. Temporary solutions
such as bottled water are not considered in this

survey.

Primarily reflects schools in Baltimore City, that
has 175 of the 183 buildings reported statewide as
not meeting the current standard. Baltimore City is
beginning the process of testing all schools for lead
levels in water, and is therefore reporting all schools
as not meeting the current standard. Testing is
anticipated to begin November 2003 and be
completed September 2004, When testing is
completed, it is anticipated that a significant number
of schools in Baltimore City will meet current
standards. All Baltimore City public schools are
currently provided with bottled water.

13% (173) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet the current standard. Reflects schools that do
not have lavatories in sufficient locations and/or
with sufficient fixtures to adequately support
educational programs,

7% (94) ol applicable schouls (1342) did not micet
the current standard. Based on discussions with
local school systems, primarily reflects schools that
have a functional communications system in
sufficient locations, however, onc-way
communication is provided, not two-way
communication as required in the current standard.
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8. Comfort:

9. Acoustics:

10. Lighting:

11. Accessibility:

34% (454) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet the current standard. Reflects schools that
cannot provide adequale temperature and/or
humidity levels at least 90% of the time during
student occupancy in spaces where learning takes
place (excluding physical education) and health
suites. Based on discussions with local school
systems, primarily reflects schools without an air-
cooling (A/C) system or not in all instructional
areas and the health suite.

15% (208) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet the current standard. Reflects schools in
which one or more instructional areas are impacted
by poor acoustics. Based on discussions with local
school systems, primarily reflects buildings with
open-space classroom designs.

23% (312) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet the current standard. Based on discussions
with local school systems, primarily reflects schools
that have one or more general classrooms or
specialty laboratories with lighting levels that fall
below 50 foot-candles.

33% (442) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet the current standard. Reflects schools that
present a barrier for students & staff and/or parents
& guardians with disabilities to participate with
non-disabled individuals in some aspect of
educational programs or support services.

The standard does not require a school to meet the
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
Accessibility Guidelines for Buildings and
Facilities. The standard does require the intent of
ADA to be met, which is accessibility to programs
and services. Accessibility may be accomplished
through building or non-building related
modifications.

18 of 24 school systems have inadequacics for
Accessibility. School systems having the most
significant percentage of schools with inadequacies
for Accessibility are Baltimore City, and Anne
Arundel, Baltimore, Harford, Somerset, St. Mary’s,
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12. Telecommunications:

13. Student Capacity:

and Washington Counties. There are no scliools
with inadequacies for Accessibility in Caroline,
Charles, Howard, Kent, Montgomery, and Talbot
Counties.

24% (320) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet the current standard. Based on discussions
with local school systems, primarily refiects one of
two circumstances: (1) schools that meet the
standards for wiring of data, voice and video but
have an insufficient number of electrical power
outlets in instructional areas (capital improvement
requests for electrical system upgrades in the
majority of these schools are anticipated over the
next few ycars), and (2) schools that are wired for
data in instructional areas with Internet access but
with fewer data outlets than required in the current
standard.

35% (467) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet the current standard. Reflects schools that do
not have sufficient permanent classrooms to
accommodate at least 95% of the projected
2007/2008 school year student enrollment at current
State or local standards of occupancy, even when
considering available capacity in adjacent schools.
Also assumes the full implementation of pre-
kindergarten programs for disadvantaged 4-year
olds and full-day kindergarten programs. Projects
that are anticipated to be funded in FY 2005 and
beyond are not considered in the survey. Existing
relocalable classroom buildings are also not
considered in this survey.
Seventeen school systems (Allegany, Anne
Arundel, Baltimore, Caroline, Cecil, Charles,
Dorchester, Frederick, Garrett, Harford, Kent,
Prince George’'s, Queen Anne’s, Somersel, Talbol,
Washington, and Wicomico Counties) used State
rated capacities for their schools. Six school
systems (Baltimore City, and Calvert, Howard,
Montgomery, St. Mary’s and Worcester Counties)
use local rated capacities for their schools. Carroll
County used State rated capacities for elementary
and high schools, and local rated capacities for
middle schools.
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14. Pre-K/K Classrooms:

15. General Elementary Classroom:

16. General Secondary Classroom:

17. Special Education;

18. Instructional Resource Rooms:

19. Secondary Science Lab:

For the 2007/2008 school year, there are 6 school
systems that have no schools with an inadequacy for
Student Capacity: Allegany, Caroline, Dorchester,
Garrett, Kent, and Talbot Counties.

42% (356) of applicable schools (849) did not meet
the current standard. Reflects elementary schools
that have an inadequacy in one or more of the
following areas: square feet, storage, adjacent toilet
room, child height sink, or age appropriate outdoor
play area. This standard applies to existing pre-
kindergarten and kindergarten classrooms, not
classrooms needed in the future. Future
requirements are addressed under the Student
Capacity standard.

Note that of the 356 schools with an inadequacy,
121 schools or 34% met all the current standards
except for the age appropriate outdoor play area.

14% (127) of applicable schools (882) did not meet
the current standard. Reflects elementary schools
that have more than 10% of general classrooms
below the square foot standard.

21% (110) of applicable schools (514) did not meet
the current standard. Reflects middle and high
schools that have more than 10% of general
classrooms below the square foot standard.

24% (305) of applicable schools (1287) did not
meet the current standard. Reflects schools that
have an inadequacy in one or more of the following
areas: resource rooms, or support spaces such as
occupational therapy, physical therapy or home
hiving skills.

21% (262) of applicable schools (1269) did not
meet the current standard. Reflects schools that
have an inadequacy in the rooms provided for the
mstruction ot one student or a small group of
students in such activities as reading or math.

35% (169) of applicable schools (47 8) did not meet

the current standard. Reflects high school and
middle school science facilities that have an
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inadequacy in one or more of the following arcas:
middle schools - demonstration table and sink,
student sink, square footage; high schools -
workstations, student sinks, emergency eye-wash,
emergency shower (only for certain labs),
ventilation, fume hood (only for certain labs),
square footage, storage, or prep rooms (only for
certain labs).

18 of 24 school systems have an inadequacy for
Secondary Science. There are no schools with
inadequacies for Secondary Science in Charles,
Howard, Montgomery, Queen Anne’s, and
Washington Counties. Because of a long-term
voluntary state initiative to upgrade high school
science facilities, thirteen of the state’s 24 systems
reported no inadequacies for high school science
facilities.

24). Library/Media Center: 18% (245) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet the current standard. Reflects schools that
have an inadequacy in one or more of the following
areas: square feet, and space for collections,
reference, circulation desk, workroom, seating, or
storage.

21. Technology Education: This standard applies only to high schools. 27%
(60) of high schools (225) did not meet the current
standards. Reflects relatively new State guidelines
(1994) for technology education facilites.

¥
3

22. Physical Education: 21% (273) of applicable schools (13 15) did not
meet the current standard. Reflects schoals that
have an inadequacy in onc or more of the following
areas: square feet for multipurpose room or
gymnasium, storage, playgrounds, play ficlds, or
lockers & shower facilities (high schools only).

[
(V%]

. Fine Arts: 48% (615) of applicable schools (1292) did not
meet the current standard. In schools that have
more than a half-time teacher in visual arts, music,
dance or theatre, reflccts an inadequacy in one or
more of the following areas: square feet, work sink,
storage, or practice rooms (high schoaols only}.
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26.
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29

Health Services:

. Food Services:

Auditoriwm/Theater Arts:

. Administration:

. Guidance:

ltinerant Scervices:

. Sute Lavout:

10% (64) of the 6135 schools with an inadequacy
met all of the current standards except for storage
space.

84% (1121) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet new State guidelines (2002) for health
services. Schools not meeting the current standard
have an inadequacy in one or more of the following
arcas; square feet, sink, or space for waiting,
examination, treatment, resting, toilet room, office,
or storage.

12% (166) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet the current standard. Reflects schools that
have an inadequacy, for the number of students to
be served, in one or more of the following areas:
dining, kitchen, or serving,

This standard applies only to high schools. 20%
(41) of applicable high schools (204} do not meet
the current local standards. Reflects high schools
that have an inadequacy in one or more of the
following areas: scating, lighting, sound system, set
construction, dressing, toilet rooms, or storage.

12% (161) of applicable schools (1342) did not
meet the current local standards for work and
meeting space.

8% (103) of applicable schools {1342) did not meet
the current local standards for work and mecting
space.

239, (310) of applicable schools (1342) did not

meet the current Jocal standards for workspace.

This space is provided for itinerant staff that work

in more than one school providing, for example.
psychalogical services, gifled and talented prograns
or speech and language programs.

18% (245) ot applicable school sites (1342) did not
meel the current local standards for the lavout of
student drop-off, bus loading/unloading, parking, or
pedestrian routes.
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31, Teacher Plunning: 11% (145) of applicable schools (1342) did nut
meet the current local standards for providing space
for teachers to plan.

Statewide and school system data for each of the 31 standards is presented in
Attachment II1. Data on the 10 standards for which more than 23% of the applicable
schools do not meet the current standard is presented in Attachment IV. Attachment V
presents the adjusted age of construction by decade for Maryland public schools.

These documents and the definition of each fundamental standard are also available on
the General Assembly’s website: mlis.state.md.us/#othe

83



ATTACHMENT I

School Facilities Assessment Advisory Panel
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Dr. Nancy S. Grasmick, State Superintendent of Schools, Chair

Ms. Sylvia Barrios, Task Force Member representing Educators

MTr. Dunbar Brooks, Task Force Member representing State Board of Education
Ms. Jan Gardner, Task Force Member representing MACO

Ms. Marcel Hall, Task Force Member representing Educators

Dr. Eric J. Smith, Superintendent of Anne Arundel County Public Schools

Mr. Bill Struever, Task Force Member representing MABE
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ATTACHMENT II

Work Group to Develop Criteria for Evaluating the Adequacy

Allen Abend

Chief, School Facilities Branch
MD State Department of Education
200 W. Ballimore Street

Baltimore, MD 21201

(410) 767 0096

(410) 333-6522 FAX
aabend@msde state md.us

Raymond Barnes

Executive Director of Planning & Facilities

Frederick County Public Schools
7630 Hayward Road

Frederick, MD 21702

(301) 644-5025

(301) 644-5027 FAX

ray.barnes@fcps.org

Tony Cucina

Environmental Services
Kent County Public Schools
215 Washington Avenue
Chestertown, MD 21620
(410) 778-7141

(410) 778-6193 FAX
tcucina@kent k12.md us

Gary Heath

Chief, Arts and Sciences Branch
MD Gtate Deparlment of Education
200 W. Baltimore Street

Baltimore, MD 21201

(410) 767-0324

(410) 333-1146 FAX
gheath@msde state. md us

Kimberly Howe

Capital Programming

St. Mary's County Public Schools
P.O. Box 6841

Leonardtown, MD 20650

(301) 475-4256 x6

(301} 475-4255 FAX
khowe@mail smeps k12.md us

James Noonan

Director of Infrastructure Planning
MD Department of Planning

301 W. Preston Street, 11" Floor
Baltimore, MD 21201

(410) 767-4570

(410) 767-4480 FAX
inoonanfmdp.state.md.us

of Public School Facilities

Ken Johnson

Director of School and Facility Planning
Baltimore City Public Schools

200 E. North Avenue

Baltimore, MD 21202

(410) 306 8779

(410) 539-2416 FAX
kiohnson@beps. k12 md.us

Joseph Lavorgna

Educ. Facilities Planning & Capital Programming
Montgomery County Public Schools, Metro Park North
7561 Calhoun Place, Suite 400

Rockville, MD 20855

(301) 279-3610

(301) 279-0623 FAX

joseph_lavorgna@mcpsmd.org

David Lever

Executive Director

Public School Construction Program
200 W. Baltimore Street

Baltimore, MD 21201

(410) 767-0610

(410) 333-6522 FAX

dlever@msde state.md.us

Kathleen Sanner

Supervisor of Planning & Construction
Iarford County Public Schools

45 East Gordon Street

Bel Air, MD 21014

(410) 638-4203

(410) 838-3165 FAX
ksanner.co@hcps. k12 md.us

Joan Schaefer

Program Manager

MD Department of General Services
301 W. Preston Street

Baltimore, MD 21201

(410) 767-4391

(410) 333-7558 FAX
joan.Schaefer@dgs state.md.us

Barbara Strein (Retired)

Deputy Director

Public School Construction Prograrm
200 W. Ballimore Street

Baltimore, MD 21201

(410) 767-0619

{(410) 333-6522 FAX
bstrein@msde.state. md.us
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ATTACHMENT III

STATEWIDE DATA AND
INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL SYSTEM DATA
FOR THE 31 STANDARDS
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Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Facilily Adequacy Survey

Statewide Data for the 31 Standards L
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Air Quality (848/1242) §
Fire Safety (364/1342) |
Bullding Systems (221/1342) &8
Security (258/1242) THIEH
Potable Water (183/1342) &5
Lavalories (172/1342) 8
Cammunications System (G4/1342) (IS
Human Comfort (45471342}

Acoustics (208/1342) §

Lighting (312/1242) G

Accessivility (442/1342) [

Telecammumications Systems (320/1242) HiE

Student Capacity (46712427 JERE

~

Pre-K/K Classroom (356/849) B8
General Elementary Classroom (127/882) 1

General Secondary Classroom (110/514) 53

Special Education (305/1287) §

Instructional Resource Rooms (2621269} §

LT

Secondary Science Laboratary (169/478) ¥

LibraryiMedia Center (24511342} §
Techrelogy Educaiion (807225} B

Physical Education (273/1315) &

Fine Ars (615/1292) §

Haaith Services (1121/1342) 84%

Food Services (166/1342) 1

AuditununThealie Atls [41/204) 8
Administration (161/1342) B
Guidance (103/1342)  EEEEE]

tinerant Services (31071322)

Site Layout (245/1342) 8

Teacher Planning (145/1342)

1 T

0% 0%  20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%  90% 100%
% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard
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Standards (No. Applicable Schoois Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

T

Telecommunications Systems (3/23) §

General Elementary Claasrcom (1/14)

Instructional Resource Rooms {6/23)

Secordary Science Laboratory (7/10)

Task Force to Study Public School Fagcilities

Allegany County Data for the 31 Standards

Facility Adequacy Survey

The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Air Quality (17/23)
Fire Safaty (9/23)
Building Systems (0723}
Securily {8/23)
Potable Walter (0/23)

Lavataries (0723}
Communications System {1223} ;
Human Comfort (14/23)
Acoustics (6:23) §
Lighting (15/23) |Gl

Accessibility (7/23)

Studant Capacity (0/23}

Pre-K/K Classraam (14714}

General Secondary Classreom {0/10) | 0%

Special Educalion (6/23)

Library/Media Center (8/23)
Technology Education (4/9)
Physical Education (6/22)
Fine Ars (13/23)
Health Services (17/23) I
Food Services (4/23)
AuditoriumfTheatre Ans (0/8) | 0%
Administration {13/23) .
Cuidance {13/23)
ltinerant Services (10/23)
Slle Laycut (16/23)

Teacher Planning {6/23)

- ZEI% ‘
e 70% |
- > 35%
T 7 ' ‘ :
57{% | ‘
. = 74% -
N 17% | | | ‘ |
- 57% ' ,
57% |
. 43%1 ‘ |
. 70% |
. 2@0 ‘ | ' |
10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 0% 80% 90% 100%

0%

% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adegquacy Survey

Standards (No. Applicable Schoals Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Anne Arundel County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Alr Quabty (69/117) e

Fire Safety (57/117)
Building Systems {3/117)
Securlly (58/117)
Forabie water {(1/117) §

Lavataries (16/117) EEE

Communications System (3/117)
Human Comfort (327117}
Acouslics {24/117)

Lighting (677117}

Accessibility (72/117)
Telecommunications Systems (3/117)

Student Capacity (22/117)

Pre-KiK Classroom (SO/60) e s i

General Elementary Classroom (26/82) ‘
General Secondary Classroom (8/38) KB
Special Education (45/112)
Instructional Resource Roorns {33/115} §
Secondary Science Labaratory (23/34) 18 =51
Library/Medcia Center (28/117)

Tachnelogy Education (011}

Physical Educalion (47/115)

Fine Ads (55/115) G

Heallh Services (1101117 iTuta

Food Services (S7/117) REiREEEEEE

AdditgnumiTheatre Ata (510} (EEES
Administration (36/117) (SR
Guidance (15/117)

linerant Services (43/117) B

Site Layout (S7/117) 1A

Teacher Plarning (10/117) 5l

B 9% | . { ‘ | ‘

1

0% 10% 20%  30%  40% 50% 60%  70% 80% 90%
% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

100%
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Standards {No. Applicable Schools Not Mesting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Baltimore City Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard i

A Qually (119/175) 8 Y — : | I,
Fre Safety (63/175) R EREIRRSUREREN 36% ‘ \
Buitding Systems (166/175) — P  95%
Secunty (37/1175) ' ‘
S v 100%

Potabie Water (175/175)

Lavalories {(47/775) {HiEREL I

Communications System (37/175)
Human Comfort (104/175) 35
Acoustics (56/175) H

Lighting (41/175)

Accessibility (108/175) 5

Telecommunications Systems (2/179)

Student Capacity {41/175) HEEEEH
Pre-K/K Classroom {25/114)
General Elementary Classroom (36/116) S
General Secondary Classroom (47/86)
Special Education (72/175) S8
Instructional Resource Rooms (96/175)
Secondary Science Latioralory (77/64) §
Library/edia Center (49/175) &
Technology Education {21/31) §
Physical Education (78/174) &

Fine Arts (144/173) SEREE
Health Servicas (172/175) SEETRESRITIES ¥ 98%

Food Services (5/175) iR

Augdlonum/ | heatre Ans (U/31)

Adrministration (5/175) 8

Guidance (G/1M175) B

Itinerant Services (10/175) SRl

Site Layoul (17/175) HENEEs

i H | 1
Teacher Planning (14/175) B ! | | ‘ ‘

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard
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Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Forca to Study Puhblic School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey
Baltimore County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicatzie Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Air Quality {1068/160)

Fire Safetly (48/160)

Building Sysiems (0/160]

Security {131/183) |

Potable Water (0/160}

Lavatories (82/160) &
Communications System {27160}
Human Comforl (1027160} 35
Acoustics [25/1G0)

1
Lightng (51/160) §

Accessliblity (147/160)
Telecommunications Systems (41/160) &

Student Capacily (34/160) 1§

Fre-K/K Classroom {58/107) 8

General Elementary Classroom (11/107)

General Secondary Classroom (12/56)

Special Education (90/160})

Instructional Resource Rooms (19/113) ]

Secondary Science Laboratary (5/52) .

Library/tedia Centar (100/160) >

Technology Education (17730)

Physical Education (44/188}

Fine Ars {111/159)

Health Servicas {(117/160)

Food Services [55/ 160

Auctonumitheats Ars (16/23)
Administration (0/160)

Guidanee (16M60] -

hinerant Services (21160) K

Sile Layout {45/160) [

2%

Teacher Planning (07160} E ]

0% 10%  20%  30% 40% 50% 60% T0%  80%

% of Appliceble Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

90%

100%

a1
p it B
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Standards {No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Calvert County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Appilcalhe Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

e
Air Quality (22/23) R

Fire Safety (1/23) - 4%
[

Buiiding Systems {8/23) : I 35% i
Security (0/23) | 0% : ! ; : i

Potable Water (0/23) |0% | ! ‘ ‘

Lavatories (1/23) EEEH 4%

Communications System (0f23) | 0% ‘ i , .|

Human Comfort {8/23)

Acouslics (B/23)

Lighting {0/23} | 0%
Accessibility (1/23) 4- 4% | ; | ' ‘
lo%

Student Capacily (19/23) |55

Telecommunications Systems (0/23)

Pre-K/K Classtoom (11/12)

BGanaral Elementary Classroom {1/13)

General Secondary Classrcom (0/11)
Special Educalion (0/22)

|nstuctional Resource Rooms (1/23) .

Secondary Science Laboratory {(2/9)

Library/Media Cenler {4/23)

Technology Educalion (0/4) |

Physical Education (0/22)
Fine Arts (0/21)

Heallh Services (23/23)
Food Services (1/23)
AuditoriumfTheate Arts (1/4)

Administration {0/23)

Guidanes (1/73)
linerant Services {17/23)

Site Layout (16/23)

Teacher Planning (0/23) | 0%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B80% 90% 100%!
% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard J
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Task Force to Study Public Schect Facliitias

Air Quality (9710}
Fire Safety (0/10)
Buifding Systems (5/10)

Securily {0/10)

Lavalones (G110}

Accessibility (DF10)
Telecammunications Systems (7/10)

Student Capacity (0710}

Ganeral Elementary Classroom (0/3)

Genera! Secondary Classroom (0¢5)

Instiuctional Resource Rooms (010)

Secondary Science Labaratory (144)

Technology Educaton (0/5)

Physical Education (2/9)

Health Services (7/10)

Food Services (0/10)

AudionurnfTheatre Arls (012}

Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Administration (0110}

| Guidance {0/10)

‘ tunerant Services (110) SEEEESN 10%

Site Layout (0110}

Teacher Planning (1/10)

I a

Potable Water (0710}
Communications System (0110}

Acoustles (210} i

Lighting (0/10)

Special Education (010}

Library/Media Center (1110} B

0%

Pre-K/K Classroom (2/5) s

oy
{0

0%

0%

Yo

Facility Adequacy Survey

Human Comforn (1710) KRS

Fine Ails |5/9) BIREH R She ]

10%

10%

Caroline County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Agplicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

20% 30% 40% 50% B0% 70% B0%
% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard
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Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Forss i

iy #ublic Scheol Facililies
¢ Adegquacy Survey

Fag

Carroil County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Appllcable Schools Mot Meeting Current Standard ‘

Air Quality (6/38)

Fire Safety (3/38)
Building Systems {0/34; !
Security {0/38)

Potable Water (6/38)
Lavatorigs (10/38) [

Communicalicns System (2/38)

Human Comflort (6/28) &

Acoustics (14/32) I§

Lighting {23/38)

Access bitity (5/38)

Telecommunicalions Systems (138}
Student Capacity {17/38) 2

Pre-K/K Classroom {8/21) &

General Elemenlary Classroom (15/21) 71%
General Secondary Classroom (7/17) &

Special Education (1V38) ;
instructional Resource Rooms (12038}
Secondary Science Laboratory (2/18) -

Library/Media Cantar (1/38)

Technology Educaton {0/7)

Physical Educalion (2/37) [l
Fine Arts (21/37) @

Heallh Sarvicas (27/38)

Food Services {1/38)

AuditunundThealre Arts (1/7)

Administration (%/38)

Guidanes {6/38) H§
tinerant Services {22/38)

Site Layout (D/38)

Teacher Planning | 12/38)

Yo 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 9C% 100%
% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

July 2003 Data
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Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Cecil County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Air Quality (24/30)

Fire Safety (G6/30)
Building Systems (0/30) :
Securly (6/30)
Potable VWaler (0/30)
Lavatories (0/30)

Communications System (0/30)

Human Comfort (3/30)
Aczoustics (3/30)

Lighting (11/30)

Accessibility (4/30)

Telecommunicalions Systems (18/30}

Pre-KJK Classroom (10417)
General Elementary Ciassroom (2/17)
General Secondary Classroom (1/13)

Special Education {5/23)

Instructional Resource Rooms {10/28)
Secondary Science Laboratory {9/11)
Library/Media Center (5/30)
Technology Education (1/5)

Pnysical Education (728] K&

Fine Ars (8/28} JooT 5:0ize
Heallth Services (27/30) "
Food Services (0r30)
AuditoriumTheabre Al (1/4) §
Administration (9/30) SRR
Guidance (3/30) 5
llinerant Services (17/30)

Site Layout (2/30) P 7% ‘ ‘ | ! ‘ ‘

Teacher Planning (0130} ! 0% | : i | |

e = .

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%  60% 70% 80% 90%  100%
% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard
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Standards (Mo. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Charies County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

SIS N —

- - :
- Air Qualily (0132) | 0% : | i : i ‘

Fire Safety (0/32) ] 0% ‘ ; ‘
Building Systems (0/32) - 0% ' ! ‘ ! i
Secunty (0/32) 1 0% i ‘

Potable Water (0/32) | 0%
Lavatories [0/32) | 0%

Communlcations System (0/32) | 0%

Human Comfort (0/22) 1 0%

Acoustics (1/32) 8 3% i

Lighting (0/32) | 0%
Accessibility (0/32) 1 0%

Telecornmunications Systems (0/32) 0%

Student Capacity (25/32) 78%

Pre-Ker Classroom (0/19)

General Elementary Classroom (0/19) | 0%

General Secondary Classroom (0/13) | 0%

Special Ecucation (0131) | 0% I

Instructional Resource Rooms (931) SRRt
s

Secondary Science Latoratory (0/12)

Lbraryibiedia Cenler {5/32) S8

Technoicgy Edugation (0/8) |0%

Prysical Edusation (G731 | 0%

Fine Ans (6:21) B

Health Services (022) | 0%

Faod Services {1/32) 3%

AuditoriumiThedtre Ans (069) [ 0%

Admmnistration (5/32) (3B

Guidance (3/22)

linerant Services (8/32)

25% ‘ ‘ |

69; ! ! . ‘

.5 L et
T T T T T T T i

0% 0% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B0% 90% 100%

Site Layout {0132} 1 0%

Teacher Flanning (2/32) £l

% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Dorchester County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Air Quality (1/12)
Fire Safety (10/12) j 63%
Building Systems (3/12) WX TR R T I

Security (7/12) FESERESRS

Fotable water (Ui12)

Lavalories (1/12) SRIEEEE

Communications System (8/12) 5§
Human Comfort (2/12) ey
Acoustics (212) SR G

Lighting (2(12)

Accessibillty (3112)

Telecommunications Systems (8/12)

Studanl Capacity {(0/12)

Pre-KiK Classroorn (5/7)
General Elementary Classroom (0/7)
General Secondary Classroom (1/6) [ame
Special Education (810) RS AR DI P A = ; i 2 80%
Instructional Resource Rogms (211) RS '
Secendary Science Laboratory (1/5) P
Library/Media Center (1/12) fEERGISw

Technolegy Education (1/3}

Physical Education (1/11) G

Fine Arts (2/10) SRR
Health Senvices (4M2) | G TR
Food Services {1/12) [ilEEES é%% ‘
i !

Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

AuditutiunyTiealie Alts (2) | 0% ‘ . |

Acminigtration {0/12) | 0%

Guidance (0/12) | D%

tnerant Services (012) | 0% ‘ ‘ ! ‘ ‘

by
Site Layout (0H2) | 0%

0% 10%  20% 30%  40%  50% 60% 0% 80%  90% 100%
% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Teacher Planning (0/12) 1 0% ' ‘ | '
il i ‘
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Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicabie Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Frederick County Data for the 31 Standards :
The Percentage ot Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard ‘

74%) y: !

Lavatones (4/57)

Cormmmunications System (37)

Human Comfort (2/57) S8

Acoustics (13/57) & o 23%

Lighting (1/57) §

Accessibility (8/57) 8

Pre-K/K Classroom (6/32)
General Elementary Classroom ((/35)

General Secondary Classroom (2/22) HSES

Special Education {10/55)
Instructional Resource Roomns (9/54)

Secondary Science Labaralory (3/21) [

Library/Media Center {5/57)

Technology Education (0/11)
Physical Education (11/55)
Fine Arls (15/55)

Health Services (56/57)

Food Services (23/37) S
AudiluiunmiTheala Ats (179)
Administration {(8/57}
Guidance (5/57) Kl

lknerant Services (17/57) (R

Site Layout {34/57) BE

T T

Teacher Planning {7/57) EE 2 12% ‘

0% 10% 20% 30%  40% 20%  60%  70%  80% 90%  100%-
% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard J

Eps o g e s « ez S SRR
08 Y &



Standards (No. Applicable Schoals Not Meeting Standard/Totzl No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Garrett County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Afr Quality (7/15) A7Y%, ‘ i

Fire Safety (3/15)

Building Systems (1/15)
Security (0/15)

Potable Water (0/15) !

Lavatories (2/15)

Cormmunications System {0/15)

Human Comfort (4/15) (B

Acoustics (0/15)

Lighting (4/15) A

Accessibility (2/15)

Telecommunications Systems (0/13) | 0%

Student Capacity (0/15)

Pre-KJK Classroom (6/10) S e St s

Generel Elementary Classroom (4/11) (S

General Secondary Classraom (377) |

Special Education (8/13)

instructional Resource Rooms (6/15)

Secondary Science Labaratory (2/4)
Library/Media Center {3/15}

Technolegy Education (072}

Physical Education (5/15) (g

Fine Aris (3/7) 1S

Health Services (12/15) :

Food Services {1/15)

AudileiivndThealie Arts (22) TR I P A el
Administration (3/15) e GRS

Cuidance (6/15) S

Hinerant Services (B/15) | e o e S

Site Layout (5/15) iR

|
| |

1 |
Taacner Planning (5/15) | s o e o s ook ‘ |

T T T

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Harford County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Air Quality (46/52)

Fire Safety (0/52) | 0% . ‘
Buiiding Systems (0/52] | 0% . . : : '
Securily (0/52) 1 0% : | ‘ ' ’ ‘

Potable Water (0/52) | 0% - | ' ‘
Lavatories {1/52) _- 20 “ ' ! ‘

Cemmunications System {0523 1 0% ‘ i ) ‘

Hurman Comfort (45/52)

Acoustics (4/52) 8% . ; ' ‘

Lighting (0/52) | 0% ' !

Accessibility (25/52)

8%
1 )
Telecommunications Systems (0/52) [0% ' . ‘ 1|

Student Capacity (16/52)

Pre-KiK Classroom (6/33)

General Elemeriary Classroom {16/36)
General Secondary Classroom (11/47)

Special Education {20/51)

Instruclional Resource Rooms (33/52)
Secondary Science Laboratory (13/16)

LibraryfMedia Cenler {1/52}

Technology Education (0/8) l 0%
]

1
Physical Education {21/52)

Fine Arls (35/52)

92%

Health Services (46/52)

Focd Services (0/52)

Standards {No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Audtonum/Theate Ada (1/8) §

Administralion {3/52)
Gindanes (8/872)
Itinerant Services (33/52)

Site Layout (4/52)

|
|

Teacher Planning (24/32})

——t | |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%  80%  90%  100%:

% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard i
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Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Howard County Data for the 31 Standards \
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Air Quality (0/69) |0%

Fire Safety (0/69) | 0% . : l ! ‘ |
Buiding Systems (0/69) | 0% ‘ 1 ! ! . i
Security (0/69) low el ! | .
Potahie Water (0/69) | 0% ‘ : I ‘ \ ‘ |

Lavatories (0/69) | 0% i ‘ - | ‘

Communications System (1/69) Bl 1%

Human Comfort (0/69) D% ! i
Acoustics (0/69) [ 0% ‘ !
Lighting (0/69) 0%  ° : ‘ ' . ‘ |

Accessibility (0/69) | 0% ‘

Telecommunications Systems (0/69] | 0% l 1 : |

Student Capacily (52/69) S I RN 7 5%

Pre-K/K Classroom {0/38) | 0% ‘ ‘ ‘

General Elamentary Classroom (1/38) 3%

General Secondary Ciassroom (1/32) 3%

H |
Spaciat Education (0/68) [ 0% ‘

Instructional Resource Reoms (69 | 0%

Secondary Science Laboratory (0/32) 0% : \
Library/Media Genter (0/68) | 0%

Technology Education (0/15) | 0% i ' I

Physical Education (0/68) | 0% . ' ‘ i ; |

Fine Ars (0/69) 1 0%

Health Services (68/69)

Food Services (1/69)
Audiforium/Thealre Arta {3713} | 0% B i ‘ | : | |

Administration (0/69) | 0% : ‘

Guidance (WFY) | 0% ’ |

tinerant Services (0/69) | 0% | ; ‘ ‘

] | | ‘
Site Layout (0/69) | 0% ; i : ! , ‘

Teacher Planning (0/69) | 0% . : |

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 6C% 70% 80%  90% 100%

% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard !

e mibn 101 ™ o T July 2003 Data



Standards (Nc. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No, Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Kent County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

A Quality (0/8) | 0% ) . I \ E | [ :

Fire Safety (0/8) | 0% : i |
Building Systems (0/8) | 0% . : ’
Security (0/8) | 0% | i | .

Palakbie Water (0/8) | 0% i : l |

Lavalories {0/8} 0% :
Communicalions System (08} | 0% ‘

Acaustics (08} [ 0% ‘

Lighting (0/8) | 0% |

]
Human Camfort {0/8) | 0% i : : ! \ l‘

Accessibility (0/8) | 0% :
Telecommunications Systems {G/8) | 0% i \ : ’
Siugent Capacity (0/8) | 0% ‘ : - : i i

Pre-K/K Classroom (1/4)  HES

General Elementary Classroom {(0/4) [0% : ! ‘ ! : |

General Secondary Classioom (0/4) [ 0% i | ‘
Special Education {0/8) ' 0% ‘ : i : ‘ I |
Instructional Resource Rooms (0/8) : I . :
Secondary Science Laboratory (2/4) S
LibraryMedia Center (1/8) -_-:-" et

Technology Education (01) 10

Physical Education (3/8)
Fine Arts (4/6) [

Health Services (6/6) i G SR

Food Services (8] | 0% ‘ i -[ | : |

Auditorium/Theatre Ans (17) | U%

Administration (/8) | 0% \ |
Guujance (0/0) | 0% |

. ! i I
ltinerant Services (0/8) 0% \ :

1 I
Sile Layout (/8) [ 0% ']
Teacher Pianmng (0/8) | 0% ‘ i ‘ ‘ | ] ‘

t t =

0% 10%  20%  30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
9% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard
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Task Forece to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Montgomery County Data for the 31 Standards .
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard '

8 85%

T
| A Quality (158187) R

Fire Safety (1/187) i 1% | i

Building Systems (0187) | 0% ‘ !

4

Sacurity (187) | 0% |

Potable Water (01187} | 0%

I

Lavatories {0/187) | 0% : | |
i
]

Cummunications System (01187) | 0%

4

Hurnan Comiort {28/187) 15%

Acoustica (0/187) | 0%

Lighting (1/187) ‘I 1%

Accessibility (0/187) _ 0%

T'memmrﬁu nications Systems; :{SUF 187)

Student Capacity (52/187) [ i

s 28% |

Pre-K/K Ciassroom {of121) |1 0% i . ’
General Elemantary Classricom (1126) | 0%

General Secondary Classrcom (0762) | 0% : : i ‘

Specigl Education (0/158) | 0%

|
Instructional Resource Rourns ((W186) | 0% ‘ !
|

Secondary Science Laboratory (0/68) | 0%

! f |
Library/Media Center (5/187) [BH 3% : : ’
Technology Edocation (0/2273) | 0% ‘

Physical Education (0/184) | 0% l

Fine Arts (0/184) | 0%

Health Services (125M187)

Feod Servicas (1/187)

AugiterunvThealre Ans (0r23)

Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Administralion (0/187)

Cuidance (0/187)

linerant Services ((A187)

: Sita Layont {0/187)

{ Teacher Planming (07187 )

. ;
t T t T

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

% of Applicable Schaols Not Meeting Current Standard
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Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Appiicable Schools)

Task Foree to Study Pulrlic School Facilities
racliity Adegquacy Survey

Prince George's County Data for the 31 Standards

The Percentage of Appllcable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Adr Quality (138/198) 1§ 0%

Fire Safey (121/198) ® 6719
Building Systems (38/168)
Security (6/188) g 3% ; |

Pislable Waine (O0/198) 1 0% i ‘

Lavalories {1/198)

Communications System (1/1986) §
Human Comfort {85/158)

Acoustics (9186) KEH

Lighting (79/198)

Accasaibility (10/198) FEE

Teleconminunications Syslems (175/198)
Student Capacily (88/198) :

Pra-K/K Classroom (130/144)

General Elementary Classroom (0/148)

Genaral Secondary Classroom (1/58)

Special Education (21/193)

Insructional Resource Rooms (5/193)

Secondary Seence Laboratory (10/57) 8
Library/Media Cenler (3/198) [§
Technology Education (9/28) §

Physical Educalion (7/196) 5
Fineg Arts (137/198) £
Health Sarvices (191/188)

Food Services (7/198) §

AudildnuryThealie Aris (824)
Administralion (63/198)
Guidanco {8/188)

|tinerant Services (B&/1G8)
Site Layout [1/188) §

Teacher Planning (55/198) §

8%

80%

0% 0%  20%  30% 40% 50% 60%  70%

B0%  90%  10C%

%o of Applicable Schools Not Mesting Current Standard ‘
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Standards [_No. Applicable Schools Not Mesting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Foree to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Queen Anne's County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Air Quality (0/12) ,TE%

Fire Salety (2(12) 1 :% . ‘

Building Systems (2/12) -

Sacurity {2/12)

Polable Water {U/1Z)

Lavalones (0/12}

Communicalions Syslem (2/12)

Human Comlort (1/12)

Acoustics {0/12)

Lighting {1/12)

Accessibility (1/12)

Talscommunications Systems {1/12)

Swdent Capacity (2/12)

Pre-H/K Classroam (1/6)

General Elernentary Classroom (1/7)
General Secondary Classroom {¥5) . 0%

Special Education (1/12) !% I

Instructional Resource Rooms {212) | 17% ! i

Secondary Science Laboratory (0/6) | 0% : I I | I

Libraryfdadia Center (0/42) | 0%

Technzlogy Education (0/1) | 0% |
Physical Education (0/12) {0% ‘ ‘ ' ‘ |
Fine Ads (011) | 0% | ‘ l | |
Health Services (2/12) _m 17% : : ‘ ‘ !
Food Services (0/12) -O% l i !
AuditonumiThears Ans (2) | 0% : . | ‘

Adminstration (012) | 0%

Guidanse (0/12) | 0%

tnerant Sewvicas (0/12) { 0% [ ; .
1 . ;
Site Layout (0112} | 0% : ‘ .

|
]
]
]

+

Teacher Planning ((/12) | 0% | '

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 650% 70%  80% 90%  100%
% of Applicable Schools Not Meseting Current Standard

o S ' ™ I ly 2003 Dat
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facifity Adeguacy Survey

Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

yihdequ o —

St. Mary's County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Alr Quality (0/24) {0% ! i | ’ i ‘ f
Fire Safety (0/24) loos ] i !

Building Systems (0/24) { 0% . ' '
Secunty (0/24) [ 0% :

Potable Water (0/24) | 0% L - | . . ' |

Communications Syslem (0/24) | 0% '

Lavataries (0/24) | 0%
Human Comfort (1/24) il 4% |

Acoustics (0/24) | 0% ‘
Lighting (0/24) | 0% !

Accessibility (15/24) RS IRE SRaN 63%

Telecommunicationa Systems {1/24)

Student Canacity (21/24) [ Bi%
Pre-K/K Classroom (2116) R

General Elementary Classroom (1/16)  Ei

General Secondary Classroom (2/8)

Special Education (1/23}

Instructional Resource Rooms (2/23)  EiRESE |

Secandary Science Laboratory (2/7) i rt St e R

Lirary/Media Centar (0/24)
Technology Educaton (1/4) (8

Physical Educaton (/123) | 0% ; . : |

Fine Arts (13/23)

Health Services (20/24) B 83%

Food Services (0/24) |0% ' ‘

Augitorium/ T heatre Arts (073) | 0% [ . . |
1 | | ‘ )

Administration (0/24) 0% : | ‘ I

Guidanco (0/24) | 0% ‘ ! ! | i 5
Htineranl Services (1/24} ] 4% - 3 : | j : I ‘
Site Layout {1/24) 4% ; ‘ : | ,
Teacher Planning (0/24) 0% : ‘ | | ‘ : i

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%  90% 100%
% of Applicable Schocls Not Meeting Current Standard
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Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting StandardfTotal No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Somerset County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Fire Safety (0/10} { (%

4

Air Guatity (1/10) R 10% ‘ . ‘ ‘
;I I
|

l |
Ruilding Systems {0/10) | 0%
Secunty (0/10) h 0% '
Potable Water (0/10) | 0%
Lavataries {5/10})

Communications System (0/10)

Human Comfort (1/10)

Acoustics (2/10) il

Lighting {6/10) /

Accessibility {(810)
Telecommunications Systems (10}
Student Capacity (1/10) ;

Pre-K/K Classraom (0/3)

General Elementary Claasraom (0/5)

Spacial Education (0/10) | 0%

1 ' | :
Genera! Secondary Classroom (5} | 0% : : ! ' : ‘

Instructional Rasourca Rooms {2/9)
Secondary Science Laboralory (1/4) (R
Library/\edia Center (2/10) I
Technciogy Education (1/3)
Physical Education (3/2)

Fine Arls {516} |

Health Senvices {10010}

Food Services (3/10) [5ES
Auditorum/Theatre Arts (Df2)
Administration (0/10)

Guudanie {1/10)

ltinerant Servicas (8/10)

Site Layout (910)

0% 10%  20% 30%  40% 50% B0% T0%  80%

% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

e e |

90%

100%

SR o o —— July 2003 Dala
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schoois)

Talbot County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Air Quality (8/6)

Fira Saiety (0/8) 1
Building Systems (0/89) 1
Securily (0/9) '

Potable Vater (0/0)

Lavalories (0r9) | 0%
Communications System (0/8) | 0%

Human Comfort (2/9) ER

Acouslics (2/9)

Lighting (0/3)

Accessibilty (0/9) | 0%

Telecommunicalions Systems (0/8) ) 0%

Studert Capacity (0/9) 1 0%

Pre-K/K Classroem (0/5) | 0%

General Elementary Classroom (1/6)

Ganoral Secondary Classroom (2/3)
Special Education (0/3)

Instructional Rescurce Rooms {0/3) -

Secondary Scence Laboratory (2/3)

Library/Media Center (1/9)

Technology Education (0/2)

Physlcal Education (3/8)

Fine Arls {4/7) SHE

Health Services (7/9)

Food Services (0/9) |

Auditorum/ | heatre Ans (172}
Adminislration {(0/9)

Guidaence (0/9) |

linerant Services (0/9)

Site Layout (0/8)

Teacher Planning {0/9)

B 22%
8 22%

|
ks

0%

T

10%

20%  30%

40%

50%

E0%

70%

B09%

% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard
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Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Facility Adequacy Survey

|
Washington County Data for the 31 Standards \|

The Percentage of Appiicable Schools Nat Meeting Current Standard

Air Guality (42/42) B
Fire Safety (17/42) HESEE
Building Systems (0/42)

Security (0/42)

Potable Waler (0442)

Lavalories (0/42)

Comimunications System (0/42)

Hurman Comior (6/42)

Acoustics (14/42) R

: i , i
0% ; 5 I i

Lighting (0/42}

Accessibility (17/42)

Telecommunicalions Systems (942)

Student Capacty (11/42) SEEREHRE

Pre-K/K Classroom (15/25)

General Elamentary Classroom (3/26) B

General Secondary Classroom {5/17})

Special Educalion (5/41)

Instructignat Rescurce Hooms (6/41) R

Segondlary Science Laboratory (015)

Liprary/Media Gentor (15/42) YR

Technolegy Education (0/10)

Physical Educalion {(26/41) (e
Fine Arts (23/41) 1l
Heslth Services (40v42) RSEHERRENNGS
Food Services (542) Ypamear

AuditonumsThealre Arls (0IT)

Adminusliaton (2/42)

Cuidonee (7/42) PESUSRERES

Itingrant Services {8/47) e

Site Layout (;'ZBME}

Teacher Pianning (4/42)

B 00%

95%

§ 62%

0% 10%  20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100% }

% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard |

i _ - e
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Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schoals)

Task Forge to Study ublic School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Wicomice County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

Air Qualily (14/25)

Fire Safely (0/25) 10%

Building Systems (2/25} 3
Sscurity (025) |-_)“d
Potable Water (1/25) F 4% -

8 4%

Lavatories (1/25)

Communications System (1/25) BHE 4%

Human Comfor (7/25) i 28%

1
Acoustics {1/25) md%
Lighting (10/25) }

Accessibilily (5£23)

Telecommunications Systems (2/25)
Sludant Capacity [2/25) |
Pre-K/K Classroom (3/11) §

General Elementary Classroom (1/17) §

General Secondary Classraom (0:9)

Special Education ($9/22) §

i
Instructional Resource Rooms (6/22) §

Secondary Science Laboralory (3/8) §

Livrary/Media Cenler {3/25) §

Technology Education {2/4)
Physical Education (5/24)

Fine Arts (0F14)

Health Services (19/25) G 76%

Food Services (1/25) I

AuditariurTheatrs Arts (074} (0%
Administration (4/25) B
Fuidance (8i2o) o

Itinarant Services (8/25)

Site Layout (12/25) HEREeea

Teacher Planning (4/25)

g%  10%  20%  30% 40% 50% 60% 70% B0%  90%
% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

— - : ~ July 2003 Data
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Standards (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Worcester County Data for the 31 Standards
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meetlng Current Standard

Adr Qualily {14/14)

Fire Safety (0/14)

Building Systemns (G/14}

Secunty (0/14)

Potable Water (0/14)

Lavalories (2/14}
Communications System (0/14)

Human Comfert (0414)

Acoustics (10/14)

Lighting (0414)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

0%

0% : |

0%

0% i ‘

Accessibility (4114) EEE

Telecommunicaticns Systems (f14)

Student Capgecity (10£14)

Pre-K/K Classroom {3/5)

General Elementary Classroom {5/6)

General Secondary Classroom (7/9)

Special Education (7/14) IS

Instructional Resource Rooms (3/12) §

Secondary Science Laboralory (3/7) §

Library/edia Center (4/14) ENNERER

Technalogy Education {3/3)

Physical Education (2/13) A

Fine Ads {11713}

Health Services (11/14)

Food Services (0f14)

Auditonumi Theare Ans (1/3)
Administration (1/14)
Guidance {0/14)

Itinerant Servicas (7/14)

Site Layout {/14)

Teachar Planning {1/74)

C% 10%

Q% . ' | |

0%

B 7%

e b,

=T T
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20% 30% 40%  50% 60%
% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

80%

100%

100%

100%
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ATTACUMENT V

ADJUSTED AGE OF CONSTRUCTION BY DECADE
FOR MARYLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

112
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ATTACHMENT 1V

INDIVIDUAL SCHOOL SYSTEM DATA
FOR 10 STANDARDS
FOR WHICH MORE THAN 25% OF APLICABLE SCHOOLS
STATEWIDE DO NOT MEET THE CURRENT STANDARD
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per
County

Primarily reflects a relatively new State guideline (1992) for enhanced air filtration. Not meeting the guideline does not present a health

Air Quality Standard

hazard. Statewide, 63% of applicable schoals did not meet the current slandard.
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Fire Safety Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Mccting Current Standard Per

County
Solely, reflects a relatively new federal accessibility standard (1991) for individuals with disabilities that requires visual alarms in addition to
audible alarms. Buildings without visual alarms are fully compliant with older code requirements and do not represent a safety issue,
Stalewide, 27% of applicable schools did not meet the current standard.
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Task Force to Study Public Schooel Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Human Comfort Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per
County
Reflects schools that canno! provide adequate temperature and/or humidity levels, at least 90% of the lime during student
occupancy in spaces where learning lakes place (excluding physical education) and health suites. Primarily reflects schools
without an air-cooling {A/C) system in all instructional areas and the health suite. Stalewide, 34% of applicable schools did not
meet the current standard.
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Accessibility Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per
County

Reflects schools that present a barrier for students and staff and/or parents and guardians with disatilities to participate with non-disabled
individuals in some aspect of educational programs or support services. Statewide, 33% of applicable schoals did not meet the current

standard.
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Allegany (0/23)

Caroline (D/10)

Duichester (0/12)

Garrett (0/15)

Harford (16/52)

HKent (0/8)

Queen Anne's (2/12}

Somerset {1/10)

SL Mary's (21/24)

County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Taibot (0/9)
Washington (11/42)
Wicomico (8/25)

Woarcester (10/14)

Anne Arundel (22/117)  jiji

Calvert (19/23) SEa

camoll {17/38) [
Cecil (8/30) B

Charles (25/32) gXE

Frederick (30/57) [§
Howard (52/60) [

Mantgomery (52/187) §

Prince George's (98/198) S

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

Student Capacity Standard

The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per County

Reflects schaols that do not have sufficient permanent classrooms to acccomodate al least 95% of the projected 2007/2008 school
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i 78%

0%

83%

% of Applicabie Schocls Not Meeting Current Standard

118

90%  100% |

July 2000 Data

|



County (No. Applicable Schoals Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force io Gludy Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Pre-M/K Classroom Standard
The Percentage of Applicabie Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per
Caounty

Reflects elementary schoals thal have an o
roarr, child height sink, or age approprizle cutdony
standard.
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County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Secondary Science Laboratory Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per County

Reflects high school and middle schoul science facilities that have an inadequacy in one or more of the following areas: middle schools:
demonstration table and sink, student sink, square foatage; high schools: workstations, student sinks, emergency eye-wash,
emergency shower (only far certain labs), ventilation, fume hood (only for certain labs), square footage, storage, or prep rooms (only for
certain labs). Stalewide, 35% of applicable schools did not meet the current standard.
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County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Fine Arts Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per
County

In schools thal have more than a haif-time teacher in visual arts, music, dance or thealre, reflects an inadeguacy in one or more of the
fallowing areas: square feet, work sink, storage, or practice reoms (high school only). Statewide, 48% of applicable schools did not meel

the current standard.
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Technology Education Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per
County

Reflects relatively new State guidelines (1994) for technology education facilities. Statewide, 27% of applicable schools did not meet the current
standard.
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Tetal No. Applicable Schools)

Health Services Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per
County

Schools not meeting the new State guideline (2002) have an inadequacy in one or more of the following areas: saquare feet,
sink, or space for waiting, examination, treatmenl, resting, teile! room, office, or storage. Statewide, 84% of applicable schools

did not meet the current standard.
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County (No. Applicable Schocels Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Primarily reflects building systems that currently do nol present a hazard to occupants, but have the polential of presenling a hazard

Building Systems Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per

County

sometime in the future if capital improvements are not made. Statewide, 16% of applicable schools did not meet the current

standard.
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County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

_ _Sécurity é-t_a;lli;i-ard

The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per County

Reflects schools that do not meetl local standards for building secunty. Statewide, 19% of applicable schools did not meet the

current standard.
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Task Force to Study Fublic School Facilities

Facility Adequacy Survey

County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools

Pof;I_cii-c_aIWater Standard

The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per

County

Primarily reflects schools in Ballimore Cily, that has 175 of the 184 buildings reported statewide as not meeling the current standard.
Baltimore Cily is in he process of tesling all schools for lead levels in water, and is therefore reporting all schools as not meeting the
current standard. When lesling is completed, it is anticipaled that a significant number of schools will meet current standards. All
Baltimore City schools are currently provided with botlled waler. Statewide, 14% of applicable schools did not meet the current standard.
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

: Lavatories Stanaé;&“.
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per County

Reflects schools that do not have lavatories in sufficient locations and/or with sufficient fixtures to adequately support educalional
programs. Statewide, 13% of applicable schools did not meet the current standard.

Allegany (/23)

Anne Arundel (16/117)
Baltimore City (47/175)

Balumore County (82/160)

Calvert (1/23) 52
Caroline (0/10) .
Carroll (10/38) Gy 260
Cecil (0/30)

Charles {0/32)

Dorchester (1/12) &

Frederick (4/57) B

Garretl (2/15) [&
Harford {1/52)

Howard {0/69) | 0%

Kent (0/8) 1 0%

Montgomery (0/187) | 0%

Prince George's {(1/198) § 1% '

Queen Anne's {0/12) | 0% f I |

Somerset (5/10) e S0%

1 i
St Mary's (0/24) | 0% |

Talbot (0/9) | 0%

Washington {0/42)

Wicomico (1/25) [laks

Worcester (2/14) S

em

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

= July 2003 Data




County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Facility Adequacy Survey

Communications System Standard

The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per

County

Based on discussion with local school systems, primarily reflects schools that have a functional communications system in sufficient
locations, however, one-way communication is provided, not two-way as required in the current standard. Statewide, 7% of
applicable schools did not meet the current standard.

Allegany (12/23)
Anne Arundel (3/117)

Baltimore City (37/175)

Ballimere Caunty (27/160) (et

Calvert (0/23)

Cargline (0/10)

Carrall (2/38) [liRE 5%

Cecil (0/30)
Charles (0/32)
Dorchester (8/12)
Frederick (0/57)
Garretl (0/15)

Harford (0/52)

Howard (1/69) B 1%

Kent {0/8)

Montgomery (0/187)
Prince George's (1/198)
Queen Anne's (2/12)
Somersel (0/10)

St. Mary's (0/24)
Talbot (0/9)

Washington (0/42)

Wicomico (1/25) h 4%

Worcester (0/14)

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%
0%
0%
4 0%
0%

1 1%

0%
0%

0%

0%

0%

B 21%

== 52%

0%

10%

20% 30% 40% 50%

60%

70%

80%

% of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard

129

90%

July 2003 Data

100%




County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Facility Adequacy Survey

Acoustics Standard

The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per

County

Based on discussions with local school systems, primariliy reflects buildings with open-space classroom designs. Stalewide, 15% of
applicable schools did not meet the current standard.
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Lighting Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per
County
Based on discussions with local school systems, primarily reflects schoels thal have one or more general classrooms or specialty

laboratores with lighting levels that fall below 50 fool-candles. Slatewide, 23% of applicable schools did not meet the current
standard.
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Telecommunications Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per
County

Based on discussions with loca! school syslems, primarily refiects schools that have an insufficient number of electrical power oullels in
instructional areas or schools that are wited for daia in instructional areas with inlernel access but with fewer dala oullets than required
in the current standard. Stalewide, 24% of applicable schools did not meet the current standard.
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County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Reflects elementary schoals that have more than 10% of general classrooms below the square foot standard. Statewide, 14% of

General Elen;é_nta;ry Classroom Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schiools Not Meeting Current Standard Per

County

applicable schools did nol meet the current standard.
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey
General Secondary Classroom Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per
County

Reflects middle and high schools that have more than 10% of general classrooms below the square foot standard. Statewide, 21% of
applicable schools did not meel the current standard
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Baltimore County (90/160) &

Prince George's (21/198)

Special Education Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per
County
Reflects schools thal have an inadequacy in one or more of the following areas: resource rooms or support spaces such as

occupational therapy, physical therapy or home living skills. Stalewide, 24% of applicable schools did not meel the current
standard.
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

County (No. Applicable Schoois Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Instructional Classroom Standara_
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per County

Reflects schools that have an inadequacy in the resource rooms provided for such aclivities as reading or math. Statewide, 21% of
applicable schools did not meet the current standard.
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Baltimore County (100/160}

Library/Media Center Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per
County
Reflects schools that have an inadequacy in one or maore of the following areas: square feel, and space for collections,

reference, circulation desk. waorkroom, seating, or storage. Stalewide, 18% of applicable schools did not meel the current
standard.
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County (No. Applicahle Schools Not Meeting Standard/Totai No. Apnlicable Schools)

Task Foree to Siudy Public School Facilities

Facility Adequacy Survey

Physical Education Standard

The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per

County

Refiects schools that have an inadequacy in one of more of the following areas: square feet for multipurpose reom or gymnasium,
storage, plavarounds, play fields or lockers and shower facilities (high school only). Statewide, 21% of applicable schools did not

meel the current standard,
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Facility Adequacy Survey

County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Food Services Standérd

The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per County

Reflects schools that have an inadaquacy in one or more of the following areas: dining, kitchen, or serving. Statewide, 12% of
applicable schools did not meet the currenl standard.
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County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Auditorium Standard - '
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per County

Reflects high schools that have an inadequacy in one or more of the following areas: seating, lighting, sound system, set
construction, dressing, toilet rooms, or storage. Statewide, 20% of applicable schools did nat meel the current Jocal slandard.
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Administration Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per
County

Reflects schools that do not meet current local standards for work and meeting space. Statewide, 12% of applicable schools did not
meet the current standard.
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Guidance Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per County

Reflects schools that do not mee! current local standards for work and meeting space. Statewide, 8% of applicable schools did not
meet the current standard.
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County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per County

Reflecls schools that do not meet current local standards for work space. Statewide, 23% of applicable schools did not meel the

current standard.

ltinerant Services Standard
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Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Site Layodt Standard
The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per
County

Reflects schools that do not meet current local standards for the layout of student drop-off, bus loading/unloading, parking, or
pedestrian routes. Statewide, 18% of applicable schouols did not meel the current standard.
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County (No. Applicable Schools Not Meeting Standard/Total No. Applicable Schools)

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities
Facility Adequacy Survey

Teaéh_ear_aihanning Standard

The Percentage of Applicable Schools Not Meeting Current Standard Per County

Reflects schoals that do not meet current local standards for providing space for teachers to plan. Statewide, 11% of applicable

schools did not meet the current standard.
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
MARYLAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS

TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES
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COST ESTIMATE DATA

Presented by Allen Abend
Deputy Director, Public School Construction Program
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December 1, 2003

148



Background

The Task Force to Study Public School Facilities was established by the Bridge to
Excellence in Public Schools Act of 2002. One of the primary charges to the Task Force
was to review, evaluate, and make findings and recommendations regarding whether
public school facilities in Maryland are adequate to support educational programs funded
through an adequate operating budget as proposed by the Thornton Commission. The
December 2002 Interim Report of the Task Force recommended 1dentifying fundamental
elements (standards) necessary for an adequate school facility, the design of a survey
instrument, and completion of a statewide facilities survey in order to collect baseline
data on the present condition of Maryland’s public schools and their ability to adequately
support educational programs. A total of 1342 schools were included in the survey,

Phase One of the Facility Assessment Survey evaluated existing public school facilities
against 31 standards' currently used for new school construction. The standards were
based on federal, state, or local guidelines or standards. The results of Phase One were
presented to the Task Force on November 6, 2003, and made available to the public at
that time. The report to the Task Force on phase one of the survey can be accessed at the
following website: mlis.state.md.us/#othe. This report to the Task Force is on Phase Two
of the Facility Assessment Survey and presents data, self-reported by school systems, on
the costs required to bring public schools up to the standards used in Phase One of the
survey.

Calculating Cost Estimates

All costs in this report are expressed in July 2004 dollars. New construction required to
increase the student capacity of a school, for example a classroom addition, is calculated
using $156.80 per square foot, which includes building and site development® A
contingency, not to exceed 5%, is added to the building and site development costs.
Architectural/engineering fees, not to exceed 7% of construction costs (including
contingency) are included. Finally, movable furniture and equipment costs are added, not
to exceed 7% of construction costs (including contingency) for elementary and middle
schools or 12% for high schools.

New construction required for educational programs or support services, for example an
expanded library/media center, is calculated using a building cost of $140.00 per square
foot, to which is added 2.5 % for site development, 2.5% for contingency,

architectural /engineering fees not to exceed 7% of construction costs (including site
development and contingency), and movable furniture and equipment costs not to exceed
7% of construction costs (including site development and contingency) for elementary

! Definitions for the 31 standards can be found at the website: mlis.state. md.us/#othe

Click on School Facility Survey.

? This cost, used by the Public School Construction Program to determine total State participation in
projects submitted for funding in the FY 2005 Capital Improvement Program, is based on school
construction projects bid during the first half of calendar year 2003.
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and middle schools and 12% for high schools. Renovation of existing square footage
required for educational programs or support services is calculated using a building cost
of $140.00 per square foot reduced by a percentage based upon the age of the building.
The percentage of reduction varies from 0% for portions of a building 40 years or older to
100% for portions that are 15 years old or less’. To the building renovation cost is added
a contingency, not to exceed 5%, and architectural/engineering fees, riot to exceed 7% of
building renovation cost plus contingency.

Other costs to meet the standards, for example improvements to an individual or group of
building systems, are calculated using estimates from recent project bid data escalated to
July 2004 dollars or unit pricing from the 2003 RS Means publication, Building
Construction Cost Data.

In some circumstances when a school did not meet one of the current standards for new
school construction, no corresponding cost estimate has been reported. There are several
reasons for this to occur: (a) cost estimates were rounded to the nearest 1000, therefore
estimates below $500 were eliminated; (b) for some deficiencies, there is no solution for
bringing the school up to current construction standards (e.g. improving site layout and
play fields on a site with extremely limited acreage); (¢) the costs are unknown at this
time (for example, until testing is completed for potable water systems in Baltimore City
required remediation cost cannot be calculated); (d) the correction to a deficiency

does not involve a capital expenditure (for example, in some circumstances air filtration
can be upgraded through a filter replacement program), and (e) the cost estimate included
under another standard completely remedies the deficiency (for example, the estimated
cost to correct deficiencies in existing kindergarten classrooms might be reported under
Student Capacity rather than under Pre-K/K Classrooms, since these classrooms will be
newly constructed when capacily is added to the school to accommodate projected
enrollments).

Cost Estimates

The table on page 1 of Attachment I, presents the total estimated cost by school system
and statewide. The total estimated cost for the State and the local jurisdictions to bring
existing schools up 1o the 31 standards currently nsed for new school construction is
almost §3.9 billion. The table on page 2 of Attachment I presents statewide tolal costs for
each of the 21 standards in the survey. Pages 3 through 26 in Attachment I, present total
costs by school system for each of the 31 standards in the survey.

In Attachment II, estimated costs are presented statewide and by school system with the
31 standards in the survey grouped into four categories: Bmldmg and Site Factors,
Student Capacity, [ dunUon Programs, and Support Services. Page 1 of Attachment 11
presents statewide cost estimates. Of the almost $3.9 billion total cost,

* This reduction in cost/square foot, used by the Public School Construction Program in caleulat mg the
maximum State construction allocation for renovation projects, re cognizes the relationship between the age
of abuilding and the required scope of work.
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e $1.33 billion or 34% of the total is needed to repair or replace Building
Systems and Site Factors.

e $1.54 billion or 40% of the total is needed to provide additional Student
Capacity to accommodate increasing student enrollments.

e $765.55 million or 20% of the total is required for needs related to
Education Programs.

o $214.91 million or 6% of the total is needed for Support Services.

Pages 2 through 25 of Attachment II present estimated costs for each school system.

In Attachment 11, those standards within the four categories that have, in the judgment of
state school facility experts, the most potential for impact on education programs and
learning are shown in bold. These critical standards are listed below, showing the
number of schools with deficiencies, the estimated cost to bring these schools up to
current standards for new construction, and the percentage of the total statewide
estimated cost ($3.85 billion);

Standards With Greatest Impact on Education Programs

No. Schools Cost (000) % of Total Cost

1. Building and Site Factors 746 $1,030,872 26.7%

« Building Systems 85,273 22

« Human Comfort 642,002 16.7

* Acoustics 247,515 6.4

+ Lighting 56,082 1.4
2. Student Capacity 467 $1,543,349 40.0%

* Pre-K/Full-Day K Mandate 163,363 4.2

» Other Elementary 470,249 12.2

+ Secondary 909,735 23.6
3. Education Programs 840 $ 373,711 9.7%

+ Pre-K/K Classrooms (exishing) 43,800 1.1

» Elem. Classrooms 72,224 1.9

» Secondary Classrooms 76,836 2.0

« Special Education 35,235 1.0

= Instructional Resource 17.942 0.5

+ Secondary Science 57,262 1.4

« Accessibility 70,411 1.8

Total ~ $2.947.932

|
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Student Capacity and Bridge to Excellence Mandate

Attachment III includes two charts. The first chart presents, by school system, the
average percentage of elementary school student capacity inadequacy, for the 2007/2008
school year, that is due to the Bridge to Excellence mandate for pre-kindergarten
programs for economically disadvantaged four-year olds and full-day kindergarten
programs. The second chart presents, by school system, the cost to provide additional
student capacity due to the Bndge to Excellence pre-kindergarten/full-day kindergarten
mandate.

Of the total cost of $1.54 billion required for addiional Student Capacity, $909.74
million 1s needed to build capacity at secondary schools, and $633.61 million for capacity
at elementary schools. Of this latter sum, $163.37 million or less than 26% of needed
elementary school capacity is required due to the Bridge to Excellence mandate for pre-
kindergarten programs for economically disadvantaged four-year olds and full-day
kindergarten programs”.

Utilizing the Facility Assessment Survey

Despite the many caveats needed to properly interpret the survey results, the survey data
will be valuable to the Task Force by identifying those standards in which public schools
have deficiencies and quantifying the cost of biinging school facilities up to current
standards for new construction. The Task Force will consider the survey results in its
deliberations concermning the focus, policies and procedures of the Public School
Construction Program.

In addition to providing the Task Force to Study Public School Facilities with important
baseline data, the Facility Assessment Survey presents valuable information in setting
local and State priorities. Local school systems will find the school-by-school analysis in
the Assessment Survey useful, when coupled with existing local information, for
priorifizing major renovation projects. For renovation projects that are more limited in
scope, the Assessment Survey data will be useful in priontizing the educational program
enhancements that might need to be addressed. Also, the Assessment Survey data may
be helpful in determining the relative priority of systemic renovation projects.

Based on the Facilities Assessment Survey and 1its findings, the Task Force may choose
to consider the following policy options (not an exhaustive list):

1. Adding to or creating new State initiatives under the Public School
Construction Program, for example:

e Expand to include middle school science facilities in the current Look

school science facilities to meet current standards.

* The use of non-public school space may reduce the total cost to provide additional elementary school
student capacity due to the Bridge to Excellence pre-k/full-day k mandate,
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o Establish funding initiatives for one or more of the following:

- Projects that solely address the Bridge to Excellence mandate for
pre-kindergarten programs for economically disadvantaged four-
vear olds and full-day kindergarten programs.

- Projects that solely address upgrading existing pre-kindergarten or
xindergarten classrooms.

- Projects that solely address renovating existing buildings with
open-space classroom desigr.

2. Adding to the list of eligible Systemic Renovation projects, or giving greater

consideration to specific Systemic Renovation projects. Systemic Renovation
projects address the repair or replacement of specific building systems.

o Add to the list of eligible Systemic Renovation projects building
modifications that achieve accessibility for students and staff with
disabilities, in accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act.
Currently, many of the building features required to be installed,
replaced or renovated to render a school accessible are not eligible as a
Systemic Renovation.

e Heating, ventilating, and air-conditioning (HVAC) projects that
upgrade or replace existing HVAC systems could receive additional
consideration.

Add those factors in the Facility Assessment Survey judged to have the
greatest impact on education programs and learning to the criteria currently
used by the Public School Construction Program to evaluate and priontize
requests for State planning approval. Projects that address one or more of the
higher impact factors could receive additional consideration.

[
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ATTACHMENT I

ESTIMATED COSTS TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION

TOTAL COSTS STATEWIDE AND BY SCHOOL SYSTEM

COSTS FOR 31 STANDARDS STATEWIDE AND BY SCHOOL SYSTEM



FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

(000 omitted)
School Systems Estimated
Cost

5 Amount

Allegany S 71426
Anne Arundel $ 336,458
Raltimore City $ 570,599
Baltimore County $ 408,845
Calvert $ 102,911
Caroline 5 5435
~ Carroll $  135.297
Cecil $ 46,873
Charles 8 178419
Dorchester $  33.816
Frederick $ 203,625
Garrett 5 20,142
Harford $ 204,666
Howard 5 168,727
Kent 5 1,180
Monlgomery £ 279,307
Prince George's 3 778,225
Queen Anne's 5 9,666
St. Mary's $ 52,530
Somerset $ 9,030
Talbot 5 18,989
Washington $ 93,827
Wicomico $ 69,993
Worcester S 54122
TOTAL COST § 3.554.108

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

STATEWIDE COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*
(000 omitted)

Standard Estimated Cost

£ Amount %

130,217 3.90%
54,728 1.42%
85,273 2.21%

Indoor Air Quality
Fire Safety
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions

Security 9,351 0.24%
Potable Water 115 0.00%
Lavatories 9.150 0.24%

12,145 0.32%
642,002 16.66%

Communications System
Human Comfort

Acoustics 247,515 6.42%
Lighting 56,082 1.46%
Accessibility 70,411 1.83%

25,749 0.67%
1,543,349 |  40.04%
43,800 1.14%
72,224 1.87%
76,836 1.99%
35,236 | 0.91%
17,942 | 0.47%
57,262 1.49%
69,283 1.80%
22,709 | 0.59%
60,207 1.56%
142,998 | 3.71%
102,386 2.66%
70,914 1.81%
96.637 2.51%
13,979 0.36%
5107 | 0.13%
11,199 | 0.29%
37,976 | 0.99%
11,326 | 0.29%

Telecommunications

Student Capacity
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom
General Elementary Classroom
General Secondary Classroom
Special Education

Instructional Resource Rooms
Secondary Science Laboratory
Library/Media Center
Technology Education
Physical Education

Fine Arts

Health Services

Food Services
Auditorium/Theatre Arts
Administration

Guidance

[tinerant Services

Site Layout

Teacher Planning

@9 67 9 6 BB 6D U0 LA B2 60 60 L9 6% 67 69 &7 U 67 69 6F B LT 68 6B B9 60 W3 63 &% o0 9

TOTAL COST $ 3,854,108 100%

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars.
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

ALLEGANY COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*
(000 omitted)

Standard Estimated Cost
5 Amount %
Indoor Air Quality 5,329 7.46%
Fire Safety 645 0.90%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions - 0.00%
Security 93 0.13%
Potable Water - 0.00%

0.00%
522 | 0.73%
12,692 | 17.77%
11,151 | 15.61%
5,063 | 7.09%
4557  6.38%
87| 0.82%
0.00%

b
8
p
5
5
Lavatories $
Communications System $
Human Comfort $
Acoustics $
Lighting $
Accessibility $
Telecommunications $
Student Capacity 5
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom $  2.846 3.98%
General Elementary Classroom $ 2,455 3.44%
General Secondary Classroom $ - 0.00%
Special Education $ 677 0.95%
Instructional Resource Rooms $ 311 0.44%
Secondary Science Laboratory $ 3,914 5.48%
Library/Media Center $ 1,898 2.66%
Technology Education $ 2882 4.03%
Physical Education S 4,696 6.57%%
Fine Arls 5 2,189 3.06%
Health Services $ 1,205 1.69%
Food Services $ 818 1.15%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts $ - 0.00%
Administration $ 1.600 2.24%
Guidance $ 605 0.85%
[tinerant Services $ 386 0.54%
Site Layout $ 4,019 5.63%
Teacher Planning 8 286 0.40%

TOTAL COST § 71,426 10026

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars.
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

ANNE ARUNDEL COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

(000 omitted)
Standard Estimated Cost
& Amount %o

Indoor Air Quality $ 8451 2.51%
Fire Safety $ 7,985 2.3T%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions $ - 0.00%
Security $ 832 0.25%
Potable Water $ 8 0.00%
Lavatories $ 222 0.07%
Communications System $ - 0.00%
Human Comfort § 52,909 15.73%
Acoustics $ 97,052 | 2885%
Lighting $ 8361 2.49%
Accessibility $ 2492 0.74%
Telecommunications $ - 0.00%
Student Capacity $ 27602 8.20%
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom $ 10,944 3.25%
General Elementary Classroom $ 24,814 7.38%
General Secondary Classroom $ 13,074 3.89%
Special Education $ 4,199 1.25%
Instructional Resource Rooms S 2,172 0.65%
Secondary Science Laboratory $ 19,766 5.87%
Library/Media Center $ 3,034 0.90%
Technology Education $ - 0.00%
Physical Education $ 9,165 2.72%
Fine Arts $ 5,065 1.51%
Health Services 3 9,136 2.72%
Food Services § 21428 6.37%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts $ 27 0.08%
Administration $ 1,475 0.44%
Guidance $ 207 0.06%
Itinerant Services $ 518 0.15%
Site Layout $ 4,265 1.27%
Teacher Planning $ 1,004 0.30%
TOTAL COST § 336438 100

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

BALTIMORE CITY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO

CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*
(000 omitted)

Standard Estimated Cost

£ Amount %

20,043 3.51%
13,324 2.34%
47476 | 8.32%
1,947 | 0.34%

& 0.00%
7,033 1.23%
10,712 1.88%
154,592 | 27.09%

Indoor Air Quality

Fire Safety

Building Systems, Materials or Conditions
Security

Potable Water

Lavatories

Communications System

Human Comfort

Acoustics 18,683 3.27%
Lighting 12,911 2.26%
Accessibility 22,807 4.00%
Telecommunications 0.00%

Student Capacity
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom
General Elementary Classroom
General Secondary Classroom
Special Education
Instructional Resource Rooms
Secondary Science Laboratory
Library/Media Center
Technology Education
Physical Education

Fine Arts

Health Services

Food Services

101,214 17.74%
3,726 0.65%
2,271 0.40%
1,791 1.37%
9,258 1.62%
5,985 1.05%

14,091 2.47%
9,175 1.61%
7,244 1.27%

12,513 2.19%

71,970 12.61%
9.095 1.59%
1,350 0.24%

Auditorium/Theatre Arts 0.00%
Administration 333 0.06%
Guidance 329 0.06%
Itinerant Services 586 0.10%

Site Layout
Teacher Planning

3,310 0.56%
830 0.15%

6 69 62 03 7 U 6% o9 &% 69 6% 69 6% 6% 69 €9 62 69 7 9 9 2 61 B 7 B ©F &9 68 e 6O

TOTAL COST S £70,599 100%0

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

BALTIMORE COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*
(000 omitted)

Standard Estimated Cost
$ Amount %
Indoor Air Quality 28 0.01%
Fire Safety 3,021 0.74%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions - 0.00%
Security 5,987 1.46%
Potable Water - 0.00%
Lavalories 485 0.12%
Communications System 574 0.14%
Human Comfort 81,600 19.96%
Acoustics 2,500 0.61%
Lighting 17,790 4.35%
Accessibility 28,442 6.96%

Telecommunications

Student Capacity
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom
General Elementary Classroom
General Secondary Classroom
Special Education
Instructional Resource Rooms
Secondary Science Laboratory
Library/Media Center
Technology Education
Physical Education

Fine Arts

Health Services

Food Services
Auditorium/Thealre Arts

1,294 0.32%
71,965 | 17.60%
3,388 0.83%
3,908 0.96%
5.109 1.25%
6,294 1.54%
934 0.23%
1,024 0.25%
38,852 9.50%
9,946 2.43%
14,454 3.54%
14,018 3.43%
8,406 2.06%
39,014 9.54%
40,064 9.80%

97 &9 &9 63 67 9 7 G WY BT 6T 67 6T 00 62 67 &9 69 69 69 69 &2 69 6% 69 9 9 o9 % o9 &9

Administration 0.00%
Guidance 334 0.13%
Itmerant Services 84 0.02%
Site Layout 9,130 2.23%
Teacher Planning 0.00%
TOTAL COST § 408,845 100%0

“Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

CALVERT COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*
(000 omitted)

Standard Estimated Cost
% Amount %
Indoor Air Quality 300 0.29%
Fire Safety 147 0.14%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions 2,177 2.12%
Security - 0.00%
Potable Water - 0.00%
Lavatories 35 0.03%
Communications System - 0.00%

Human Comfort 17,864 17.36%

Acoustics 9432 9.17%
Lighting - 0.00%
Accessibility 148 0.14%
Telecommunications - 0.00%

56,371 54.78%
11,218 10.90%

Student Capacity
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom
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General Elementary Classroom - 0.00%
General Sccondary Classroom 0.00%
Special Educalion - 0.00%
Instructional Resource Rooms 59 0.06%
Secondary Science Laboratory 2,283 2.22%
Library/Media Center 320 0.31%
Technology Education - 0.00%
Physical Education - 0.00%
Fine Arts 4 0.00%
Health Services 1,121 1.09%
Food Services - 0.00%
Auditoriuny/ Theatre Arts - 0.00%
Administration - 0.00%
Guidance - 0.00%
[tinerant Services 435 0.42%
Site Layout 997 0.97%
Teacher Planning - 0.00%
TOTAL COST £ 102911 100%0

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

CAROLINE COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*
(000 onutted)

Standard Estimated Cost
¥ Amount %
Indoor Air Quality - 0.00%
Fire Safety 0.00%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions - 0.00%
Security 0.00%
Potable Water - 0.00%
Lavatories - 0.00%
Communications System - 0.00%
Human Comfort 2,500 | 46.00%
Acoustics s 0.00%
Lighting - 0.00%
Accessibility 0.00%
Telecommunications 105 1.93%
Student Capacity 0.00%
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom 803 | 14.77%
General Elementary Classroom . 0.00%
General Secondary Classroom 0.00%
Special Education 0.00%
Instructional Resource Rooms 0.00%

13 0.24%
180 3.31%

Secondary Science Laboratory
Library/Media Center

© 67 65 57 7 B9 69 65 &% 9 59 69 65 62 69 6% 67 &9 £9 2 67 7 07 68 O 69 O%F &2 o8 69 9
'

Technology Education - 0.00%
Physical Education 858 15.79%
Fine Arts 423 7.78%%
Health Services 460 8.46%
Food Services - 0.00%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts - 0.00%
Administration z 0.00%
Guidance - 0.00%%
Itinerant Services 42 0.77%%
Site Layoul - {.00%
Teacher Planning 51 0.94%
TOTAL COST $ 5,435 100%

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars

162



FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

CARROLL COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

(000 omtted)
Standard Estimated Cost
3 Amount %
Indoor Air Quality - 0.00%
Fire Safety 216 0.16%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions - 0.00%
Securily - 0.00%
Potable Water 64 0.05%
Lavatories 540 0.40%
Communications System 70 0.05%
Human Comfort 22,002 | 16.26%
Acoustics 7,401 5.47%
Lighting 395 0.29%
Accessibility 490 0.36%
Telecommunications - 0.00%
Student Capacity 56,642 | 41.86%

Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom
General Elementary Classroom
General Secondary Classroom

1,818 1.34%
16,371 12.10%
8,927 6.60%

Special Education - 0.00%
Instructional Resource Rooms 765 0.57%
Secondary Science Laboratory 76 0.06%
Library/Media Center 900 0.67%
Technology Education - 0.00%
Physical Education - 0.00%
Fine Arts 379 0.28%

Health Services
Food Services
Auditorium/Theatre Arts

2,113 1.56%
1,800 1.33%

Administration 586 0.43%
Guidance 431 0.32%
Itinerant Services 791 0.58%
Site Layout - 0.00%

L7 B 67 &7 07 67 67 B 67 B9 8% 68 g7 82 BT e 67 69 £9 B9 69 e 67 e 62 9 &2 B9 68 o 6

Teacher Planning 1,520 1.12%

TOTAL COST § 135297 100%

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

CECIL COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*
(000 omitted)

Standard Fstimated Cost

$ Amount %%

867 1.85%
0.00%
0.00%
29 0.06%
0.00%
= 0.00%

- 0.00%
645 1.38%
5;323 11.78%
1,110 2.37%
493 1.05%
1,712 3.65%
17,278 36.86%
Pre-kindergarien/Kindergarten Classroom 580 1.24%
General Elementary Classroom 1,525 3.25%

Indoor Air Quality $
b
8
5
3
b
$
b
5
3
b
3
3
3
8

General Secondary Classroom $ 2 0.00%
b3
b
5
b
5
5
5
B
3
3
3
b
$
3
b

Fire Safety

Building Systems, Materials or Conditions
Security

Potable Water
Lavatories
Communications System
Human Comfort
Acoustics

Lighting

Accessibility
Telecommunications
Student Capacity

Special Education 611 1.30%
Instructional Resource Rooms 424 0.90%
Secondary Science Laboratory 3,815 8.14%
Library/Media Center 1,616 3.45%
Technology Education 260 0.55%
1,455 3.10%
1,324 2.82%
2,699 5.76%
: 0.00%0
1,194 2.55%
2464 5.26%
335 0.71%
732 1.56%
180 0.38%
= 0.00%

Physical Education

Fine Arts

Health Services

Food Services
Auditorium/Theatre Arts
Administration
Cuidance

Itinerant Services

Site Layout

Teacher Planning

TOTAL COST § 46,873 100%

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

CHARLES COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

(000 omitted)
Standard Estimated Cost
3 Amount %

Indoor Air Quality $ - 0.00%
Fire Safety $ - 0.00%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions $ - 0.00%
Security $ . 0.00%
Potable Water $ - 0.00%
Lavatories $ - 0.00%
Communications System $ - 0.00%
Human Comfort $ - 0.00%
Acoustics § 20499 11.49%
Lighting $ - 0.00%
Accessibility $ 0.00%
Telecommunications $ 0.00%
Student Capacity 3 154,134 86.39%
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom $ - 0.00%
General Elementary Classroom $ - 0.00%
General Secondary Classroom $ - 0.00%
Special Education $ - 0.00%
Instructional Resource Rooms $ 1,014 0.57%
Secondary Science Laboratory $ - 0.00%
Library/Media Center $ 470 0.26%
Technology Education $ - 0.00%
Physical Education $ - 0.00%
Fine Arts $ 863 0.48%
Health Services $ - 0.00%
Food Services $ - 0.00%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts $ - 0.00%
Administration $ 323 0.18%
Guidance $ 123 0.07%
Itinerant Services $ 380 0.21%
Site Layoul g - 0.00%
Teacher Planning $ 613 0.34%
TOTAL COST $ 178419 10020

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

DORCHESTER COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

Fine Arts
Health Services
Food Services

334 0.99%%
8,228 24.33%
100 0.30%

(000 omitted)
Standard Estimated Cost
5 Amount %

Indoor Air Quality $ 20 0.06%
Fire Safety $ 854 2.53%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions $ 20,639 | 61.03%
Security $ 197 0.58%
Potable Water $ - 0.00%
Lavatories $ 30 0.09%
Communications System $ 128 0.38%
Human Comfort $ 167 0.49%
Acoustics $ 1,150 3.40%
Lighting $ 100 0.30%
Accessibility $ 300 0.89%
Telecommunications $ 168 0.50%
Student Capacity $ - 0.00%
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom $ 727 2.15%
General Elementary Classroom $ - 0.00%
General Secondary Classroom $ - 0.00%
Special Education $ 624 1.85%
Instructional Resource Rooms 8 . 0.00%
Secondary Science Laboratory $ - 0.00%
Library/Media Center $ 50 0.13%
Technology Education $ 0.00%
Physical Education $ 0.00%

5

5

5

5

8

$

i

5

p

Auditorium/Theatre Arts - 0.00%
Administration - 0.00%
Guidance - 0.00%
[tinerant Services 0.00%
Site Layout 0.00%
Teacher Planning 0.00%
TOTAL COST by 33,816 100%

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

FREDERICK COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

(000 omitted)

Standard Estimated Cost

5 Amount %o
Indoor Air Quality 30,913 15.18%
Fire Safety 3,267 1.60%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions 1 0.00%
Security 156 0.08%
Potable Water - 0.00%

357 0.18%
0.00%
2 0.00%
53,741 26.39%
0.00%
1,319 0.65%
- 0.00%

b
8
$
b
b
Lavatories $
Communications System $
Human Comfort $
Acoustics $
Lighting $
Accessibility $
Telecommunications S
Student Capacity $ 75187 | 36.92%
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom 8 1,356 0.67%
General Elementary Classroom $ - 0.00%
3
b
b
5
$
5
3
5
&
3
%
8
]
]
b
b

General Secondary Classroom 1,509 0.74%
Special Education 2,389 1.17%
Instructional Resource Rooms 1,121 0.55%
Secondary Science Laboratory 2,300 1.13%
Library/Media Center 968 | 0.48%
Technology Education - 0.00%
Physical Education 1,654 0.81%
Fine Arts 3,682 1.81%
Health Services 6,416 3.15%
Food Services 4,049 1.99%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts 28 0.01%
Administration 1,136 0.56%
Guidance 321 0.16%
Itinerant Services 977 0.48%
Site Layout 10,249 5.03%

Teacher Planning 527 0.26%

TOTAL COST § 203,625 100%

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

GARRETT COUNTY

COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

(000 omitted)
Standard Estimated Cost
§ Amount Y%
Indoor Air Quality 803 3.99%
Fire Safety 47 0.23%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions 1,568 7.78%
Security - 0.00%
Potable Water - 0.00%
Lavatories 172 0.85%
Communications System - 0.00%
Human Comfort 0.00%
Acoustics - 0.00%
Lighting 38 0.19%
Accessibility 150 0.74%
Telecommunications - 0.00%
Student Capacity 0.00%

769 3.82%
3,019 14.99%
7,234 35.92%

Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom
General Elementary Classroom
General Secondary Classroom

Special Education 234 1.16%
Instructional Resource Rooms 234 1.16%
Secondary Science Laboratory 261 1.30%
Library/Media Center 552 2.74%
Technology Education - 0.00%
Physical Education 1,368 6.79%
Fine Arts 633 3.14%
Health Services 891 4.42%
Food Services 93 0.46%

Auditorium/Theatre Arts
Administration

1,094 5.43%
117 0.58%

B7 LT T B9 69 69 69 67 £9 67 U7 69 % 6% 6% 69 69 0 U9 6% 65 &3 67 Y 69 65 67 R o0 oY 69

Guidance 215 1.07%
Itinerant Services 276 1.37%
Site Layout 140 0.70%
Teacher Planning 234 1.16%
TOTAL COST ¥ 20,142 10094

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

HARFORD COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO

CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*
(000 omitted)

Standard Estimated Cost
$ Amount %

Indoor Air Quality $ 63,857 | 31.20%
Fire Safety $ - 0.00%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions $ - 0.00%
Security $ . 0.00%
Potable Water $ - 0.00%
Lavatories 5 66 0.03%
Communications System $ - 0.00%
Human Comfort $ 46,098 22.52%
Acoustics $ 1,016 0.50%
Lighting $ - 0.00%
Accessibility § 2,465 1.20%
Telecommunications $ - 0.00%
Student Capacity $ 51301 [ 25.07%
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom $ 1,170 0.57%
General Elementary Classroom $ 7661 3.74%
General Secondary Classroom $ 6,403 3.13%
Special Education $ 3,000 1.51%
Instructional Resource Roomis $ 1,411 0.69%
Secondary Science Laboratory $ 2,707 1.32%
Library/Media Center $ 117 0.06%
Technology Education $ - 0.00%%
Physical Education § 2420 1.18%
Fine Arts $ 3,343 1.63%
Healih Services $ 6,100 2.98%
Food Services 5 . 0.00%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts $ 375 0.18%
Administration $ 325 0.16%
Guidance 8 378 0.28%
Itinerant Services $ 1,521 0.74%%
Site Layout 3 1,550 0.76%
Teacher Planning % 1.092 0.53%
TOTAL COST $ 204,666 100%0

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

HOWARD COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*
(000 omlted)

Standard Fstimated Cost
5 Amount %o

Indoor Air Quality $ - 0.00%
Fire Safety $ 0.00%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions $ 0.00%
Security $ £ 0.00%
Potable Water b - 0.00%
Lavatories $ - 0.00%
Communications System 3 : 0.00%%
Human Comfort $ 0.00%
Acoustics $ - 0.00%
Lighting $ - 0.00%
Accessibility $ - 0.00%
Telecommunications $ 0.00%
Student Capacity $ 157218 | 93.18%
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom $ - 0.00%
General Elementary Classroom $ - 0.00%
General Secondary Classroom & 1,500 0.89%
Special Education $ 0.00%
Instructional Resource Rooms $ - 0.00%
Secondary Science Laboratory $ - 0.00%
Library/Media Center $ 0.00%
Technology Education 5 0.00%
Physical Education $ 0.00%
Fine Arts $ 0.00%
Health Services $ 10,009 5.93%
Food Services $ 0.00%
Auditorium/ Theatre Arts $ - 0.00%
Administration $ 0.00%
Guidance 5 0.00%
Itinerant Services $ D.00%
Site Layout 5 0.00%%
Teacher Planning $ 0.00%
TOTAL COST § 168,727 100% o

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
I'ASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

KENT COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

(000 omitted)
Standard Estimated Cost
$ Amount Ya

Indoor Air Quality 5 - 0.00%

Fire Safety 5 - 0.00%
Building Systenis, Materials or Conditions $ 0.00%
Security $ 0.00%
Potable Water $ - 0.00%
Lavatories $ 0.00%
Communications System $ - 0.00%

Human Comfort 5 - 0.00%

Acoustics $ - 0.00%

Lighting $ - 0.00%
Accessibility £ - 0.00%
Telecommunications $ 0.00%
Student Capacity $ 0.00%
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom $ 56 4.75%
General Elementary Classroom $ - 0.00%
General Secondary Classroom $ - 0.00%
Special Education b3 - 0.00%
Instructional Resource Rooms $ - 0.00%
Secondary Science Laboratory $ 19 1.61%
Library/Media Center $ 206 | 17.46%
Technology Education $ 0.00%
Physical Education $ 334 | 28.31%
Fine Arts $ 37 3.14%
Health Services $ 528 | 44.75%
Food Services $ - 0.00%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts $ - 0.00%
Administration $ - 0.00%
Guidance $ - 0.00%
Itinerant Services £ - 0.00%
Site Layout & - 0.00%
Teacher Planning 8 - 0.00%
TOTAL COST § 1,150 100%

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

MONTGOMERY COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

(000 omitted)
Standard Estimated Cost
$ Amount %

Indoor Air Quality § 279 0.10%
Fire Safety 5 - 0.00%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions $ - 0.00%
Security 5 . 0.00%
Potable Water g - 0.00%
Lavalories $ - 0.00%
Communications System $ - 0.00%
Human Comfort $ 95300 | 34.12%
Acoustics 5 - 0.00%
Lighting 5 43 0.02%
Accessibility s 0.00%
Telecommunications 5 675 0.24%
Student Capacity $ 168,550 | 60.35%
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom $ - 0.00%
General Elementary Classroom $ - 0.00%
General Secondary Classroom $ - 0.00%
Special Education 5 - 0.00%
Instructional Resource Rooms $ - 0.00%
Secondary Science Laboratory $ - 0.00%
Library/Media Center $ 2310 0.83%
Technology Education $ - 0.00%
Physical Education 5 - 0.00%
Fine Arts $ - 0.00%
Health Services $ 12,105 4.33%
Food Services $ 45 0.02%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts & - 0.00%
Administration 5 - 0.00%
Guidance $ - 0.00%
Itinerant Services s 0.00%
Site Layout s 0.00%
Teacher Planning s - 0.00%
TOTAL COST § 279,307 100%0

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

PRINCE GEORGE'S COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*
(000 omitted)

Standard Fstimated Cost

% Amount Yh

Indoor Air Quality
Fire Safety
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions

195 0.03%
24,060 3.09%
11,330 1.46%

Security 75 0.01%
Potable Water - 0.00%
Lavatories - 0.00%
Communications System 20 0.00%

Human Comfort 107,977 13.87%

Acoustics 3,953 0.51%
Lighting 7,035 0.90%
Accessibility 448 0.06%

19,760 2.54%
496,825 63.84%
1,423 0.18%

Telecommunications
Student Capacity
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom

General Elementary Classroom - 0.00%
General Secondary Classroom 67 0.01%
Special Education 3,755 0.48%
Instructional Resource Rooms 570 0.07%

2,597 0.33%
503 0.06%
924 0.12%

Secondary Science Laboratory
Library/Media Center
Technology Education

& 6% em 5 68 67 7 O 68 6% 65 69 65 &2 67 U9 6% 69 6% &% o2

Physical Education $ - 0.00%
Fine Arts $ 29,074 3.74%
Heallh Services $ 14,431 1.85%
Food Services $ 335 0.04%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts $ 40,800 5.24%
Administration 5 3,962 0.51%
Guidance $ 302 0.04%
[tinerant Services $ 3,483 0.45%
Site Layout $ - 0.00%
Teacher Planning $ 4321 0.56%
TOTAL COST § 778,225 100%

*Costs reparted by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

QUEEN ANNE'S COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

(000 onntted)
Standard Estimated Cost
$ Amount Yo

Indoor Air Quality 5 - 0.00%
Fire Safety $ 210 2.17%
Building Systems, Malerials or Conditions $ 2,015 20.85%
Security $ 35 0.36%
Polable Water $ - 0.00%
Lavatories $ - 0.00%%
Communications System i 119 1.23%
Human Comfort & : 0.00%
Acoustics $ - 0.00%
Lighting $ - 0.00%
Accessibility $ 50 0.52%
Telecommunications $ - 0.00%
Student Capacity $ 6917 | 7L56%
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom $ 0.00%
General Elementary Classroom $ 0.00%
General Secondary Classroom 5 0.00%
Special Education $ 0.00%
Instructional Resource Rooms $ 250 2.59%
Secondary Science Laboratory 5 0.00%
Library/Media Center $ 0.00%
Technology Education $ - 0.00%
Physical Education $ - 0.00%
Fine Arts $ - 0.00%
Health Services $ 70 0.72%
Food Services $ 0.00%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts $ - 0.00%
Administration $ - 0.00%
Guidance $ 0.00%
[tinerant Services b 0.00%
Site Layoul § 0.00%
Teacher Planning $ 0.00%
TOTAL COST §  9.666 100%0

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

ST. MARY'S COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

(000 omitted)
Standard Estimated Cost
£ Amount %%
Indoor Air Quality - 0.00%
Fire Safety 0.00%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions - 0.00%
Security - 0.00%
Potable Water 0.00%
Lavatories - 0.00%
Communications System - 0.00%
Human Comfort 1,890 3.60%
Acoustics - 0.00%
Lighting . 0.00%
Accessibility 2,938 5.59%
Telecommunications - 0.00%

38,344 72.99%
156 0.30%

Student Capacily
Pre-kindergartern/Kindergarten Classroom

meﬁmwmeﬁwmmwﬂﬁwmmwmwwmwmeﬂﬁﬂmwwme&mwm
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General Elementary Classroom - 0.00%
General Secondary Classroom 7.92%
Special Education 209 0.40%
Instructional Resource Rooms 416 0.79%
Secondary Science Laboratory 1,950 3.71%
Library/Media Center - 0.00%
Technology Education - 0.00%
Physical Education - 0.00%
Fine Arts 868 1.65%
Health Services 1,254 2.39%
Food Services - 0.00%
Auditorium/Theatre Ans - 0.00%
Administration - 0.00%
Guidance - 0.00%
Itinerant Services 9 0.02%
Site Layoul 334 0.64%
Teacher Planning - 0.00%
TOTAL COST $ 52,530 100%

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dallars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

SOMERSET COUNTY

COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

Library/Media Center
Technology Education

339 5.97%
175 1.94%

(000 omitted)
Standard Estimated Cost

% Amount %%
Indoor Air Quality $ 800 8.86%
Fire Safety $ - 0.00%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions $ - 0.00%
Security $ . 0.00%
Potable Water 8 - 0.00%
Lavatories $ 130 1.44%
Communications System $ - 0.00%
Human Comfort $ 600 6.64%
Acoustics $ 307 3.40%
Lighting $ 1,583 17.53%
Accessibility $ 930 | 10.30%
Telecommunications 8 - 0.00%
Student Capacity $ 1,370 ] 1517%
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom $ - 0.00%
General Elementary Classroom 5 - 0.00%
General Secondary Classroom 8 - 0.00%
Special Education 5 - 0.00%
Instructional Resource Rooms $ 126 1.40%
Secondary Science Laboratory $ 294 3.26%

b

5

b

b

i

h

$

B

b

5

Physical Education 251 2.78%
Fine Arts 550 6.09%
Health Services 561 6.21%
Food Services 224 2.48%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts 0.00%
Administration - 0.00%
Guidance 21 0.23%
Itinerant Services 168 1.86%
Site Layout - $ 401 4.44%
Teacher Planning 8 - 0.00%
TOTAL $ 9,030 100%

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE 1O STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

TALBOT COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*
(000 omitted)

Standard Estimated Cost
3 Amount %

Indoor Air Quality $ . 0.00%
Fire Safety $ - 0.00%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions $ - 0.00%
Security $ - 0.00%
Potable Water $ - 0.00%
Lavatories $ - 0.00%
Communications System $ - 0.00%
Human Comfort $ 4,000 | 21.06%
Acoustics $ 9400 49.50%
Lighting $ - 0.00%
Accessibility $ - 0.00%
Telecommunications $ 0.00%
Student Capacity $ 0.00%
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom $ 0.00%
General Elementary Classroom $ - 0.00%
General Secondary Classroom $ 1,330 7.00%
Special Education $ - 0.00%
Instructional Resource Rooms 8 - 0.00%
Secondary Science Laboratory $ 1,246 6.56%
Library/Media Center $ 254 1.34%
Technology Education $ - 0.00%
Physical Education g 254 1.34%
Fine Arts 8 291 1.53%
Health Services $ 414 2.18%
Food Services $ - 0.00%%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts $ 1,800 9.48%
Administration $ 0.00%
Guidance b 0.00%
Itinerant Services $ 0.00%
Site Layout s 0.00%
Teacher Planning $ 0.00%
TOTAL COST $ 18,989 100%

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

WASHINGTON COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

(000 omitted)
Standard Estimated Cost
£ Amount %
Indoor Air Quality - 0.00%
Fire Safety 952 1.01%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions - 0.00%
Security - 0.00%
Potable Water - 0.00%
Lavatories - 0.00%
Communications System - 0.00%
Human Comfort 30,680 | 32.70%
Acoustics 5,198 5.54%
Lighting - 0.00%

1,345 1.43%
1,313 1.40%
14,634 15.60%
608 0.65%
1,389 1.48%
5,697 6.07%
1,066 1.14%

Accessibility

Telecommunications

Student Capacity
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom
General Elementary Classroom

General Secondary Classroom

Special Education

Instructional Resource Rooms 371 0.40%
Secondary Science Laboratory - 0.00%
Library/Media Center 5,846 6.23%
Technology Education 0.00%

9,645 10.28%
4,949 5.27%

Physical Education
Fine Arts

Health Services 4,731 5.04%
Food Services 1,658 1.77%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts 0.00%
Administration 262 0.28%
Guidance 8035 0.86%

Itinerant Services
Site Layout
Teacher Planning

264 0.28%
1,750 1.87%
664 0.71%
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TOTAL COST § 93,827 100%4

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

WICOMICO COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

(000 omitted)
Standard Estimated Cost
£ Amount %
Indoor Air Quality 17,851 |  25.50%
Fire Safety 0.00%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions 67 0.10%

0.00%
43 0.06%
37 0.05%

- 0.00%

Security

Potable Water
Lavatories
Communications System

Human Comfort 10,484 14.98%
Acoustics - 0.00%
Lighting 1,653 2.36%

596 0.85%
135 0.19%
23,239 33.20%

5
5
b
3
5
$
5
h
5
$
Accessibilily &
Telecommunications $
Student Capacity $
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom $ 564 0.81%
General Elementary Classroom $ 3,285 4.69%
General Secondary Classroom $ - 0.00%
Special Education $ 2,118 3.03%
Instructional Resource Rooms $ 1,476 2.11%
Secondary Science Laboratory $ 523 0.75%
Library/Media Center $ 815 1.16%
Technology Education $ 589 0.84%
Physical Education $ 1,012 1.45%
Fine Arts 3 140 0.20%
Health Services § 1,593 2.28%
Food Services $ - 0.00%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts $ - 0.00%
Administration $ 1362 1.95%
Guidance $ 301 0.43%
[tinerant Services $ 309 0.44%
Site Layout $ 1651 2.36%
Teacher Planning $ 150 0.21%

TOTAL COST

L)

69,993 100%%

"Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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FACILITY ASSESSMENT SURVEY
TASK FORCE TO STUDY PUBLIC SCHOOL FACILITIES

WORCESTER COUNTY
COST ESTIMATES TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION*

(000 onutted)
Standard Estimated Cost
5 Amount %
Indoor Air Quality 481 0.89%
Fire Safety 0.00%
Building Systems, Materials or Conditions - 0.00%
Security - 0.00%
Potable Water - 0.00%
Lavatories 43 0.08%
Communications System - 0.00%
Human Comfort - 0.00%
Acoustics 509 0.94%
Lighting - 0.00%
Accessibility 441 0.81%
Telecommunications 0.00%%

24,558 45.38%
1,648 3.04%
5,526 10.21%

14,031 25.92%

Student Capacity
Pre-kindergarten/Kindergarten Classroom
General Elementary Classroom

General Secondary Classroom

on Y oem B9 o 6 67 L 7 S 69 B9 L0 6% B9 69 69 B2 BA 67 e 9 a8 9 6% e ©F B 67 U7 om

Special Education 712 1.32%
[nstructional Resource Rooms 303 0.56%
Secondary Science Laboratory 383 0.71%
Library/Media Center 678 1.25%
Technology Education 689 1.27%
Physical Education 128 0.24%
Fine Arts 2,862 5.29%
Health Services §20 1.52%
Food Services 0.00%
Auditorium/Theatre Arts 4 0.01%
Administration 34 0.06%
Guidance 0.00%
Itinerant Services 238 0.44%
Site Layout 0.00%0
Teacher Planning 34 0.06%%
TOTAL COST § 54,122 100%%

*Costs reported by local school systems in July 2004 dollars
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ATTACHMENT II

ESTIMATED COSTS TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION

31 STANDARDS GROUPED IN FOUR CATEGORIES:
BUILDING & SITE FACTORS, STUDENT CAPACITY,
EDUCATION PROGRAMS, SUPPORT SERVICES

STATEWIDE AND BY SCHOOL SYSTEM

181



Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Statewide Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®
Standards Grouped in Four Categories

Note

ltems in Bold Have M

P

ost Potental Impact on Educaton Programs
(000 Omnted)

SUPPORT SERVICES
(3214911
6%

EDUCATION PROGRAMS
(§765 545)
20%

BUILDIMG AND SITE
FACTORS (31,330,303)
34%

STUDENT CAPACITY

($1,543,349)

40%
BUILGING AND SITE FACTORS
Building Systems 85,273
Human Comfort §642,002
Acoustics §247 515
Lighting §46.,002
Air Quality §150,217
Fire Safely $84 728
Securny $9.351
Patable Water $115
Lavatones $9.150
Communcations Sye $12.145
Telecommunicatrons Syst §25.749
Site Lavout $37 976
STUDENT CAPACITY
Pre K /Full-Day K Mandate $163,365
Other Elementary $470,249
Secondary 909,735
EQUCATION PROGRAMS
Pre-KM Class room (Exis ting) §43,600
General Elementary Classroom §72,224
General Secondary Classioom §76,836
Special Education $35,236
Instructional Resource Rooms §17,942
Secondary Science Laboratory §57.262
Accessibility §70.411

LibrargMedia Centar

Technalz

Fhysica

Fine Arts

Administration §135870
Guidance £5.107
lnerant Sarvices 511,199

Teacher Planming

Tatal Cost

"Costs reported by Local School Systerns in July 2004 Dollars

Building
Systems

. 6%
§1,330,303

Lighting
4%
£1543 349
§765 545 Building and Site Factors
bEEDr'daW Accessibility
Clrmi go;
10% &J
Oither
e 52%
TR Sp Ed \_Science Lab

Education Programs
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ATTACHMENT [I

ESTIMATED COSTS TO BRING FACILITIES UP TO
CURRENT STANDARDS FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION

31 STANDARDS GROUPED IN FOUR CATEGORIES:
BUILDING & SITE FACTORS, STUDENT CAPACITY,
EDUCATION PROGRAMS, SUPPORT SERVICES

STATEWIDE AND BY SCHOOL SYSTEM
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Facility Aszessment Surve

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Altegany County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®

EQUCATION PROGIRAMS

BUILDING A0 SITE FACTORS
Building Systens

Human Comfort

Aconstics

Lighting

A Gu
Fire Eafety

Securny

Fotable Waler
Lavatones

Communicatons Systems

Other Elementany

Secondary
FOuC YO RANS

Pre KK Classroom (Lxisting)
General Elementary Class room
Genaral Secondary Classronm
Special Education

Ins tructionat Resource Hooms
Secondary Science Laboratory
Accessibility

Liraryidedia Center

Technolog;

Phyzical Education

i n,
Fne £

kh Services

Foad Services

orted by Local School 5

Standards Grouped in Four Categ

ories

Note Iterns in Bald Have Most Potenbial Impact on Education Prograrms

(00T Omitted)

SUPFORT SERVICES
(54,900)

=
7%

($26,425)

BUILDING AND SITE

L% FACTORS (540,101)
56%
240,101 -

0 Oner Hurnian
$12,692 28% g8 Comfart
$11,151 . 3%

Lighting
13%
0 .

10 Acgustics

40 2E%

30

§25.425 Building and Site Factors
L2 840
£7,459
0 N
677 A""]i;',m“r"
$311 i
EXR T
4,557
Elementary
Clrm =
9% . (e
4%
Tolal Cosl .STEP] .-.1.'.4; & IE_, Suence Lab
= 3 Lk s
5 3%
steris 0 Suly 2054 Dollars Education Programs



Facility Assessment Suivey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Anne Arundel County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®
Standards Grouped in Four Categories

Note Items in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs
(000 Ornitted)

SUPFCRT SERVICES ($33,768)
10%

EDUCATION PROGRAMS

[‘.’:-BIA?SE.SGDSJ BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS
($180,085)
4%
STUDENT CARACITY ($27,602)
5.’.;’:
Other
BUILDING ANO SITE FACTORS $180,085 12%
Building Systems 40 Lighting f'.‘i;nrrlzr;
Human Comfort $52,909 5o 2%
Acoustics $97.052
Lighting §8,361
A Qualty §8,451 /
Fire Safety $7,985 (
Secunty §832 ‘
Fotable Water 38 {
Lavalores $222
Communications Systems 30 /
Telecommunic ations Systems 30
Sile Layout §4 265 J
STUDENT CAPACITY 327,602 —
Pre.KFull.Day K Mandate 46,312 Acoustics
Other Elementary $7,930 54%
Secondary $13,360
EDUCATION PROGRANS $95,003 Building and Site Factors
Pre-K K Classroom (Existing) $10,944 N
General Elementary Classroom $24,814 bEr:\DI'Irhjr\f
Gunelalﬁecunu.nv Classioom $13,074 :::
Special Education 4,199 | Arepssiillly
Instructional Resource Rooms §2,172 \ b Cither
Secondary Science Laboratory §19,766
Accessibility §2,4492
Lirary /M edia Certer §3034
Technology 50
Physical Educalion §3.165
Fine Ars #5.065
Audionumi Theatre Are $I7E Elermentar
SUEFORT SERVICES 333,768 Cliy: —=
Heath Services 59,136 364 \
Food Services $21,424 Instr
Adrministr stion £1,475 Resource
Guidance §207 % 7 o
Hinerant Services 518 P[]e?:k .','-gv
Teacher Planning £1.004
Total Cost T

"Cosls teported by Local School Svsteman July 2004 Dallars Education Programs




Facility Assessment Survey
Tashk Force to Study Public School Facilities

Baltimore City Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note items in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs
(000 Omitted)

SUPPORT SERVICES ($12,523)

%

EDUCATION PROGRAMS
4 166531)

29%

BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS

($290,031)
S1%
STUDENT CAFACITY (3101,214)
18%
Building
BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS $290,031 Other Sh;”éf;s
Building Systems 347,476
$154,592
$18,683
$12,911
520,043
13,324 ke
m'g;; AELLJ(%‘.‘.ES!-II
$7,033 Bh
COmmunic ations Sy $10.712
Teler omrmurncations Sy $0
$3.310
STUDENT CARACITY §101,214 ]
Pre-K/Full-Day K Mandae $11,967 (?:I:fzi
Other Elementary 426,937 £a%,
$62,310
OGN PROGRAME $166,831 Building and Site Factors
Pre-K/K Classroom (E xisting) 3,726 )
General Elementary Classroom §2,271 Secondary ‘\CE?ZE'} iy
General Secondary Classroom $7,791 Clim ! i'r"
Special Education $0.258 5% Ifa’
Instructiona Resource Rooms $5,985 Elernf_antary t\ /
Secondary Science La!goragory $14,091 C]"c:: \ \
§22.807
LibraryiMedia Centar 38174 s
§1.244 Resource — \
Physical Education $12,513 e \ ;
$71,870 L
te Arts 30 Rk
ES $12,523 <
$2.095
$1,350
§333
3379
§586 ”
§830 Scence Lab
Total Cos I_-' 8%
*Costsrepored by Local Schoal Syslems nduly 2004 Doilars Education Programs
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Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Baltimore County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note Items in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs
(000 Omitted)

SUFPORT SERVICES ($48,038)
12%

BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS

EDUCATION PROGRAMS
($166.433)

40%

18%
Other

BUILDIMNG AND SITE FACTORS $122,409
Building Systems {0
Human Comfort $81,600
Acoustics 2,500
Lighting 317,790
A Quality 118 /
Fire Safely §3.01 Lighting |
Sequrly §5,387 15%
Potable Water 10
Lavaloties 3485
Communications Systems 3574 Acoustics 1 . Husmnar
Telecommunications Systems $1,294 2% A
Site Layout $3,130 eb%
STUDENT CAPACITY $71,865
Pre-KFull-Day K Mandate $10,590
Other F lementary §13.716
Secondary 347,699
EDUCATION PROGRAMS $166,433 Building and Site Factors
Pre-KM Classroom (Existing) 13,5048
General El emenlary'CIassmum $3,908 -
General Secandary Classroom $5,100 S‘-'C__’"f”da’l" Hccesé'h'l”"’
Special Education 6,294 '“__"':1 ”,”{"
Instiuctional Resoufce Rooms 1934 31“,
Secondary Science Laboratory $1,024 E'IE"T'E“"‘—"B
Accessibility £28,442 [':c'";:‘ \\
Lirary/Media Center $38852
Technoiony 34,046 Instr
Physical Educaton 514,454 Resource e
Fine Afs §14018 1%
AudilonumiTheatre Arts 340,064 Prei/K e _I:
SUPPORT SERVICES $48,038 18, Gt A
Heath Semvices 38,406 Sh Ed
Food Services §35,014 4%
Adrainistrabion 10 J/
Guidance §534 / ‘E'_‘ rfr
itierant Senites 84 ah 0%
Teacher Planming §0

*Cods repaned by Losal School Systems in July 2004 Dotars

Total Cost

187

[$122,409)
0%

STUDENT CAPACITY ($71,9€3)

Education Programs



Facility Assessment Survey

Task Ferce to Study Public School Facilities

Calvert County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note items in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs

BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS
Building Systems
Human Comfort

Acouslics
Lighting

Alr Quality
Fire Safety

Security

Layalones
Zommunications Systems
Telecommunicalions Systems
Site Layout

STUCENT CAPACITY.
Pre-K/Full.Day K Mandate
Other Elementany

Secondary

EDUCATION FROGRAME
Pre-KiK Classroom (Existing)
General Elementary Classroom

General Secondary Classioom
Special Educaion
Instructional Resource Rooms
Secondary Science Laboratony
Accessibility

LigraryiM edia Center
Technology

Physical Education

Fine Az

AuditonumyTnaatre Arts
SUPPORT SERVICEE

Healln Services

Food Services

Acmnistration

Guidance

lineram Servaces

Teacher Flanning

(000 Omitted)

SUPFPORT SERVICES ($1,556)

ECUCATION PROGRAMS 2%

($14032)

STUDENT CAPACITY ($56,371)

34%

repofed by Local School Systems in Jaly 2004 Dollars

Total Co

—

$30,852

56,31

12,177
$17.864
$9,432
in
$300
F147
fa

30

o

10
3897

$5,434
411,265
30,672

an
-
=
(5]

§it,218
1]

&

e

=1
s
[wo
1=
1=

188

BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS
($30.952)
30%

Other
5%

Arpustics

0%

Building and Site Factors

Accessibility

3ar
I

Education Programs

Butiding
Systems
?9"0

Scierce Lab

16%



Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Caroline County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note [temsin Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs
(000 Omitted)

SUPPORT SERVICES ($553)
10%

BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS

(32.605)
48%
ECUCATION PROGRAMS
($2.277)
az%
Other
4%
BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS $2,605
Building Systems 40
Human Camfort $2,500
Acoustics $0
Lighting 30
Adr Gruality $0
Fire Safaty 50
Securibty 50
FotableWater 0
Lavatones 30
Carnmunicalions Systems $0
Telecommunicalions Sy stems 104
Site Layoul 10
STUDENT CAPACITY 30
Pre-KiFull-Day K Mandate 40 Human
Other Elementary $0 Comion
Secondary 10 9E%
EDLICATION PROGRAMS 82,277 Building and Site Factors
Pre-K/K Classroom (E xisting) §803
General Element ary Classioom 30
General Secondary Classroom 0
Special Education 1]
Instructional Resource Rooms 10
Secondary Science L aboratory $13
Accessibilty 30 Pre- Kac
Library/Wedia Center F1ED 35% “,\
Technziogy 30 L
Physical Educalion 3658 /
Fine Arts §423 .f'
Auditorum/Theatre ARS 0 I
§553 i
Heallh Services $460 l\
Food Senvices $0 Other
& drrnnustration 50 B4%
Guldance 0
Ihneran Services §47 |
Teacher Flanning £51 Stience Lab _J"I
Totai Cost §5 435_ 1%
*Cogts reparted oy Local Schogl Syslems inJuly 2004 Dolars Education Programs
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Facility Assessmert Survey

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Carroll County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®*

Standards Grouped in Four Categories

Note Iterns in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs

EQUCATION PROGRAMS

($4C 726)

L
iy

[

il

BUILDIMNG AMD SITE FACTORS
Buillding Systems

Human Camfort

Acoustics

Lighting

At Quality

Fire Safety

Secunty

Patable Water

Lavalones

Communications Systems
Telec ommunications Sy slems
Sie Layoul
STURENT CAPACITY
Pre-K/FullDay K Mandale
Other Elementary
Secondary

CATION PROGRAME

Pre-K/K Classmom (E xisting)
General Elememtary Classroom
General Secondary Classoom
Special Education
Instructional Resource Rooms
Secondary Science Laboratory
Accessibility

Library/Media Center
Technology

Physical Education

Fine Ards

AumitcnumiThealre Arts
SUPPORT SERVICES

Healtn Services

Food Services
Administiatan
Guidance
Minerant Services
Teacher Planning

*Costereported by Local Scha! Systams in July 2004 Daollars

(000 Crmitted)

SUPRORT SERVICES ($7,241)
3%

STUDENT CARPACI
A2%

§30,688
30
$22,002
£7,401
§305
0
§216
0
164
£540
$70
0
10

BEE 47
£5,450
$4,893
346,290

$40,726

$1,818
$16,371
§8,927
10

765
176
$400
£300
50

30

3379
$11,000

52,113
£1,800
$586
431
$791
1,520

Total Codl

190

BUILDING AMD SITE FACTORS
(Ba0,689)

23%

TV (196 8d 2}

Cither
3%

Lighting

1% ey

Human

Building and Site Factors

Secondary
Clrmn
2% Arcessitility
[ 194

Cther

0%

Irstr
Resource

2%

Elementary
Clrm

41%

Education Programs



Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Cecil County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®
Standards Grouped in Four Categories

Note ltemns in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs
(000 Omitted)

SUPPORT SERVICES ($6,230)

EQUCATION PROGRAMS

($13,299)
28%

BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS
Building Syslems

Human Comfort

Acoustics

Lighting

Aar Qualty

Fire Safety

Securty

Folable Waler

Lavalanes

Communic ahons Systems
Telecommunications Systems
Sile Layout
STUCENT CAPACITY
Pre-KiFull-Day K Mandae
Other Elementary

Secondary

EDUCATION PROGRANS
Pre-KiK Classroom (E xisting)
General Elementary Classroom

General Secondary Classioom
Special Education
Instructiona Resource Roams
Secondary Science Laboratory
Accessiiiny

LioraryfMedia Center
Technology

Phiysical Education

Fine Ars

AuditorumdT heatre A
SUPPORT SERVICES

Health Services

Food Services

Adimimsizalion

Gudance

Iinerant Sewvices

Teacner Planning

*Cosis reponed by Local Schow Systerms in July 2004 Dollars

13%

$0
$645
15,523
$1,110
§867
50

29
10
%0
0
£1,712

$180

§6,778
$9.967
$533

1580
$1,525
§2
$611
§424
3,815
$493

Total Cost ]

191

BUILDING AND SITE FACTCRS
($10066)
21%

STUDENT CAPACITY ($17.278)

Cither

4%

3E%
Human
Comfon
B%
310,066
Cther
28%
Lighting Acoustics
kg 55%
%17,278 ‘h_._,-«f/”/////
$13,238 Building and Site Factors
Elementary
Clrm =
11% Accessibility
4%
Inste |
Resaurce—
3%
Fre-kA
4%
§6,230 Sp Ed )
5%
4
$46,873

\_Suean Lak

L

Education Programs




Facility Assessment Survsy
Task Force to Study Public Schoc! Facilities

Charles County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Cuirent Standards for New Construction®
Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note [tems in Bald Have Most Potential impact on Education Frogiams
{000 Omutted)

EDUCATION PROGRAMS gyppORT SERVICES ($1,439)

{$2,347) =i 194, SUILDING AND BITE FACTORS
14 - (F20.453)
11%
STUDENT CAPACITY (3154 ,134)
B7%
BUILDING AND SITEFACTORS §20,459 TS E TN
Building Systems 40 =
Human Comfort 40 \
Acoustics $20,498 X
Lighting 30 \
A Quality 30
Fire Safely 30
Securty i
Folable v ater 30 }
Lavaloles 40 } /
munic alions Sysiems il },'
communications Sysiemms 0 /
§0

Prras W/ ull-Day K Mandate §14, 280 ACOUSHES
Other Flanmitany 28, 19010%
Secondanyg $111.500
EDLICATION PROGRAMS §2.347 Building and Site Factors
Pre-k ik Classroom (E xistenig) if
General Elemaentary Classroom 30
Genetal Secontdary Classioom {0
Special Education b1
instructional Resource Rooms 1,014
Secondary Saence Laboratory k111
Accessibility 0
Libtary/Media Center §470
Technokgy 11 Inslr Fesource
Fiiycic al Education 3%
Fine Ars
AuchtoriurdT hesire ANs
SLPPORT SERVICES 31,434
Health Services 3
Fong Services n
Admmrasitalion

anie

wranl Semvices $380
Tea herPlanning 1617

Total Cosi - _i_lﬁ__uu
reported by Loral Sehool Systems inJuly 2004 Dollars Education Programs




Factlity Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Dorchester County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Mote lterms in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs
(000 Crmitted)

SUPPORT SERVICES ($8,328)
25%

EQUCATION PROGRAMS

($2,035)
6%
BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS
($23,453)
689%
Lighting <1% Other
BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS §23,453 1“&-‘{‘-{5!!{3ﬂ
Building Systems §20,630 Human =
Human Comfort $167 C°"ﬂ‘f°” =
Acoustics $1,150 L
Lighting 100
Air Guality £20
Fire Safety $854
Securay $197
Fotable Water 30
Lavataries $30
Communeations Systemns 129
Telecommumicalions Syslems §168
Site Layoul 30
STUDENT CAPACITY 50 W
Pre-K/Full.Day K Mandate 30 ' Budding
Other Elementary 30 Sy‘s1ems
Secomdary 10 88%
EDUCATION PROGRAMS 32015 Building and Site Factors
Pre-K/K Classroom (Exsting) £727
General Elementary Classroom 0
General Secondary Classroom 10 Accessibiity
Special Education 624 159
Instiuctional Resource Rooms 0
Secondary Science Laboratory 431]
Accessibilty 1300
Libraryitd adia Center $50
Technolagy k1Y
Physical Educatian 30
Fine Ars $334
AugitonumiTheatre Ars 10
SUFPORT SERVICES %8328
Health Senvices $8,228
Foad Services 100
Admimistration 30
Guidance 0 Pre-kse -
itinerant Services 30 B%
Teacher Planning 50______
Tatal Cost i _-Hsﬁ_ﬂﬁ

*Costs reported by Local Schoal Systerms in July 2004 Dolars Education Programs
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Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Frederick County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note ltems in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Frograms
{000 Omitted)

SUPPORT SERVICES
(§13.426)

7%

EDUCATION PROGRAMS
($16,326)
8%

BUILDING AND SITE
FACTORS (598 656)
48%

STUDENT CAPACITY
(575,187)

3%
BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS 196 BBE
Building Systems §1
Human Comfart §2
Acoustics 53,741
Lighting §0
Aur Quality 30913 Other
Fire Safety $3 267 46%
Security $156 Aebndiies
Patable \Water 80 549
Lavatones : $357
Communicabgns Systems 50
Telacammunications Systems 80
Site Layout §10 243
STUDENT CAPACITY 75187
Pre-K/Full-Day K Mandate $5 606
Other Elementary $32 635
Secondary $36 946
EDUCATION PROGRAMS §16 326 Building and Site Factors
Pre.-K/K Classroom (E xisting) #1356
General Elementary Classroom 0 SEhR R
General Secondary Classroom §1509 ’ AEeai
Special Education §2.389 i i
Instructional Resource Rooms 1121
Secondary Science Laboratnry §2 300
Accessibility £1319
LibraryMedia Center $968 Instr
Technology 80 Resource _—
Fhysical Education $1 554 ) _\\\ g.-_.loir
Fine Acts $3 582 ’
Auditonumi/Theatre Arts 526
SUPPURT SERMICES $13426
Health Semvices $6 416 Pre-iyg___—
Food Services b4 049 8%
Administration 1136
Guidance 321 SE!E_HEE,I A
Hinerant Sevices 977 __:, h
Teacher Plam-.;r.g 5527 Sn Ed g

Tatal Cost

“Costs reported by Local School Systems in July 2004 Dollars

Education Programs



Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Garrett County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note. Items in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs
(000 Omitted)

SUPPORT SERVICES BUILDING AND SITE
{$1.826) FACTORS ($2.768)
9% 14%

EDUCATION PROGRAMS

($15,548)
77%

BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS £2.768
Building Systems $1,568
Human Comfort §0
Acoustics §0
Lighting §38 Other
Arr Quality $803 47,
Fire Safety 347
Sacurity 0 )
Patable Water $0 E\?illilfn%
Lavatanes §172 ean
Communications Systems 10 o
Telecommumications Syslems 10
Site Layout §140
STUDENT CAPACITY 30 Lightng -
Pre-K/Full.Day K Mandate $0 1%
Other Elementary 1]
Secondary §0
EQUCATION PROGRAMS §15548 Building and Site Factors
Pre-KM Classroom (Existing) 3768
General Elementary Classroom £3,019
General Secondary Classroom §7,234
Special Education $234
Instructional Resource Rooms §234
Secondary Science Laboratary $261
Accessibility §150
LibraryMedia Centar 5552
Technology 50 Serondary
Fhysical Education $1,368 EL”P i
Fine Arts 3633 Sl
Auditanum/Theatre Arts $1.094
SUPFPORT SERMICES £1.8%6
Health Services 801
Food Services §93
Administration $117
Guidance §215
Ihinerant Services $278
Teacher Planning $234

Total Cost $20,142
"Costs reported by Local School Systems in July 2004 Dollars ducation Programs
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Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Harford County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note Items in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs
{000 Omitted)

SUPPORT SERVICES ($9.616)
5%

EQUCATION PROGRAMS
($31.162)
15%

BUILDING AND SITE
FACTORS [§112.357)

5%

STUDENT CAPACITY
{$51,301)

5%
BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS $112587
Building Systems 50
Human Comiort $46,008
Acoustics £1,016 :
Lighting $0 I
Ar Cualty 63 B57 :
Fire Safaty 50
Securiy
Patabile Water
Lavatanes
Communications Systems
Telecommunications Systams
Sne Layow 550
STUDENT CABACITY $51 301
Pre.K/Full-Day K Mandate $4,686
Other Elementary $6,739
Secondary §39.876
ECUCATION PHOGRAMS £31 162 Building and Site Factors
Pre-H/K Classioom (Existing) $1,170
General Elementary Classroom $7.661
General Secondary Classroom 6,403
Special Education §3,090 fAECE_E;lIJlllt‘,- Oither
Ins tructional Resource Rooms $1,411 Secondary o 20%
Secondary Science Labaratary $2.707 Clrm
Accessibility £2.465 0%
Librarg/edia Center $117
Technology 0
Physical Eduzation $2.440
Fine &rts $3,343
AuditonumdTheatre Ats §375
SUPPORT SERVICES 9 EIB
Health Services 55,100
Food Services 0
Admnistiation $325
Guidange $576
Inerant Services $152 Ele{:'em‘-’w § Shnaae
Teacher Planning #1092 ”_;Lf LR e
Talal Cost S;EEE o I'RE"':_':J' e
"Cogtsropored by Local School Systems n July 2004 Doliars Education Programs
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Facility Assessment Suivey
Task Force to Study Public Schoal Facilities

Howard County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note Items in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs

EQOUCATION PROGRAMS

{000 Omitted)

SUPPORT SERVICES
($10,009)
6%

STUDENT CAPACITY

($157.218)
93%

BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS 50
Building Systems §0
Human Comfont $0
Acoustics $0
Lighting 0
A Qualtty 3 Thers are no bulding and site factor costs
Fire Safety $0 2
Secunty 50
Fotable Water $0
Lavalories 0
Cormmunications Systermns 30
Telecommunications Systems B0
Site Layout t0
STUBENT CAPACITY 8157218
Pre-K/Full.Day K Mandate §5,784
Other Elementary §83.401
Secondary $68,032
EQUCATION PROGRAMS 1500 Buiiding and Site Factors
Pre-K/K Classioom (E xisting) $0
General Elementary Classroom §0
General Secondary Classroom $1,500
Special Education {0
Instructional Resource Rooms 10
Secondary Science Laboratory §0
Accessibility $0
Library/Media Center 30
Technology 0
Fhysical Education 10
Fine Ans 0
AudtarumTheatre Ans 0
SUPPORT SERWICES $10,003
Health Services 310,009
Food Serices 50
Administration 30 Secondar
Guidance 30 Clrmn
ltnerant Services 30 100%
Teacher Flanning 0
Tolzl Cost

*Costs reparted by Local School Systems in July 2004 Dellars

L97

Education Programs



Facllity Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public Scnoo[ Pacrhties

Kent County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction”
Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note Items in Bold Hava Maost Potantial impact on Education Proarams
{000 Omufied)

T —
7 e
SUPFPORT SERVICES ($528)
45%
EDUCATION PROGRAMS
($652)
55%
BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS i
Buiiding Systems $0
Human Comfont iu
Acoustics 40
Lighting 0
Aur Guahty 0
Fire Safety 10
Secunty 30
Potahle Water 0
Lavatones i
3 Systems 30
Telecommunications Systems 30
Site Layout 0
STUDENT CAPACITY §
Pre-K/Full Day K Mandate i
Qther Elementary s
Secondary B
EL Or PROGRAMS fibs2 Building and Site Factors
Pre-K/K Classronm (E xisting) it
General Elementary Classroom 1]
Geneial Secondary Classroom i
Special Education 0
Instriuctional Resource Rooms 111} .
Secondary Science Laboratory 14 N
Accessibiliy &0
irary/Media Center 208
Technology 50
Fhysical Education $354
Fine Ars 437
Auditanum/Theatre Afs $0
§528
ey
d Senvices
ifration £
fance 50
rant Services
fel Planning
4 r"’.n
"Coste teported by Local School Syeterns m July 2004 Dollars Education PFOQI"&I'TIS

198



Faciity Assessment survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Montgomery County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction*

BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS

Building Systems

Human Camfart

Acoustics

Lighting

Ar Qualty

Fire Safety

Security

Patable Waler

Lavatories

Communications Systems
Telecomnmunications Systems
Site Layout

STUDENT CARACITY
Pre-K/Full.-Day K Mandate
Other Elementary
Secondary

EDUCATION PROGRAMS
Pre.W/K Classroom (E xisting)

General Elementary Classroom

General Secondary Classroom
Special Education
Instructional Res ource Rooms
Secondary Science Laboratory
Accessibility

Library/Madia Center
Technology

Fhysical Educaton

Fine Arts

AudtorumTheatie Ars
SUPPORT SERVICES

Health Services

Food Sernices

Administration
Guidance
lbnerant Services
Teacher Planning

*Costs reported by Local School Systems in July 2004 Dollars

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note. Items in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs
{000 Omitted)

SUPPORT SERVICES

EDUCATION PROGRAMS ($12,150)
$2.310) 4%
1%

BUILDING AND SITE
FACTORS ($86,297)

34%

STUDENT CAPACITY
($168,550)
B1%

Oither
1%
96 297

$0
$95.300
$0
§43
$278
80

0

§0
50
50
be7s
0

2168 550 ;
$14.254 Human
$62 865 Comfort
§91431 93%
$2.310 Building and Site Factors
30
10
50

Pl
ey
T

$12 150

§12.105
$45

0

$0

$0

30

Total Cost

Other
100%

Education Programs
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Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facllities

Prince George's County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction*
Standards Grouped in Four Categories

Note Items in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs
{000 Omitted)

SUPPORT SERVICES
EDUCATION FROGRAMS ($26,634)
($80.161) 3%
10%

BUILDING AND SITE
FACTORS (%174 403)
22%

STUDENT CAPACITY
(5496 825)

65%
Buiiting
Systems
BUILDING AND SITE FACTQRS $174 405 el
Building Systems §11,330 3
Human Comfort §107,977
Acoustics $3,953
Lighting $7,035
Air Guality $185
Fie Safety $24 060D
Secunty ¥o
Patable Water 50 Llirliolng
Lavalonies $0
Communications Systems $20 ALE'_L::“ES
Telecammunicatians Systems 19 760 <
e Layout 0 Human
STUDENT CAPACITY $496 3425 Comfon
Pre-KFull Day K Mandate §48,311 63%
Other Element ary §147.864
Secondary $300,650
EOUCATION PROGRAMS $80161 Building and Site Factors
Pre WK Classroom (E xisting) $1,423 s
General Elementary Classtoom §0 F'r'f'-'j"”( Resource ,
General Secondary Classroom 867 2%\ 1% .rAEE:);INP’(
Special Education §3,755 Sp Ed \ / .
Instructional Resource Rooms $a70 ! - 5% N \ J
Secondary Science Laboratory $2,597 Ssn:nf:e s L1 7 S
Accessibility 8448 o S
LibraryMledia Centar £503
TE-E!.hD':jg)' 3924
Physica! Education $0
Fine Arts $29,074
Auditanum/Theatre Arts $40 BOD
SUPPORT SERWICES §26834
Healh Sevices 14,431
Food Services 335
Administration $3,962
Guidance £302
Itnerant Services $3.483
Teacher Flanning §430 Other
Total Cost 5776225 B8%

*Costsreported by Local Schoal Systems in July 2004 Dollars
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Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Queen Anne's Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New C onstruction*
Standards Grouped in Four Categories

Note [temsin Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Fragrams
(000 Omitted)

EDUCATION PROGRAMS

($300)

UPPORT SERVICES ($70)

1% BUILDING AND SITE
: FACTORS ($2,379)

25%
STUDENT CARPACITY ($6,917)
1%
Other
BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS §2.372 15%
Building Systems §2,015
Human Comfart 0
Acoustics {0
Lighting 0
Aur Quality 50
Fire Safety §210
Secunly $35
Folable Water i0
Lavatories 30
Commumeations Systemns £119
Telzcommunications Systerms 4]
Site Layout 50
STUDENT CAPACITY 6917 £
L Buiiding
Pre-KiFull.Day K Mandate 788 Systems
Other Elementary §7o8 859
Secondary §5,341
EDUCATION PROGRAMS $300 Building and Site Factors
Pre-K/K Classroom (E xisting) 50
General Elementary Classroom 0
General Secondary Classroom 0
Special Education §0 Accessibilily
Instructional Resource Rooms $250 17%
Secondary Science Laboratory i
Accessibility $50
LibraryMedia Center 50
Technalogy 30
Physical Education $0
Fine Ans 20
AudtonumTheatre Arg $0
SUPPORT SE| 370
Heslth Services $70
Food Services 0
Admimstraton $0
Guidance 50 nstr
Itinerant Seraces i Resourme
Teather Flannmg $0 ] B3%
TolalCost ﬂ_jhg

“Costs reponted by Local School Systems i July 2004 Dollars
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Education Programs



Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Somerset County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note: iterns in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Proarams
(000 Omitted)

SUPPORT SERVICES (5574)
1%

BUILDING AND SITE

EDUCATION PROGRAMS

(42 865)
32%
STUDENT CAPACITY (%1 370y
15%
Human
Lomiort
BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS $3821 16%,
Building Systems {0
Human Comfort §600
Acoustics $307 Uih‘f:
Lighting $1583 35% . Acoustics
A Quality $800 _ L
Fire Safety 0 e ’___ls
Securty 0 et :
Patable Water 0 }
Lavataries $130
Communications Systerns i
Telecommunications Systems 10
Site Layout 5401 .
STUDENT CAPACITY $1.370 N
Pre-K/Full-Day K Mandate $315 Lighting
Other Elamentary $1,055 a)%
Secondary 0
EDUCATION PROGRAMS $2.865 Building and Site Factors
Pre-K/K Classroom (Existing) 0
General Elementary Classroom f0
General Secondary Classroom $0
Special Education 10
Instructional Resource Rooms §126
Secondary Science Laboratory §2494 Arcessibility et
Access ibility $930 32%
Libraryvedia Center 539 L
Technolagy 175 \\.
Physical Educanion §251
Fine Ans $5580
Auditorum/T heatre Ars 0 ~
SUPPORT SERVICES 1974 LSt
Health Services §581 Instr =
Food Services §224 Resgure—_
Adminstration 50 A% il
Guidance 21
Itnerant Services 168
Teacher Flannming @a_ SelerEeiat J/
Total Cost____ $9.030 10% =
*Costs reported by Local School Systems in July 2004 Dallars Education Programs

202



Facility Assessinent Survey
Task Force to Study Public Schoo! Facilities

St. Mary's County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note Items in Bold Have Most Patential Impact on Education Frograms
{000 Omitted)

SUPPORT SERVICES ($1,263)

EQUCATION PROGRAMS

($10,699)
20%

BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS

BUILGING AND SITE
~ FACTORS {$2,224)
4%

STUDENT CAPACITY
(338 344)
74%

Other
§2224 18%

Bullding Systems 0

Human Comfort §1890

Acoustics 30

Lighting §0

Air Clualty §0

Fire Safely 50

Securty 50

Patable Water 50

Lavalores 0

Communications Systems £

Telecarnmunications Systams i

Site Layout $334

STUDENT CAPACITY $38 344 e
Pre-KFull-Day K Mandate 35926 CE:T::'UI".

Other Elementary $18 820 g59

Secondary §13.598

EQUCATION PROGE &5 F10 6949 Building and Site Factors

Pre-K/M Classroom (Existing) $156

General Elementary Classroom §0

General Secondary Classroom §4.162 BiroreaLan
Special Education $209 S 8%
Instructional Resource Rooms $416 ACcessibiliby U{tler J
Secondary Science Laboratory §$1,950 27% LS P
Accessibility §2,938 i
LararyMedia Center 10

Technolay 0 Sp Ed
Physical Education $0 Qlc:"'
Fine Arts 668 ;
Auditonurm/Theatre Ars 0 7
SUPPORT SERVICES §1,263

Health Services §1.254

Food Services $0

Admiristiation 30

Gudance 30 Secondary

ltmerant Senvices 39 clrm —

leacher Plannng 10 40% et

Costs reported by Local School Systems in July 2004 Dollars

Total Cost

Resource

4%

Education Programs



Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Talbot County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction™

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note Items in Bold Have Mosl Patential Impact on Education Programs

(000 Omitted)

SUPFORT SERVICES ($414)

2%
EOUCATION PROGRAMS
($5.175)
27%

BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS §13400
Building Systems $0
Human Comfon $4,000
Acoustics $9.400
Lighting $0

Aur Quahty 0

Fire Safety 0
Sacurty 80
Fatabile Waler 50
Lavatones ' ; 30
Communications Systems $0
Telecommumications Systems : 0

Sie $0

1 V. $0
Pre-K:Tull-Day K Mandate i 10
Other Elementary 0
Secandary 0
EDUCATION PROGRAMS 15175
Pre.K/K Classroom (Existing) 0
General Elementary Classroom '

General Secondary Classroom §1,330
Special Education i ' b1}
Instrictional Resource Rooms 0
Secondary Science Laboratory $1.246
Accessibility L1
LibraryMedia Cemer §254
Technslogy 0
Physical Educaticn $254

Fine Ars §291
AuditariumiTheatre &g $1.500
SUPPORT. SERVICES 5414
Health Services £414
Food Services i0
Admin:stration 50
Guidance $0
rerant Services $0
Teacher Planning §0

Total Cost_ $185983
*Costs reparted by Local School Systems in July 2004 Dallars
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FACTOR

Aroustics
T0%

BUILDING AND SITE

5 ($13.400)

T1%

Building and Site Factors

Secondary
Clrrn

26%

Science Lab
24%

‘o

Education Programs

Human
Comfon
30%



Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Washington County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction®

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note ltems in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs
(000 Omitted)

SUPPURT SERVICES ($8,384)
9%

‘-P"_.-'_._

BUILDING AND SITE
FACTORS (£39.89%)

42%
EDUCATION PROGRAMS
($30,518)
33%
STUDENT CAPACITY
($14,634)
16%
Other
BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS $39.533 10%
Building Systems $0
Human Comfort §30,680 Arbiistine
Acouslics 35,198 159
Lighting 50 =
A Gluality 0
Fire Safety $952
Secunty 10
Polabie Waler H
Lavatones $0
Communications Systems $0
Telecommunications Syslems $1.313
Site Layout $1.750 Kl
STUDEMNT CAPACITY £14 634 Comfort
Pre.KFull-Day K Mandate §10,298 272,
Other Elementary §3252
Secondary §1.084
EDUCATION PROGRAMS §30.916 Building and Site Factors
Pre-K/K Classroom (Existing) $608
General Elemeniary Classtoom $1,389
General Secandary Classroom §5 697 Secondary
Special Education $1066 L FECesslkiity
Instructional Resource Rooms 371 .gl,g "'JTb
Secandary Science Laboratory 50 b Pl
Accessihility $1,345 \ i
LibraryMedi Center $5. 846 Elertieiany 3
Technology 30 cirm =
Physical Education 39 R45 4%
Fine Arts 54 849 ik
Audilonum/Theatre Ars 30
SUPPORT SERVICES 56,354
Health Services $470
Food Services §1 658
Administratian §262 2% Olires
Guidance $805 Sp Ed __,-’/ ik
Inerant Services $2Bd g
Teacher Planning §664
Tatal Cost 8
"Codts repartad by Local School Systems i July 2004 Dollars Education Programs
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Wicomico County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for MNew Construction*®

BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS
Building Systens

Huimian Confort

Acoustics

Lighting

A Qualty

Fire Safety

Securtty

Folable Water

Lavaiaries

Communicalions Sydems
Telecarmmiunicalions Systers
Saelayout

STUDENT CAPACITY
Pre-KFull Day K Mandate
Oiher Elementay
Seconday
ECUCATIGH PROG
Pre M Classroom (Exsting)
Genteral Elementary Classroom
General Secondary Classroom
Specia Educaion
Instructional Resource Roons
Secondary Scence Labaraory
Accessibility

Lbraryitd edia Cener
Technology

Phycical Education

Fina Ans

AuditoramThealre Arts

Health Services
Food Services
Acbmanisiration
Gudance
linerant Services
Teacher Flanning

STUDENT CAPACITY ($23239)

Facility Asssssmant Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note liemsin Bold Have Most Pa

(0

00 Ornitted)

SUPPORT SERVICES (33715)
5%
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

(511.118)

33%

31,90
$67
#0484
0
$1.653
§17.851
11}
30
343
§37
8
$135
31,651

$2.288
$3316
M6

i
YEL2EG
i
2118
$1,476
923
59
i815
$554
$1,012
3140

13%

‘Costs reparted by Local School Systarms in July 2004 Dollars

2086

Inslt Resourie

tentral trmpact on Education Progiams

BULDING &ND SITE FALTORS
(§31321)
4E6%

Education Programs

Hurman Comion




BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS $1,033

Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Worcester County Cost Estimates to Bring Facilities to Current Standards for New Construction*

Standards Grouped in Four Categories
Note |tems in Bold Have Most Potential Impact on Education Programs
{000 Omitted)

BUILDING AND SITE FACTORS
SUPPORT SERVICES ($1,126) ($1,033)
2%

2%

| STUDENT CAPACIT Y (324 558)
45%

EDUCATION PROGRAMS
($27 405)
51 ?I"’O

Building Systems 1]
Human Comfort i0
Acoustics $509
Lighting $0
A Guality 431
Fire Safety 50
Secunty §0 O"fr
Polatie Waler $0 51%
Lavalones 343
Communications Systems 80
Telecommunications Systems §0
Site Layout L1t}
STUDEMNT CAPACITY 324,558
Pre-K/Full-Day K Mandate $4,288
Other Elementary $6,542
Secondary $13728
EDUCATION PROGRAMS §27,405 Building and Site Factors
Pre-K/K Classroom (Existing) $1,648
General Elementary Classroam $5,526 At essi ity
General Secondary Classroom £14,031 T Bl
Special Educalion $712
Instrudional Resource Rooms $3073
Secondary Science Laboratory $383
Accessibility f141
Library/M ema Center 678
Technolodgy $663
Physical Education §128
Fine Arts 52,862 secondary
AuditoriunyTheatre A s 54 ;[]T
SUPPORT SERVICES $1,126
Health Semvices 820
Food Servites 0
Administration 534
Guidance £0
Itinerart Semvices $238
Teacher Planning 134
Tatal Cast 5541
*Cosls reported by Local Schoal Systerns in July 2004 Dollars Education Programs
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ATTACHMENT III

AVERAGE PERCENTAGE OF ELEMENTARY STUDENT CAPACITY
IN ADEQUACY DUE TO PRE-K/FULL-DAY K MANDATE

COST TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL STUDENT CAPACITY
DUE TO PRE-K/FULL-DAY K MANDATE
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Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Average Percentage of Elementary Student Capacity Inadequacy for 2007/2008 School Year
Due to the Mandate for Pre-K for Disadvantaged Children and Full-Day Kindergarten
(Ranked by Cost)

School System (Cost of Inadequacy Due to Mandate-000 omitted)

Pnnce George's (§48,311)

Montgomery ($14,254 )

Charles ($14,280)

Baltimore City ($11 967

Harford ($4 686)
Worcester (§4,288)
Wicomico (32 288)

Queen &nre's ($788)

Somersst ($315)

Allegany ($0)

Talbot (F0)

0% 108

20%

0% 40%  50%  BO% 0%

Average Percentage

80%

OMandate

G65%

100%



Facility Assessment Survey
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Cost to Provide Additional Student Capacity to Implement Pre-K/Full-Day K Mandate
Total Statewide Cost is $163,365
(000 Omitted)

Prince George's(36)

Charles({46) fiat

Montgomeny(29) |27

Baltimore City(29)

Baltimore County(47)

Washington(83)

Cacil{58)

Anna Arundel(50)

St Mary's{32) | ¢ .|$5,926
T |
Howard(17) | i

Fredenck(17)
Carroll(61) = ] $5.450
Calvert{63)

Harford(51) [7] $4.586
Worcester(29) [ ] $4 288

Wicomico(14) [T] $2.288

1
Queen Anne's(50) []$768

Somerset{ 23) 13315 i ) |
Less than 269% of total Statewide cost for

o additional Elementary Stydent Capacitylis due to
Allegany(0) | $0 the Pre-KIFull-Day K Mangate.

Carolinel0) | $0
Darchester(0) |30 [
1 ! i
Garrett{Q) {F0

: !

kent(d) | %0

School Systems (Average Percentage of Studert Capacity Inadequacy Due to Mandate)

Talbot(0) |40

| |
$0 $10,000 20,000 30,000 40 000 $50.000 TR0 000
Cost (000 omitted)

Costs Reported by Loca! Schools Systems in July 2004 Dollars
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Criteria for Evaluating
Minimum Educational Adequacy of School Facilities*

HEALTH AND SAFETY

(]

L

Indoor Air Quality

For unit ventilators, the air filter has a minimum average efficiency of 25%-30% using the
ASHRAE Standard 52-76. For centralized HVAC systems, the air filtration system for
supply air has a minimum average efficiency of 45% or higher using the ASHRAE Standard
52-76. A local exhaust system to the outdoors is provided for fume hoods in science labs,
kiln-firing areas, finishing areas in technology education labs, kitchens, laundries and
welding areas.

Fire Safety

The building has a functional fire alarm system to alert occupants in case of a fire. Both
aural and visual devices are provided in sufficient locations. The most recent fire marshal
nspection did not identi fy any building conditions that present an imminent safety hazard or

the hazard has been corrected.

Building Systems, Materials or Conditions

No building system (mechanical, electrical, plumbing, or structural), building material (e.g..
asbestos, lead in paint, deteriorated carpet seams) or building condition (pervasive roof
water leaks) presents an imminent health or safety hazard to students or staff

Security

There are sufficient building security provisions (e. g., outdoor lighting, number and location
of entrances) to provide a relatively safe environment for students and staff

Potable water is available to students and staffin adequate locations.
Lavatories
Lavatories are provided in sufficient locations and with sufficient fixtures to adequately

support educational programs and support services.
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7 Communications System

The building has a functional two-way communications system in sufficient locations to
adequately communicate with staff and students especially in the case of a health or safety
€Imergency.

EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM SUPPORT

8 Human Comfort

The American Society of Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers Standards
for thermal comfort (temperature and humidi ty), ANSUASHRAE 552a-1995. can be met 90%
of the time during student occupancy in spaces, excluding physical education, where
learning takes place and in the health suite.

9. Acoustics

Sound originating in spaces where learning takes place and sound transmitted from adjacent
spaces or outdoor sources typically does not disrupt or hinder educational activities.

10. Lightin

The Illuminating Engineering Society of North America standards for the quantity of
llumination, Lighting for Educational Facilifies RP-3-00, can be met in general classrooms
and specialized laboratories. A minimum of 50 foot-candles are provided on horizontal
work surfaces. Emergency lighting is available when normal & ghting systems fail and in
locations that permit an orderly egress from the building in an emergency situation.

11. Accessibility for Students, Parents/Guardians or Staff with Disabilities

The physical plant and site do not preclude stndents, parents/guardians or staff with
disabilities from having the opportunity to parficipate with non-disabled individuals in any
educational programs or support services,

12, Telecommunications Distribution Svstems

MSDE Standards for Telecommunications Distribution Systems (February 2002) are met.

13, Student Capacity

Elementary There are sufficient permanent classrooms to accommodate at
least 95% of the enrollment for the 2002/2003 school year, based
on current published local rated capacities. If there are
msufficient classrooms to accommodate at least 95% of the
student enrollment
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Secondary

for the 2002/2003 school year, but there is available capacily in
adjacent schools, based on current published local rated
capacifies, the student capacity of the school is adequate. There
are suflicient permanent classrooms to accommodate at least 95%
of the enrollment projected for the 2007/2008 school year and {o
fully implement pre-k programs for disadvantaged students and
full-day kindergarten programs. 11 there are insuflicient
classrooms to accommodate at least 95% of the student enrollment
for the 2007/2008 school year, but there is available capacity i
adjacent schools, based on current published local rated
capacities, the student capacity of the school is adequate.

There are sufficient permanent instructional spaces o
accommodate at least 95% of the enrollment for the 2002/2003
school year, based on current published local rated capacities. If
there are insufficient instructional spaces to accommodate af least
95% of the student enrollment for the 2002/2003 school year, but
there 1s available capacity in adjacent schools, based on current
published local rated capacities, the student capacity of the school
1s adequate. There are sufficient permanent instructional spaces fo
accommodate at least 95% of the enrollment projected for the
2007/2008 schoal year. If there are insufficient instructional
spaces to accommodale at least 95% of the student enrollment for
the 2007/2008 school year, but there is available capacity in
adjacent schools, based on current published local rated
capacities, the student capacity of the school is adequate.

Ifa redistricting plan has been approved by the Board of Education or a capital project
has been funded that will relieve overcrowding. the inadequacy can be considered

corrected.

14. Features lor Instructional Areas

DA

Pre-kindergarte,.

Kindergarten Classre =

General Elementary
Classroom

Feature

A nirumuan of 950 net square feet including a

general storage, adjacent toilet room, one child height sink,
nd storage for student outer garments and personal items
Anv. Toorplay area is provided in proximity to the
classtoom ... ‘e approprate equipment.

90% of classrooms are a 1. nm of 800 net square feet.

a
ot
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General Secondary
Classroom

Special Education

Instructional Resource
Rooms

Secondary Science
Laboratory

Library/Media Center

90% of classrooms are a minimum of 750 net square feet.

Resource rooms are provided in a number that reflects the
needs of the student population. At least one resource room
is provided at a minimum of 250 net square feet.
Classrooms and other support spaces {e.g., occupational
therapy, physical therapy, home living skills, time out) are
provided that meet the program requirements of the student
population.

Resource rooms are provided in a number that reflects the
needs of the student population (e.g., ESOL, reading, math).

Middle schools: A teacher demonstration table with sink,
one student sink, and a minimum of 36 net square feet per
student.

High schools: Workstations for no more than a total of 28
students, one sink for every four students, an emergency
eye-wash, an emergency shower (only in labs using
corrosive chemicals or flammable materials), a minimum of
20 cfin of outdoor air per person for general ventilation, a
fume hood in labs that use toxic or other objectionable
airborne materials, a minimum of 36 net square feet per
student (50 net square feet per student for a lecture/lab
space), and a minimum of 2 net square feet per student seat
for a separate storage area(s). Volatile, flammable and
corrosive materials are housed in secure storage areas
specifically designed for that purpose. Preparation rooms
are provided for biology, earth science and chemistry
laboratories with a minimum of 3 net square feet for each
student served in the associated labs.

A minimum of 5-6 net square feet per student for a school
with a capacity below 600, a minimum of 3,000 net square
feet for a school with a capacity between 600 and 1,000, a
mimimum of 3 net square feet per student for a school with a
capacity above 1,000, including space for the collections. a
reference area, circulation desk, workroom for the library
media staff, a seating/instructional area for a minimum of 30
students (60 students for schools with a capacity above
1,000), and a storage room.
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Technology Education

Physical Education

Fine Arts

High schools: provide a laboratory at a minimum of 1,800
net square feet including areas for classroom seating, small
group meeting, design, research, testing, production/
fabrication, finishing and storage for materials and projects.

A minimum of 3,000 net square feet in a multipurpose room
or separate gymnasium for elementary schools excluding a
stage area. Formiddle schools, a minimum of 5,000 net
square feetin a gymnasium excluding a stage area. For high
schools, a minimum of 7,300 net square feet in a
gymnasium. In elementary, middle and high schools
provide, respectively, a storage room(s) of 100, 150 and 250
net square feet. In high schools, sufficient lockers and
shower facilities are provided. Adequate playgrounds and
play fields are provided to meet local educational program
requirements. Playground surfacing and equipment meet the
guidelines of the U.S. Consumer Product Safety
Commission,

Visual Arts: For an elementary school staffed with a > 0.5
art teacher, provide one dedicated visual arts classroom at a
minimum of 900 net square feet. In a middle school provide
a minimum of one dedicated visual arts classroom at a
minimum of 1,000 net square feet. In high schools provide
dedicated classrooms for two-dimensional art, and three-
dimensional art at a minimum, respectively, of 1,100 and
1,200 net square feet. In elementary and middle school art
classrooms, provide a minimum of one large work sink with
hot and cold water. In high school two-dimensional and
three dimensional art classrooms, provide a minimum of two
large work sinks with hot and cold water. In elementary,
middle and high school art classrooms provide, respectively,
a storage room at a minimum of 50, 75 and 100 net square
feet.

Music: In an elementary school staffed with a > 0.5 music
teacher, provide one dedicated music classroom at a
minimum of 800 net square feet. In a middle school provide
one dedicated music classroom at a minimum of 1.000 net
square feet. Inhigh schools provide dedicated classrooms
for instrumental music and choral music at a minimum,
respectively, of 1,100 and 875 net square feet. In high
schools provide dedicated space for practice rooms. In
elementary, middle and high school music classrooms
provide, respectively, a storage room(s) at a minimum of 50,
100 and 250 net square feet.
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Features for Support Areas

Space

Health Services

Food Services

Auditorium/
Theatre Arts

Dance: In a high school staffed with a > 0.5 dance teacher,
provide a dedicated or shared instructional space with
appropriate flooring and a minimum of 1,000 net square
feet. Provide a storage room at a minimum of 50 net square
feet.

Theatre: Ina high school staffed with a > 0.5 theatre teacher,
provide a dedicated or shared classroom with a minimum of
750 net square feet. Provide a storage room at a minimum
of 50 net square feet.

Feature

Maryland School Health Services Standards — Health
Facilities (COMAR 13A.05.05.10) are met. Spaces for
waiting, examination and treatment, resting, storage, an
accessible toilet room, a separate room for private consultation
and for use as the health services professional’s office,
lockable cabinets for storing medical records and medications,
and one sink other than the sink in the toilet room. An
elementary school with a capacity of < 300, 300 to < 600. or >
600 requires, respectively, a minimum of 500, 555, and 710
net square feet. A middle/high school with a capacity of <
600, 600 to < 1,200, or > 1,200 requires, respectively, a
minimum of 610, 715, and 840 net square feet.

A room is provided for hearing screening tests that is
acoustically adequate and sufficient in size.

There is sufficient dining space to allow for the number of
students, equal to the local rated capacity, to participate mi the
school lunch program within the timeframe required by the
U.S. Department of Agriculture. The kitchen and SeIVing
areas are adequate to serve the number of students, equal ©
the local rated capacity. to participate in the school lunch
program within the timeframe required by the .S,
Department of Agriculture.

High schools: An auditorium is provided that has adequate
seating, lighting and sound systen: to support the size of the
student population and the intended educational programs.
Space 1s provided for adequate set construction, dressing,
toilet rooms and storage.



#*

Administration

Guidance

Itinerant Services

Site Layout

Teacher Planning

Adequate work and meeting space is provided for
administrative staff,

Adequate work and meeting space is provided that allows for
confidential telephone and face-to-face conversations.

Adequate workspace is provided for itinerant services staff,
The layout of student drop-off, bus loading/unloading areas,
parking and pedestrian routes allows students to safely enter

and exit the school grounds and school building,

Adequate space is provided for teachers to plan.

Evaluating the adequacy of instructional areas (pages 3-6) and support areas (pages 6-7) should
be based on the current published local rated capacity of the building. Inadequacies resulting
from over enrollment at a school should be addressed under criteria #1 3, Student Capacity.

Instructional or nstructional support spaces may have a deficiency of up to 5% and still meet
- - }

adequacy.

If improvements are funded in the current fiscal year to correct an madequacy, but have not
been completed, the inadequacy can be considered corrected. This does not apply to capital
improvements budgeted in future fiscal years.
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APPENDIX 6



Public School Construction Funding

Department of Legislative Services
Office of Policy Analysis
Annapolis, Maryland
September 18, 2003
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Exhibit 1

State Funding of Public School Constructicn

General Obligation Bonds v. PAYGO

Fiscal 1989 to 2004
(S in Thousands)

General Obligation

Fiscal Year Bonds PAYGO

1989 $53.000 $7,000

19380 44 000 44,000

1891 53,000 22,000

1992 60,000 0
Subtotal $210,000 (74.2%) $73,000 (25.8%)
1893 $69,000 $0

1994 80,000 0

1995 82,000 19,8970

1996 83,000 31,000
Subtotal $314,000 (86.0%) $50,970 (14.0%)
1997 $118,000 $14,000

1998 122,000 18,000

1999 129,500 88,500

2000 90,000 165,000

Subtotal $459,500 (61.6%) $286,500 (38.4%)
2001 $107,799 $174,100

2002 140,099 133,501

2003' 135,100 5400

2004 103,872 2,400
Subtotal $486,870 60.7% $315401 39.3%
Total $1,470,370 (67.1%)  $725,871 (32.9%)
" Note The general obligation bond total for fiscal

amount of genaral fund PAYGO authorized in fiscal 1958 through 2002

Sourge  Department of Leaislative Services
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Total

$60,000
88,000
75,000
60,000
$283,000

$69,000
80,000
101,970
114,000
$364,970

$132,000
141,000
218,000
255,000
$746,000

$281,899
273,600
140,500
106,272
$802,271
$2,196,241

Four-Year %
Change

29.0%

104.4%

7.9%

2003 omits $89 0 mullion in general cbligation bonds that replaced an equal



Exhibit 2

State Funding for School Construction
Fiscal 1988 - 2004
{$ in Thousands)

New State % of Student % of Student
Funding % of State  Enrollment as of Enroliment as of

LEA FY88-04 Funding September 30,1986 September 30, 2002
Allegany $27.369 1.2% 1.7% 1.2%
Anne Arundel 117,078 52% 9.6% 8.7%
Baltimore Cily 226,043 10.0% 16.1% 11.0%
Baltimore Co 215,952 9.6% 11.9% 12.4%
Calvert 66,830 3.0% 1.3% 2.0%
Caroline 22,723 1.0% 0.7% 0.6%
Carroll 90,807 4.0% 3.0% 3.3%
Cecil 61,507 2.7% 1.8% 1.9%
Charles 81,493 3.6% 2.6% 2.9%
Dorchester 19,7086 0.9% 0.7% 0.5%
Frederick 138,312 6.1% 3.7% 4.5%
Garrett 13,240 0.6% 0.8% 0.6%
Harford 97,003 4.3% 4.2% 4.6%
Howard 160,146 7.1% 3.8% 55%
Kent 4,410 0.2% 04% 0.3%
Montgomery 403,343 17.9% 14.0% 16.1%
Prince George's 267,522 11.9% 15.4% 15.6%
Queen Anne's 30,264 1.3% 0.7% 0.8%
St. Mary's 79,973 3.5% 1.7% 1.8%
Somerset 6,083 0.3% 0.5% 0.3%
Talbot 14,840 0.7% 0.6% 0.5%
Washington 43,527 1.9% 2.6% 2.3%
Wicomico 40174 1.8% 1.7% 1.6%
Worcester 13,398 0.6% 0.8% 0.8%
State Projects 1,190 0.1%

Statewide Contingency Account 10,909 0.5%

Total $2,253,841 100.0%

Nate  The new State funding includes funding for the Technalogy in Mandand Schools (TIMS) Fragram However, it does naot
nctuge funding for the Qualified Zone Academy Bond Program (QZAEs) and the Aging Schools Program

Source Public School Congtruction Program

Prepared by Deparment of Legislative Services, Segtember 2003
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LEA

Allegany
Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore Co

Calvert
Cardline
Carroll
Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett

Harford
Howard
Kent
Montgomery

Prince George's

Queen Anne's
St. Mary's
Somerset

Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Vi far

Total

Nete: Stale funding includes fuiiding
include funding for the Qualified Zor &

Exhibit 3

Public School Construction Allocations by FTES

Fiscal 1988 - 2003

FY 88 - 95 Average Annual
State Funding Per FTES

$135.34
67.03
71.79
59.44

302.68

39.87
179.92
317.26

211.02

46.00
201.03
118.73

159.25
237.98

66.67
144.80

66.16
127.84
130.22

42.91

133.43
116.58
103.76

26.03

$115.78

Source: Public School Conslruction Pragieii

Prepared by the Department of Legislative Services, Septembe.  7?
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FY 86 - 04 Average Annual
State Funding Per FTES

$1980.37
144.80
205.67
21024

336.40
479.81
271.33
267 .47

288.62
449.67
331.71
192.90

184.47
326.57
152.17
293.51

209.86
440.38
565.09
188.25

288.66
170.00
283.05
21862

$249.12

the Technology in Maryland Schools (TIMS) Program. However, it does not
'=rmv Bond Program (QZABs) and the Aging Schools Program.



{$ in Thousands}

Exhibit 4
Growth in State Funding for School Construction v
Growth in Student Enrollment
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Exhibit 5
Public School Construction Program

Fiscal 1988 - 2004 Requests

(S in Thousands)

FY 88 - 95 Total

% of FY 88 - 95

FY 96 - 04 Total

% of FY 96 - 04

LEA State Funding Reguest Funded State Funding Request Funded
Allegany $11,499 82.6% $17,897 85.8%
Anne Arundel 33,713 35.5% 91,918 75.7%
Baltimore City 58,088 82.5% 176,715 65.7%
Baltimore Co 38.746 56.0% 186,368 65.9%
Calver 23,776 75.0% 43,382 64 8%
Caroline 1433 23.3% 22,377 73.7%
Carroll 29,683 64.6% 62,963 43.0%
Cecil 30,792 79.5% 34,597 65.1%
Charles 30,393 47.2% 54,694 56.0%
Dorchester 1,697 59.7% 18,699 81.9%
Frederick $41.404 67.5% 101,295 40.0%
Garrett 4,788 100.1% 8.452 B88.4%
Harford 37,722 86,9% 60,491 76.3%
Howard 55767 23.0% 119,155 32.4%
Kent 1,286 81.1% 3,524 91.2%
Montgomery 114,108 17.0% 317,200 65.3%
Prince George's 54,856 59.6% 230,946 74 5%
Queen Anne's 5,246 50.4% 25,139 68.0%
St. Mary's 11,828 72.6% 69,901 61.5%
Somerset 1,068 73.7% 5,030 100.0%
Talbot 4,067 86.4% 10,773 92.1%
Washington 15,990 45.2% 28,737 77.8%
Wicomico 9,730 78.3% 33,314 49.1%
Worcester 1,293 59.5% 12,616 39.5%
Slale Projecls 730

Statewide Contingency Account 5325 5316

Total $626,989 38.3% $1,741,499 59.5%,
Mote The total State funding includes funding for the Technology In Maryland Schools {TIMS) Program However, it does not include

funding for the Qualified Zone Acadery Bond Program (QZABs) and the Aging Schools Program

Prepared by the Department of Leaislative Services, September 2003
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Exhibit 6
Local Government Revenues to School Construction Funding
{$ in Thousands)

drisdiction FY 88 - 95 FY 96-02
Allegany $10,960 $13,987
Anne Arundel 126,413 313,187
Baltimore City 43,167 153,246
Baltimore County 140,457 419,256
Calvert 49,458 35,079
Caroline 4 668 11,603
Carroll 51,282 122,199
Cecil 21,274 51,473
Charles 63,915 54,185
Dorchester 3,012 9,691
Frederick 89,475 181,950
Garrett 2637 3,693
Harford 43,406 91,488
Howard 176,397 197,542
Kent 1,552 3,053
Montgomery 572,530 513,327
Prince George's 190,356 294 074
Queen Anne's 14 152 50,529
St. Mary's 20,986 78,302
Somerset 482 2,600
Talbot 12,036 20,247
Washington 35,799 32,767
Wicomico 14,962 44 303
\Worcester 5,020 31,131
Total $1,694,397 $2,828,923

Note: Local govemment revenues consist of local appropriations for school construction.
eamings on investments, rental income, sale of equipment, net insurance recovery, proceeds
from bond sales, loans, transfers of funds between or within local education agencies, and
other miscellaneous revenue.

Source: Data for school years from 1987-1988 through 1997-1998 were compiled from Table
4 Revenue from All Sources for School Construction: Maryland Public Schools of the
Maryland State Department of Education's Sefected Financial Data Maryland Public Schools
Part T - Revenue, Weatth & Effort. Data for school years 1998-1999 through 2000-2001 were
compiled from Table Ill Analyses of County Accounts with Boards of Education, Boards of
Trustees for Community Colleges, and Library Boards of the Department of Legislative
Services' Local Government Finances in Maryland .
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Exhibit 7

Fiscal 2005-2008 Caftal mpovement Rogram
Bblic School Construction Rogram
(§ in Thousands)

FY 05
G@nds $97.600
General Funds 0
Special Funds 2,400
Total: $100,000

Note: General fund allocations support the relocatable classrooms program.

Stadium Authority.

FY 06

$97 600
200
2,400
$100,200

Source: Department of Budget and Management

FY 07

$97,600
0

2400
$100.000

Prepared by: Department of Legislative Services, September 2003

7

FY 08

$97,600
200
2,400
$100,200

Special funds are received from the Maryland

Total

$390,400
400
9,600
$400,400
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State/Local Shared Cost Formula

Presentation to the

Task Force to Study Public School Facilities

Departiment of Legislative Services
Office of Policy Analysis
Annapolis, Maryland

PDecember 18, 2003

230



State/Local Shared Cost Formula

Background

The State established a State and local shared cost program in 1988 at the
recommendation of the Task Force on School Construction. The task force recommended that
the program be wealth-equalized, with the State paying a greater share of public school
construction costs for less wealthy counties. The plan was approved and implemented by the
Board of Public Works, and the initial shared cost formula was in place from fiscal 1989 to 1994,

The 1993 Governor’s Task Force on School Construction recommended that the shared
cost formula be updated to reflect more recent wealth estimates. Using projections of wealth and
enrollment, the State share of the current expense program’ for each county was estunated for
fiscal 1997 to 1999. The projected average State share during the three years was computed and
used to set State shares in the formula. State shares for the school construction formula were
rounded to the next higher 5 percent increment, and a minimum State share floor was set at 30
percent. The new shared cost formula was implemented in fiscal 1995 and, with two exceptions,
has not changed since then. In response to separate court cases, the Baltimore City and Prince
George’s County State shares have been increased through the enactment of State legislation.
The current State/local shared cost formula is shown in Exhibit 1.

Exhibit 1
State/Loocal Shared Cost Formula for Public School Construction
50/50 55/45 65/35 70/30 75125 80720 90/10
AA. Calvert Carroll Cectl Allegany  Somerset  Balt. City=
Baltimore Q.A. Charles Dorch. Caroline
Howard Frederick Garrett P.G . #*
Kent Harford St Mary’s
Mont. Wash. Wicomico
Talbot
Worcester

* The 90 percent State match exists through fiscal 2005 and only applies to the first $20 willion in State Bindig
provided to Baltimore City. State funding in excess of $20 million has a 7525 Stateflocal match. Afier fiscal 2005,
the State share for Baltimore City reverts to 75 percent.

** The 75 percent State match exists through fiscal 2007 and only applies to the first $35 million in State funding
provided to Prince George’s County. State funding in excess of $35 million has a 65/35 State/local match. After
fiscal 2007, the State share for Prince George’s County reverts to 60 percent.

Source: Department of Legislative Services

L owr b
Now known as the foundation program.
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Local Involvement in School Construction

The goal of the shared cost formula is to ensure equity across jurisdictions in the quality
of school facilities by providing a greater State share of school construction costs to low-wealth
jurisdictions and a lower State share to high-wealth counties. In effect, the goal 1s to provide a
State share that would require every county to make roughly the same local effort in order to
meet the same facilities standards.

The current shared cost formula has not prevented disparity in the resources each
jurisdiction devotes to public school construction. Exhibit 2 shows school construction debt as a
percent of local wealth for each jurisdiction in fiscal 2001.° The percent ranges from 0.1 percent
in Kent County to 2.3 percent in neighboring Queen Anne’s County. The exhibit also cal culates
an “effort index™” for each jurisdiction by comparing the local percentage to the statewide
weighted average. Index values range from 2.59 to 0.13.

Local support for school construction might also be viewed in the context of the other
local needs each jurisdiction must meet. The percentage of total county debt that can be
attributed to school construction is shown in Exhibit 3. Again, the exhibit shows wide variation,
ranging from 7.0 percent in Kent County to 63.5 percent in Talbot C ounty. School construction
needs obviously comprise a considerable portion of total capital investment in some
jurisdictions, while different priorities account for most of the capital spending in others,

The School Facilities Survey attempted to identify and quantify the school facility needs
of each local school system, and using these data, the equity of the shared cost formula can be
further analyzed. Exhibit 4 estimates the debt each county would have to mcur under the
existing State/local shared cost formula in order to meet the needs identified in the survey as
having the highest potential to impact educational delivery. This amount is then added to
outstanding school construction debt, and the sum is compared to the local wealth calculation
that will be used to determine fiscal 2005 State education aid allocations. The analvsis shows
that local school construction debt as a percent of local wealth would have to average 1.3 percent
statewide to meet the high impact needs, nearly 50 percent more than the percentage mn fiscal
2001. However, these needs would presumably be met over time, meaning that some of the debt
will be retired and that the remaining debt will comprise a lower percentage of an increasing
wealth base.

The index calculated for Exhibit 2 is also updated in Exhibit 4 to include the local
contribution necessary to meet the high impact needs. A jurisdiction’s index value is influenced
by both its outstanding school construction debt (presumably, needs that have already been met)
and 1ts remaining needs, as measured by the School Facilities Survey. The values on this index
contract somewhat compared to those in Exhibit 2, with a maximum of 1.67 and a minimum of
0.08.  Several jurisdictions with high effort scores on the original index. however. have

‘ Debt as a percent of wealth base should not be viewed as a “tax rate’” for school construction since school
construction debt is financed over 15 or 20 years.

* The index is not intended to suggest what the proper local effort is. The index simply makes it easier to view
differences in local support for school construction, '



significant remaining needs and would have to continue strong local support for school

construction.
Exhibit 2
Local Debt for School Construction
Fiscal 2001
(8 in Thousands)
School
FY01 School  Construction

FY02 Construction  Debt as % of Effort
County Wealth* Debt#+ Wealth Index
Allegany $1,593,675 $13,900 0.872% 0.96
Anne Arundel 22,740,066 137,474 0.605% 0.67
Baltimore City 13,397,785 94,160 0.703% 0.78
Baltimore 31,040,655 104,432 0.336% 0.37
Calvert 3,719,156 19,194 0.516% 0.57
Caroline 799,585 11,530 1.442% 1.59
Carroll 6,057,753 79,406 1.311% 1.45
Cecil 2,991,478 35,195 1.177% 1.30
Charles 4,800,206 31,557 0.657% 0.73
Dorchester 931,179 7,262 0.780% 0.86
Frederick 8,267,102 146,719 1.775% 1.96
Garrett 1,043,274 2,109 0.202% 0.22
Harford 8.471,266 62,695 0.740% 0.82
Howard 13,767,359 197,386 1.434% 1.58
Kent 802,760 929 0.116% 0.13
Montgomery 53,697,288 629,326 1.172% 1.29
Prince George's 26,124 246 185,037 0.708% 0.7&
Queen Anne's 1,916,965 414,962 2.345% 239
St. Mary's 3,136,032 52,007 1.658% 1.83
Somerset 455,594 1,754 0.385% 0.43
Talbot 2,130,144 12.809 0.601% 0.66
Washington 4,208,704 35,869 0.852% 0.94
Wicomico 2,501,382 44,425 1.776% 1.96
Worcester 3,188,506 22,521 0.706% 0.78
Total: $217,782,160 $1,972,655 0.906% 1.00

* Equals wealth base used in fiscal 2002 education aid calculations.
** Source: Department of Legislative Services; 2002 survey of local governments
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Exhibit 3
Total Local Debt and Debt for Local School Construction
Fiscal 2001
(8 in Thousands)

FY01 School

FY01 Total Construction Percent of
County Capital Debt Debt Total Debt
Allegany $53,384 $£13,900 26.0%
Anne Arundel 659,063 137,474 20.9%
Baltimore City™ 1,334,545 119,160 8.9%
Baltimore 869,951 104,432 12.0%
Calvert 60,261 19,194 31.9%
Caroline 28,595 11,530 40.3%
Carroll 225,828 79,406 352%
Cecil 63,709 35,195 55.2%
Charles 111,535 3L557 28.3%
Dorchester 23,248 7,262 31.2%
Frederick 320,263 146,719 45.8%
Garrett 21,269 2,109 9.9%
Harford 269,007 62,695 23.3%
Howard 652,455 197,386 30.3%
Keenit 13,184 929 7.0%
Montgomery . 154 629,326 20.5%
Prince George's 1,730,841 185,037 10.7%
Queen Anne's 74,608 ' 062 60.3%
St. Marv's 119,482 52,00, 43.5%
Somerset 17,479 1,754 ' 0%
Talbot 20,172 12,809 88 g
Washington 153,541 35,869 23.4%
Wicomico 78,903 44,425 56.3%
Worcester 58,554 22,521 38.3%
Total: $10,036,330 $1,997,655 19.9%

“The Baltimore City numbers include $25 million of school construction debt attributable to the Baltinore City
Public School System,
Source: Department of Legislative Services
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Options for Updating and Ad justing the State/Local Shared Cost Formula
The Foundation Program

The foundation program ensures a minimum level of funding per pupil (54,766 in fiscal
2004) mn every school system and calculates the State and local shares of this amount using a
formula. The formula calculates a umiform local contribution rate (essentially a tax rate) that
makes up approximately 50 percent of full program cost, and the rate is applied to all
junsdictions to determine a local share of the program. The State then pays the amount of the
full program that 1s not covered by the local share. Through the formula, the State provides a
greater share of the per pupil amount in low wealth junsdictions and a lower share in more
wealthy jurisdictions. However, there is also a minimum level of per pupil aid that the State
must provide regardless of local wealth ($1,192 in fiscal 2004). Exhibit 5 illustrates the way the
program works; each diamond on the graph represents a local jurisdiction.

Exhibit 5
The Foundation Program
Fiscal 2004

Aid Per Pupil

(=21
3
i +
L
=1

;irr

=

3150 $200 $250 $300 1350 3400 350 500 3550 $600

Wealth Per Pupil (8 in Thousands)

Source: Department of Legislative Services

As shown mn the exhibit, the program differentiates between low-wealth and high-wealth
counties and therefore could be used to update the existing State/local shared cost formula. The
percentage of the per pupil foundation amount each local school board is receiving in fiscal 2004
and estimates for the next five fiscal vears are shown in Exhibit 6.
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County

Baltimore City
Caroline
Somerset
Allegany
Wicomico
Cecil

Prince George’s
Dorchester
Charles

St. Mary’s
Washington
Harford
Carroll
Calvert
Garrett
Frederick
Queen Anne’s
Baltimore
Howard

Anne Arundel
Kent
Montgomery
Talbot
Worcester

State

Exhibit 6
Actual and Projected Percentage of Per Pupil Foundation Amount Paid by State
Fiscal 2004 to 2009

Current

Actual [st. Est. Est, Est. Est. State
FY04 FYO05 FY06 FY07 FY08 FY09 Share

73.6% 73.6% 73.8% 74.0% 74.3% 74.6% | 90/75%
71.0% 70.1% 069.6% 69.3% 68.9% 68.7% 75%
69.8% 69.8% 70.0% 70.2% 70.4% 70.4% 80%
69.6% 09.6% 69.9% 70.2% 70.4% 70.6% 75%
63.8% 65.6% 65.4% 65.5% 65.7% 65.9% 70%
62.7% 62.4% 62.1% 61.7% 61.5% 61.4% 70%
62.3% 62.9% 63.4% 63.9% 64.2% 64.7% | 73/65/60%
62.0% 61.8% 61.7% 61.3% 61.1% 61.0% 70%
59.8% 59.7% 59.6% 59.6% 59.5% 59.6% 65%
59.7% 59.7% 59.8% 59.1% 58.5% 58.0% 70%
58.9% 38.4% 57.6% 57.0% 56.6% 56.2% 65%
58.0% 572% 56.4% 55.5% 54.7% 53.8% 65%
537.3% 56.8% 56.2% 55.5% 54.7% 54.2% 65%
57.2% 57.3% 57.4% 57.5% 57.6% 57.2% 55%
57.2% 56.1% 55.2% 53.9% 52.7% 51.7% 70%
56.1% 55.4% 54.7% 54.1% 53.6% 53.4% 65%
46.2% 45.8% 45.5% 45.1% 44.1% 43.7% 55%
45.4% 45.4% 45.4% 435.4% 45.4% 453% 50%
41.8% 41.5% 41.0% 40.5% 40.0% 39.7% 50%
39.6% 38.6% 37.7% 36.7% 36.2% 35.7% | 50%
39.5% 39.2% 38.29% 37.5% 35.4% 33 4% 50%
25.0% 25.0% 25.4% 25.9% 26.504 27.3% 50%
D7 nos 24.0% 22.0% 19.0% 15.0% 15.0% 50%
25.0% 2 Nog 22.0% 17.U% 15.0% 15.0% 50%
50.9% 50.6% 50.5% 50.3% 50.2%, 50.2% o

It a decision is made to recommend that the s
foundation program could be used to determine State
is used to 1dentify cost shares, some additional decisi

ons should also be considered.

° Should actual numbers (from fiscal 2004 or 2005 aid calculations

ard numbers be used to determine State and local shares?

hared cost formula be updated, the
and local shares. If the foundation prograin

) or estimates of future

. Should the technique of rounding to the next higher 5 percent increment be maintained?
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o Should the 50 percent floor be maintained? If so, should similar adjustments be made for
low-wealth jurisdictions at the other end of the scale?

s What should be done with the special cost shares for Baltimore City and Prince George’s
County?

The impact of some of these considerations are shown in Options 1 through 3 in the
Appendix.

The Guaranteed Tax Base Program

The Guaranteed Tax Base (GTB) program is a new formula that was established in the
Bridge to Excellence in Public Schools Act of 2002. It is scheduled to begin in fiscal 2005 and
will provide additional State aid to low-wealth jurisdictions based on local wealth and local
effort towards education operating expenditures. The program can be viewed as an add-on to the
foundation program for the counties that qualify. The additional per pupil aid from the GTRB
program (assuming it was implemented in fiscal 2004) could be added to per pupil foundation
aid to calculate a higher State share for counties that qualify for the GTB program. An example
of how this might work is shown in Option 4.

Adjusting State/Local Shared Cost Formula for Certain Schools or
School Systems, as Proposed in the Task Force Charge

The legislation proposed by this task force last session, which was enacted as
Chapter 388 of the Acts of 2003, expanded the charge of the task force to include an examination
of whether the State should provide a greater share of eligible school construction costs for: (1)
schools where 50 percent or more of the students are eligible for free and reduced price meals;
(2) small schools constructed or renovated in priority funding areas; and (3) schools in qualified
distressed © mties (i.e., “One Maryland” counties). These categornies of schools are discussed
individury oo

Schools with High Proy,. tions of At-risk Students

There are reasons the State mio.. ~onsider providing a greater share of the costs for
schools that have large populations of studems 'ieible for free and reduced price meals. First,
local school systems would receive an incentive fo .~ oritize improvements to these schools.
Second, local school systems could consider more expens. + improvements at these schools.
including improvements that impact the educational programs. .. = are approximately 370
Title I schools in Maryland (27 percent of all Maryland public schools). The task force could
recommend that projects to improve these schools receive a greater State share.

A second option would involve making adjustments for at-risk students at the schoo
system level rather than the school level. For example, jurisdictions that enroll free and reduced
price meal students in proportions greater than the State average could receive add-ons to their
State shares. One example of how this might work is shown in Option 5.
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Small Schools

There is a school of thought that believes smaller schools produce better results for
students. In particular, advocates have focused on smaller high schools as part of an overall high
school reform movement and the positive impact that these reforms have on at-risk students. To
provide incentives that will allow school systems to build smaller schools, a greater State share
of funding could be provided for new high schools designed to hold less than a given number of
students or renovations that would allow a large high school buildings to be split into several
smaller “schools.” The incentive could be an additional 5 to 10 percent State share.

Currently, the formula that determines the amount of the cost in which the State will
share is sensitive to school size. The Public School Construction Program uses a sliding scale
based on projected school capacity to determine the maximum square footage in which the State
will participate. Schools with smaller capacities are eligible for greater square footage per pupil.
Any change in the State share for small schools would provide further encouragement to build
small schools. ‘

Distressed Counties

Distressed counties, or “One Maryland” counties, are defined by having at least one of
two negative economic indicators: an unemployment rate more than 1.5 times the State average
or per capita income below 67 percent of the State average. Baltimore City and Allegany,
Caroline, Dorchester, Garrett, Somerset, and Worcester counties qualify as One Maryland
counties. These jurisdictions could receive State share enhancements, of 5 percent for example,
to help account for economic hardships in the region. Alternatively, a school system could be
awarded a 5 percent add-on to its State share for each economic risk factor that applies to the
local jurisdiction. Counties that qualify based on both unemployment and per capita income,
therefore, would receive a 10 percent bonus. Option 6 shows the impact of this adjustment.

Enrolliment Growth

The existing data suggest that many of the counties making the greatest relative efforts
towards school construction funding are those with increasing enrollments. Based on this
assessment, a higher State share for school systems expenencing growth in enrollment might be
appropnate. Percent enrollment growth beyond the State average could be added to the State
share. For example, from 1997 to 2002 enrollment increased 4.3 percent statewide. The State’s
enrollment growth could be subtracted from the percent enrollment increases in growing counties
to determine a State share add-on.

Age of School Facilities

Another factor that presumably affects local needs is the age of the school facilities in
each district. A State share add-on could be developed that would account for the percentage of

pre-1960s or pre-1970s square footage in each district.
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Using a Comprehensive Approach to Set State Share

With the knowledge that different local pressures drive needs and that local wealth bases
provide differential opportunities to meet local needs, a comprehensive model for setting the
State share could be designed. The model could take into account local wealth as well as some
of the factors that drive local needs, such as enrollment growth, student populations, and age of
school facilities. Option 7 illustrates one example of a comprehensive model that could be used
to set State shares. The appendix also includes a table comparing the local share under Option 7
to the current local share.
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Appendix

Options for Altering the
State/Local Shared Cost Formula
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County

Allegany
Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll

Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard

Kent
Montgomery
Prince George's
Queen Anne's
St. Mary'
Somerset
Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

Total

Option 1
Update Shared Cost Formula to Reflect
FY 2007 to 2009 Foundation Estimates

Outstanding

Debt Plus
Current Option 1 Local High Percent of
Local Share Tocal Share Impact Cost FYO0S Wealth
25% 25% 29,729 1.666%
50%6 50% 288,920 1.089%
10%% 25% 264,451 1.913%
50% 50% 232,631 0.706%
45% 40% 67,974 1.548%
25% 30% 12,873 1.423%
35% 45% 140,583 1.966%
30% 35% 49,518 1.415%
35% 40% 117,624 2.009%
30% 35% 17,871 1.683%
35% 45% $220,696 2.241%
30% 45% 8302 0.747%
35% 45% 128,364 1.320%
50% 50% 288,649 1.793%
50% 50% 9713 0.109%
50% 509 781,064 1.283%
25% 35% 469,638 1.623%
45% 50% 50,271 2.119%
30% 40% 76,538 oo L
20% 25% 3,643 0.720%
1% 50% LS, 0.892%
335, 40% 65,753 1.359%
30% 62,247 2.216%
50% 50% 50,185 1.218%
$3,451,490 1.401%

Estimated State Share of High Impact Costs:  $1,494,097

Index Values below 0.75:
Index Values between 0.75 and 0.9:

Index Values between 0.9 and 1.1:
Index Values between 1.1 and 1.25:
Index Values above 1.25:

0 W N Ln

Resulting
Index

1.19
0.78
1.37
0.50
1.10
1.02
1.40
1.01
1.43
1.20
1.60
0.53
0.94
1.28
0.08

)92

1.51
1.48
0.51
0.64
0.97
1.58
0.87

1.00



Option 2
Update Shared Cost Formula to Reflect FY 2004 Foundation Shares

Outstanding
Debt Plus

Current Option 2 Local High Percent of Resulting
County Local Share Local Share Impact Cost Y05 Wealth Index
Allegany 25% 30% 31,585 1.770% 1.27
Anne Arundel 50% 50% 288,920 1.089% 0.78
Baltimore City 10% 25% 264,451 1.913% 1.37
Baltimore 50% 50% 232,631 0.706% 0.51
Calvert 45% 40% 67,974 1.548% 1.11
Caroline 25% 25% 12,732 1.407% 1.01
Carroll 35% 40% 135,700 1.898% 1.36
Cecil 30% 35% 49,518 1.415% 1.01
Charles 35% 40% 117,624 2.009% 1.44
Dorchester 30% 35% 17,871 1.683% 1.21
Frederick 35% 40% 214,792 2.181% 1.56
Garrett 30% 40% 8,728 0.701% 0.50
Harford 35% 40% 123,123 1.266% 0.91
Howard 50% 50% 288,649 1.793% 1.29
Kent 50% 50% 973 0.109% 0.08
Montgomery 50% 50% 781,064 1.283% 0.92
Prince George's 25% 35% 469,638 1.623% 1.16
Queen Anne's 45% 50% 50,271 2.119% 1.52
St. Mary's 30% 40% 76,538 2.070% 1.48
Somerset 20% 30% 3,864 0.764% 0.55
Talbot 50% 50% 21,955 0.892% 0.64
Washington 35% 40% 65,753 1.359% 0.97
Wicomico 30% 30% $62,247 2.216% 1.59
Worcester 50% 50% 50,185 1.218% 0.87
Total 83,436,824 1.395% 1.00

Estimated State Share of High Impact Costs: $1,508,763
Index Values below 0.75:

Index Values between 0.75 and 0.9:

Index Values between 0.9 and 1.1:

Index Values between 1.1 and 1.25:

Index Values above 1.25:

=2 FE R T (S I
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County

Allegany
Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll

Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard

Kent
Montgomery
Prince George's
Queen Anne's
St. Mary's
Somerset
Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

Total

Using FY 2004 Foundation Shares

Current
Local Share

Option 3
Eliminate 50% Floor and Rounding to 5% Increments

Option 3
Local Share

25%
50%
10%
50%
45%
25%
35%
30%
35%
30%
35%
30%

35%

h L g n b T I
e R e N S TR o
RN = SN = \? =R =]
or o or o~ e™

30%
60%
26%
54%%
42%
29%
42%
37%
40%
38%
43%
42%
41%
58%
60%
75%
37%
53%
40%
30%
T5%
41%
34%

~EO
7 5%

Outstanding

Debt Plus
Local High Percent of
Impact Cost FY 0S5 Wealth
31,585 1.770%
311,308 1.173%
267,858 1.938%
240,211 0.729%
69,666 1.586%
12,845 1.420%
137,653 1.925%
50,062 1.430%
117,624 2.009%
18,476 1.740%
218,334 2.217%
8,957 0.719%
124,171 1.277%
299,441 1.860%
979 0.110%
837,142 1.375%
480,449 1.661%
50,506 2.129%
76,538 2.070%
3,864 0.764%
25,3590 1.029%
66,272 1.370%
$63,743 2.270%
60,408 1.466%
$3,573,483 1.450%

Estimated State Share of High Impact Costs:
Index Values below 0.73:
Index Values between 0.75 and 0.9;

Index Values between 0.9 and 1.1:
Index Values between 1.1 and 1.25;
Index Values above 1.25;
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31,372,104

3

Resulting
Index

1.22
0.81
1.34
0.50
1.09
0.98
1.33
0.99
1.39
1.20
1.53
0.50
0.38
1.28
0.08
0.95
115
1.47
143
0.53
0.71
0.94
1.56
1.01

1.00
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Comparison of Option 7 "Comprehensive Model™ Local

County

Allegany
Anne Arundel
Baltimore City
Baltimore
Calvert
Caroline
Carroll

Cecil

Charles
Dorchester
Frederick
Garrett
Harford
Howard

Kent
Montgomery
Prince George's
Queen Anne's
St. Mary's
Somerset
Talbot
Washington
Wicomico
Worcester

Current
Local Share

Share to Current Local Share

Option 7
Local Share

b
S 2
o~ o~

10%
50%
45%
25%
35%
30%
35%
30%
35%
30%
35%
50%
50%
50%
25%
45%
30%
20%
50%
35%
30%
50%

249

17%
58%

4%
49%
31%
18%
39%
31%
29%
33%
35%
39%
40%
46%
57%
66%
27%
42%
34%
13%

[

o

0

%
£

3
99
4

-1 2
=R -

0

74

Difference

-8%
8%
-6%
-1%
-14%
-7%
4%
1%
-6%
3%
0%
9%
3%
-4%
7%
16%
2%
-3%
4%
-7%
23%
4%
-6%

24%
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Comparison of Option 8 to Current State Share

Current Revised
County State Share State Share Difference
Allegany 75% 90% % 15%
Anne Arundel 50% 50% 0%
Baltimore City 90%/75% 96% + 6%/21%
Baltimore 50% 50% 0%
Calvert 55% 69% + 14%
Caroline 75% 89% ¥ 14%
Carroll 65% 62% - 3%
Cecil 70% 68% - 2%
Charles 65% 70% s 5%
Dorchester 70% 77% b 7%
Frederick 65% 71% + 6%
Garrett 70% 70% 0%
Harford 65% 58% - %
Howard 50% 58% + 2%
Kent 50% 50% U7o
Montgomery 50% 50% 0%
Prince George's 75%/635%/60% 9% - 0%/+4%/+9%
Queen Anne's 55% 69% -+ 14%
St. Marv's /W% 71% S 1%
Suinerset 80% 97% 4 17%
Talbot 50% 50% 0%
Washington 65% 59% - 6%
Wicomico 70% 81% + 11%
Worcester 50% 50% 0%
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APPENDIX 8



Alternative Financing Workgroup
2003 Interim Membership

Members
Dr, David Lever, Chair
Commissioner Jan Gardner
Dr. Nancy Grasmick
Council Member David Harrington
Senator Patrick J. Hogan
Mr. Roy Kirby
Mr. Brian Morris
Mr. Daniel Smith
Dr. Yale Stenzler
Mr. Konrad Wayson
Mr. Tim Woodring
Staff

Dea Whayland-Daly, Department of Legislative Services
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