
 

 

 
ANCHORAGE SCHOOL DISTRICT 

ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 
 

ASD MEMORANDUM #152 (2006-2007)  December 11, 2006 
 
TO:  SCHOOL BOARD 
 
FROM: OFFICE OF THE SUPERINTENDENT 
 
SUBJECT: 2007 GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
ASD Goal:  Establish and maintain a supportive and effective learning environment by 
providing safe, caring, barrier-free schools.  Ensure public accountability through 
effective consultation with the community to ensure wise use of financial resources and 
responsible construction and maintenance of facilities, and effective communication with 
students, staff, parents, community and government at all levels. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
It is the Administration’s recommendation that the School Board approve a Bond 
proposal package totaling $85,000,000, comprised of Proposition 1 - Clark Middle 
School Renewal in the amount of $65,000,000; and Proposition 2 - Districtwide 
Building System Renewals Priority One Projects in the amount of $20,000,000.  
These propositions are summarized below: 
 
Proposition 1- Clark Middle School Renewal $65,000,000 
 

Proposition 2- Districtwide Building System Renewals Priority One Projects 
 

Districtwide Code/Hazmat/ADA/Sprinkler Projects $1,265,0001 

Districtwide Roof Replacement and Repairs $1,950,0002 

Multi- School Security System Upgrades $890,0003 

Emergency Communications Systems- High Schools $650,0004 

Districtwide Building Renewal Projects $4,110,0005 

Districtwide Electrical Projects $2,190,0006 

Districtwide Mechanical Upgrades $5,845,0007 

Districtwide Traffic Safety $3,100,0008 

Proposition 2 Total  $20,000,0009 

 

1 Increased by $532,950 from CRAC recommendation due to increase in project scopes and 
updated cost estimates. 
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2 Increased by $419,350 from CRAC recommendation due to increase in project scopes and 
updated cost estimates. 

3 Reduced by $948,111 from CRAC recommendation due to reduction in project scopes 
and updated cost estimates. 

4 Reduced by $108,670 from CRAC recommendation due to updated cost estimates. 
5 Reduced by $3,143,950 from CRAC recommendation due to updated cost estimates. 
6 Increased by $666,005 from CRAC recommendation due to increase in project scopes and 

updated cost estimates. 
7 Increased by $3,023,280 from CRAC recommendation due to increase in project scopes 

and updated cost estimates. 
8 Reduced by $41,160 from CRAC recommendation due to updated cost estimates. 
9 Bond amount changed significantly from the CRAC recommendation due to deferment 

of Chester Valley Elementary School Addition and Renewal for $14,392,000; Sand Lake 
Elementary School Addition and Renewal for $12,286,000; $3,721,694 of Priority Two 
Projects; and total increase in Priority One projects by $399,694.   

 
PERTINENT FACTS: 
 
Since 1993, the Anchorage School District has received voter approval for a total 
of $962 million in school construction and renovation bonds.  Of this amount, 
approximately $683 million has received up to 70 percent State reimbursement 
through debt reimbursement programs.   
 
Past bond issues have focused on replacing, renewal of, or adding secondary 
schools.  These projects have included a replacement school for Dimond High; 
new South and Eagle River High Schools and the new Nicholas Joseph Begich 
Middle School in the Muldoon area; and renewal and upgrades at Chugiak, East, 
Service and Bartlett High Schools.  
 
With the last successful passage of the special bond election in the fall of 2004, 
the District made the commitment not to hold bond elections during 2005.  
During the spring 2006 election, voters rejected all school bonds.  During 
FY2004-05, approximately $35 million of bond indebtedness was retired, 
approximately $39 million of bond indebtedness was retired during FY2005-06, 
and approximately $40 million of bond indebtedness is to be retired during 
FY2006-07.  Over the next five years, the District will be paying off between $43 
million and $50 million of bonds each year, of which the State will pay 
approximately 50 percent.  Currently, the District has $769 million of bonds 
outstanding as of June 30, 2007.  Of this amount, the State pays approximately 53 
percent. 
 
Proposition 1 of this bond proposal provides funding for complete renewal of 
Clark Middle School.   
 
Proposition 2 includes Building System Renewal items.  The Districtwide 
building system renewal projects include security; sprinklers; building renewal; 
roof replacement/repairs; mechanical, electrical, traffic safety, code upgrades, 
and emergency communications systems upgrades to high schools.   
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Documentation of Need: 
 
The District operates and maintains the largest physical plant of any public entity 
in the State, with approximately 7.5 million square feet of facilities.  The 
replacement value of District buildings exceeds $1.5 billion.  The District is 
responsible for 91 facilities, housing approximately 50,000 students, more 
students than the total of the next five largest districts, and over 5,000 staff 
members.  Anchorage educates approximately 40 percent of the total student 
population of the State.  Not only is the inventory large, it is aging.  Forty-eight 
schools are 20 to 50 years old and eight are over 50 years old.   
 
Building components wear out.  Facility systems only last so long.  Roofs 
deteriorate and leak; heating, plumbing, and ventilation systems wear out; 
structural systems age.  Various code changes require updating electrical and 
mechanical systems, access for the physically disabled, hazardous materials 
removal, sprinkler and fire safety upgrades.   
 
Functional obsolescence is another fact of life for older schools.  Over the life of 
a school, programmatic changes take place that demand updating the facility 
infrastructure. There is a continual need to update the electrical distribution 
systems in the schools to accommodate current technology. Older schools have 
outdated science rooms that also limit curriculum options.  Current educational 
delivery methods require physical layouts that are often different from those of 
30 to 40 years ago.  Without renewal, these schools do not provide our students 
the same quality educational parity of program and facilities across our school 
system.   
 
Additional capacity to house the constantly shifting student population is the 
third component of capital requirements.  Anchorage is the largest district in the 
State, and while its overall enrollment has been steady in recent years, the 
geographic distribution of students continues to shift due to the high mobility of 
the Anchorage population.   To meet short-term capacity needs in the affected 
schools, the Anchorage School District uses approximately 130 relocatable units.   
 
Effective use of operation and maintenance funding is critical to keeping 
Anchorage schools in good condition.  The District uses a computerized 
preventative maintenance program; continually reviews the maintenance 
program to implement better ways of doing business; has regionalized 
maintenance teams to provide better service and reduce travel time; and has 
implemented an apprenticeship program at no cost to the District to improve 
worker skills and productivity. 
 
Capital Request Advisory Committee 
 
The District’s Capital Request Advisory Committee (CRAC) met on November 1, 
2006 and November 8, 2006 to review options and develop recommendations for 
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a spring 2007 bond.  Draft minutes for these meetings are included with this 
memorandum as Attachment D.   The Committee recommended two bond 
propositions totaling $115,000,000.  The projects are listed below: 
 
Proposition 1: 
Clark Middle School Renewal project for $65,000,000 
 
Proposition 2: 
Chester Valley Elementary School Addition and Renewal for $14,392,000 
Sand Lake Elementary School Addition and Renewal for $12,286,000 
Building System Renewal Priority One Projects for $19,600,306  
Additional Building System Renewal projects for $3,721,694  
 
With the purpose to broaden community input and advice, the District formed a 
Capital Request Focus Group to comment on the CRAC’s bond recommendation, 
and other matters relating to capital/construction issues.  This small group is 
comprised of representatives from groups and industries such as Alaska 
Development, Chambers of Commerce, the media, home construction, public 
policy education, senior citizens, and banking and retail businesses.  The Capital 
Request Focus Group met on November 28, 2006 to review the CRAC’s spring 
2007 bond recommendation.  Comments from this meeting are included with this 
memorandum as Attachment E.  The Focus Group recommended that the 
District move forward with Clark Middle School and Building System Renewal 
Priority One Projects, for a total bond request of $84,600,306.  
 
The Administration has carefully reviewed these recommendations and studied 
the timing of delivery of the various construction projects included in it.  Based 
on this analysis, the Administration concurs with the recommendations of the 
CRAC and the Focus Group, with the exceptions listed in the footnotes to the 
proposed bond propositions, and is bringing these recommendations to the 
School Board. 
 
The project description for Clark Middle School Renewal project is provided as 
Attachment A.  Project descriptions for the Building System Renewal Priority 
One projects are provided in Attachment B.   
 
The projects approved by the School Board in the 2006-2012 Six-Year Capital 
Improvement Plan (CIP) are included as Attachment C - Tables 1 and 2 CIP 
Recommendations and Project Schedule, 2006-2012. 
 
Debt Retirement Funding From House Bill 13 
 
House Bill 13 passed by the Legislature in July 2006 provides for 60 percent or 70 
percent debt reimbursement on school construction projects that have received 
local voter approval between October 1, 2006 and November 30, 2008.  School 
projects that add space should be eligible for 60 percent reimbursement, and 
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those projects that do not add space should be eligible for 70 percent 
reimbursement.  Clark Middle School Renewal Project should be eligible for 60 
percent reimbursement and all of the Building System Renewal projects should 
be eligible for 70 percent reimbursement.   
 
Information provided in this memorandum with attachments should assist the 
School Board in making decisions about items that should or should not be 
included in the next bond election.  Major decisions facing the School Board are 
the total cost of the bond propositions and the projects to be included on the 
April 3, 2007 Municipal Ballots.   
 
Cost of Potential Bond Proposals to the Local Taxpayers 
 
The approximate amount of annual taxes on $100,000 assessed valuation to retire 
the proposed debt of $85,000,000 is $9.32 based on an estimated 5.25 percent 
weighted interest rate for twenty years.  This amount is based on the assumption 
that the District will receive 70 percent State debt reimbursement on $20,000,000 
of projects, and 60 percent reimbursement on $65,000,000 of projects.  The debt 
reimbursement projects have not been reviewed or approved by the State, so the 
60 percent and 70 percent reimbursement rates have not been confirmed as of 
this date.  The District will submit these projects for debt reimbursement to the 
State after February 1, 2007, when DEED finalizes their decision of School 
Construction and Major Maintenance grants. 
 
In addition, the following project will have increased annual operations and 
maintenance cost related to the proposed educational capital improvements that 
will increase the tax cap for every $100,000 of assessed value by $1.51: 
 
 

 Estimated Increase in 
Annual Operations & 

Maintenance Costs 

Estimated Annual 
Increase in Tax Cap for 

Every $100,000 of 
Property Value 

Clark Middle School 
Construction Funding $425,000 $1.51 

 
 
When the School Board finalizes the approved list of projects, the Administration 
will work with the Municipal Bond Counsel to complete the actual bond 
proposition language.  The Municipal Assembly will finalize the bond 
propositions through an ordinance introduced this December, scheduled to be 
adopted in early February 2007.  Revisions can be made up to the point of 
Municipal Assembly action. 
 
CC/GV/JS/RA/MF/MP/RM/jg 
 



6 

Attachments: 
 
A. Project Descriptions - Clark Middle School Renewal 
B. Project Descriptions – Districtwide Building System Renewals Priority One 

Projects 
C. Six Year CIP 2006-2012 - Table 1  
D. Capital Request Committee Meeting Minutes-November 1 & 8, 2006 
E. Focus Group Meeting Comments-November 28, 2006 
F. 2007 Bond Reimbursement Rate and Taxes 
 
Prepared by:  Rachel Molina, Project Support Analyst 
 Mike Price, Construction Manager, Capital Projects 
 Michael W. Franks, Construction Manager, BSR Projects 

 Ray Amsden, Director of Facilities 
 Janet Stokesbary, Chief Financial Officer 
 Marie Laule, Budget Director 

 
Approved by: George Vakalis, Assistant Superintendent of Support Services 



Attachment A - ASD Memorandum # 152 (2006-2007) 
Project Descriptions - Capital Projects 
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CLARK MIDDLE SCHOOL RENEWAL  
Northeast Anchorage’s Clark Middle School (MS) was built in 1959 and has had minimal 
upgrades since then.  It is deficient in:  

1) its inability to meet approved Educational Specifications by inadequately 
accommodating smaller learning communities and a variety of specialized programs 
required to meet students’ needs;  

2) building systems, including  
a. architectural – low ceilings in classrooms and corridors, lack of adequate 

acoustical treatment, worn surfaces and lockers;   
b. structural – to retrofit for current seismic requirements would entail replacing 

much of the existing structure;   
c. mechanical – energy inefficient, maintenance intensive, and uneven heat and 

ventilation;  
d. electrical – inadequate lighting and infrastructure for accommodating current  

learning technologies; and 
3) the presence of unexposed hazardous materials which impedes maintenance, repair, and 

retrofit of systems.   
 
Research has shown that the quality of a school’s physical environment has a significant affect 
on academic outcomes.  The quality of Clark MS’s environment is not on par with other District 
middle schools and negatively affects student performance.  Renewal of Clark MS meets the 
District’s Mission “to educate all students for success in life” by establishing and maintaining a 
supportive and effective learning environment.   
 
One major physical plant improvement was a Library built in 1994.  It was intended to be used 
jointly by the Municipality and District for its students.  Functionally, the joint use did not 
succeed due to difficulty of segregating age-appropriate materials, lack of staffing, and 
conflicting hours of use.   
 
The school is on a sloped site that, until recently, had over 30 acres. Needs of four major 
developments associated with Mountain View’s Redevelopment Project have reduced the site to 
a compact 23.75 acres.  Clark MS’s renewal is a keystone of that project.  Developments 
surrounding the site include:  P.O.B. Montgomery’s Glenn Square commercial development, the 
State DOT/PF’s Glenn Highway/Bragaw Street Interchange upgrade, Mountain View Drive 
upgrades, and plans to convert and expand the Municipality’s Parks & Recreation building into 
a Community Center and Library.  The school’s site design is being closely coordinated with the 
redevelopment projects, and the design team and school have reached out extensively to 
involve the community.  This outreach effort has included: posting design meeting notices at 
local churches and businesses; providing project information at community events; 
participating  in the Mountain View Redevelopment Oversight Committee; and presenting to 
affected community councils. 
  
Clark MS’s renewal is based on Educational Specifications specifically developed for the school.  
They reflect the school’s unique nature of having more special programs and smaller average 
class sizes of 22.5 than other District Middle Schools.  Some of those programs are: Title 1, 
English as Second Language, Teen Impact, Cultural Studies (Cook Inlet Tribal Council), Child 
in Transition/Homeless, and 21st Century Learning Centers. The existing school has 41 
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classrooms and 10 relocatable classrooms delivering education to seventh and eighth grades.  
The school intends to serve grades 6, 7 and 8, and yet can fit the 7 and 8 model.  The renewed 
Clark MS will offer 50 teaching stations and have a 1,125-student capacity, based on the Alaska 
Department of Education and Early Development allocation of 165 square feet per student.  
However, the capacity based on the actual number of programs using spaces is 1,030 students.  
 
The site includes all standard middle school amenities while improving students’ access, safety 
and security.  The school’s public front faces Mountain View Drive.  More students walk to this 
school than others. They will have inviting, unobstructed, and safe pedestrian access from 
Mountain View Drive’s sidewalk to the school’s Main Entry. The Main Entry leads directly to 
the school’s administrative and public spaces, such as the Multi-Purpose Room, Gymnasium, 
and Library.  Bus students enter at the south side from the bus loading and event parking lot. 
Both the Main Entry and the Bus Entry are observable form a single location in the Commons. 
The Gymnasium is centered on the Athletic Fields and close to the Hockey Rink.  The three-
story classroom wing orients classrooms towards the southwest and Chugach Mountains.  The 
service area is functional and out of public view. 
 
Community use is encouraged by: separate after-hours access to the Gymnasium, space for a 
future health clinic (if funded by the Municipality), and the Parent/Community Work Center.  
The classroom wing can be secured from community use spaces after hours. 
 
As a Conceptual Design developed, detailed cost, structural and condition analyses and 
evaluations led to the conclusion that it was not cost effective to retain any of the existing 
facility except for the Library. Following the Conceptual Design, a General 
Contractor/Construction Manager (GC/CM) was retained to provide pre-construction services.  
These services included: project constructability analysis, life cycle costing, and cost benefit 
evaluations of building materials and systems in order to achieve the best value for construction 
dollars expended.  A constructability analysis of retaining the 1994 Library estimated costs of: a) 
foundation shoring for protection from adjacent construction; b) structural code upgrades; c) 
interior and exterior renovations; d) constraints of working around a large site obstacle; and e) 
protection during construction.  These cost estimates led to a conclusion that it would be more 
expensive to save the 1994 Library than to demolish it. 
 
Because it is an important part of Mountain View’s community, there has been an extensive 
outreach effort to involve the community.  This has included posting design meeting notices at 
churches and businesses, and providing project information at community events.  



 Attachment B- ASD Memorandum #152 (2006-2007)
Building System Renewals Projects

Location Project Description Amount

Districtwide Code/Hazmat/ADA/Sprinkler Projects
King Career Center Utilidor Abatement $300,000
West High School Utilidor Abatement $500,000
Multi-Schools Sprinkler Installation $465,000

$1,265,000

Districtwide Roof Replacement and Repairs
Campbell ES Roof Upgrades $600,000
Chugiak ES Roof Replacement and Structural Upgrades $850,000
Student Transportation Roof Replacement and Structural Upgrades $500,000

$1,950,000

Multi- School Security System Upgrades 
Eagle River ES Security Camera Installation $70,000
Hanshew Security Camera Installation $120,000
North Star Upgrade Security System with Security Cameras $250,000
Oceanview Security Camera Installation $70,000
Romig Security Camera Installation $160,000
Susitna Upgrade Security System with Security Cameras $150,000
Turnagain Security Camera Installation $70,000

$890,000

Emergency Communications Systems - High Schools
Dimond Emergency Communication System $300,000
East Emergency Communication System $350,000

$650,000

Districtwide Building Renewal Projects
Bayshore Energy Conservation Project $150,000
Bear Valley Energy Conservation Project $200,000
Hanshew Energy Conservation Project $250,000
O'Malley Energy Conservation Project $200,000
King Career Center Energy Conservation Project $250,000
Lake Otis Window Replacement $350,000
Russian Jack Electrical Service and Boiler Burner Upgrade $550,000
Scenic Park Electrical Service and Boiler Burner Upgrade $585,000
Trailside Electrical Service and Boiler Burner Upgrade $575,000
Tyson Electrical Service and Boiler Burner Upgrade $550,000
WillowCrest Electrical Service and Boiler Burner Upgrade $450,000

$4,110,000

Districtwide Electrical Projects
Benny Benson Fire Alarm Upgrades $200,000
Benny Benson Lighting Upgrades $300,000
Goldenview Intercom Bell Clock $300,000
Goldenview Power and Data Distribution in Support of Technology $400,000
Klatt Fire Alarm Upgrades $250,000
Lake Otis Electrical Panel Replacement $150,000
Mt View School Site Lighting $265,000
Northwood Fire Alarm Upgrades $200,000
Romig Kitchen Panels Upgrade $125,000

$2,190,000
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 Attachment B- ASD Memorandum #152 (2006-2007)
Building System Renewals Projects

Location Project Description Amount

Districtwide Mechanical Projects
Abbott Loop Communication Closet Ventilation $35,000
Aurora Communication Closet Ventilation $25,000
Bartlett Install Boiler Room Floor Drain $85,000
Birchwood Communication Closet Ventilation $30,000
Chugiak HS Boiler Room Ventilation $100,000
Gruening Replace HWHs and Pump $400,000
Huffman Domestic Water System & Controls $250,000
Inlet View Heating System Upgrade $750,000
Mt Iliamna Communication Closet Ventilation $30,000
North Star Upgrade HVAC System $200,000
O'Malley Upgrade Fire Pump Electrical Service and Controls $400,000
O'Malley Communication Closet Ventilation $30,000
Orion Heating System Upgrade $800,000
Romig Upgrade Heating System Piping $400,000
Tudor Communication Closet Ventilation $35,000
Turnagain Communication Closet Ventilation $40,000
Warehouse Heating System Upgrade $800,000
West Replace Gym and Auditorium HVAC $1,400,000
Willowcrest Communication Closet Ventilation $35,000

$5,845,000

Districtwide Traffic Safety
Abbott Loop Traffic Safety Upgrade $800,000.00
Chugiak Elem Traffic Safety Upgrade $1,200,000.00
Rogers Park ES Traffic Safety Upgrade $1,100,000.00

$3,100,000

12/8/2006 2



Attachment C - ASD Memorandum #152 (2006-2007)
CIP 2006-12 Table 1 

Recommendations by Year
Priority 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012

1 Chester  Valley Elementary Construction $14,100,000

2 Sand Lake Elementary School Construction $12,600,000

3 Clark Middle School Design Phase 1 $3,000,000

4 Bartlett High School Phase 3A Construction 
and Phase 3B-1 Design 

$13,900,000

5 Chugiak High School Phase 4 Construction 
and Phase 5 Design

$12,500,000

6 Dimond High School Auxiliary Gym Code 
Upgrade and Renewal

$4,100,000

7 East High School Phase 4B-1 Construction 
and Phase 4B-2 Design 

$9,700,000

8 Service High School Phase 3 Construction 
and Phase 5 Design 

$11,800,000

9 Girdwood K-8 School Planning
Partial Funding from Senate Bill; $49,000

$50,000

10 Inlet View Elementary School Design $750,000

11 West High School Planning $300,000

12 New Southwest Anchorage Area Elementary 
School Planning

$100,000

13 Romig Middle School Planning $175,000

14 Site Selection and Acquisition $6,000,000

15 Districtwide Code/Hazmat/ADA/Sprinkler 
Projects

$800,000

16 Districtwide Roof Replacement and Repairs $1,315,000

17 Multi- School Security System Upgrades $3,046,000

18 Emergency Communications Systems- High 
Schools

$760,000

19 Districtwide Minor Building Renewal Projects $1,699,000

20 Districtwide Electrical Projects $1,500,000

21 Districtwide Mechanical Upgrades $1,670,000

22 Gladys Wood Elementary School Planning 
Funded by Senate/House Bill; $60,000

$0

23 Clark Middle School Phase 1 Construction 
and Phase 2 Design

$26,000,000

24 Bartlett High School Phase 3B-1 Construction 
and Phase 3B-2 Design 

$7,300,000

25 Chugiak High School Phase 5 Construction $4,200,000

26 East High School Phase 4B-2 Construction 
and Phase 5A Design 

$8,000,000

27 Service High School Phase 5 Construction $30,000,000



Attachment C - ASD Memorandum #152 (2006-2007)
CIP 2006-12 Table 1 

Recommendations by Year
Priority 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012

28 West High School Phase 1 Design $1,000,000

29 Romig Middle School Phase 1 Design $975,000

30 New Southwest Anchorage Area Elementary 
School Construction

$17,500,000

31 New Southwest Anchorage Area Middle School 
Planning

$400,000

32 Rabbit Creek Elementary School Design $1,250,000

33 Turnagain Elementary School Design $925,000

34 Airport Heights Elementary School Planning $70,000

35 Eagle River Elementary School Planning $70,000

36 Girdwood K-8 School Design $825,000

37 Gladys Wood Elementary School Design $1,030,000

38 Inlet View Elementary School Construction $7,300,000

39 Whaley School Design $825,000

40 Facility Assessment- Elementary, Middle 
and Alternative Schools

$360,500

41 Multi-School Traffic Safety Planning/Design $115,000

42 Traffic Safety/Site Upgrades $1,500,000

43 Districtwide Code/Hazmat/ADA/Sprinkler 
Projects

$2,250,000

44 Replacement School Buses $950,000

45 Districtwide Maintenance Equipment $150,000

46 Districtwide Roof Replacement and Repairs $1,030,000

47 Multi- School Security System Upgrades $875,000

48 High School Synthetic Athletic Field Turf $1,550,000

49 Districtwide Minor Building Renewal Projects $4,280,000

50 Districtwide Electrical Projects $4,150,000

51 Districtwide Mechanical Upgrades $4,150,000

52 Emergency Communications Systems- Middle 
Schools

$850,000

53 Information Technology Facility Planning $90,000

54 Districtwide Emergency Radio Deployment $1,360,000



Attachment C - ASD Memorandum #152 (2006-2007)
CIP 2006-12 Table 1 

Recommendations by Year
Priority 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012

55 Clark Middle School Phase 2 Construction $24,000,000

56 Bartlett High School Phase 3B-2 Construction 
and Phase 4 Design

$8,250,000

57 East High School Phase 5A Construction 
and Phase 5B Design 

$8,000,000

58 West High School Phase 1 Construction 
and Phase 2 Design

$8,000,000

59 Romig Middle School  Phase 1 Construction 
and Phase 2 Design

$5,150,000

60 New Southwest Anchorage Area Middle School 
Design

$3,000,000

61 Gruening Middle School Planning $125,000

62 Rabbit Creek Elementary School Construction $12,250,000

63 Turnagain Elementary School Construction $12,250,000

64 Abbott Loop Elementary School Planning $70,000

65 Airport Heights Elementary School Design $925,000

66 Bayshore Elementary School Planning $70,000

67 Eagle River Elementary School Design $1,030,000

68 Girdwood K-8 School Construction $8,250,000

69 Gladys Wood Elementary School Construction $10,300,000

70 Mt. View School Elementary Planning $70,000

71 O'Malley Elementary School Planning $70,000

72 Whaley School Construction $8,250,000

73 Bus Facility Construction (Match for AMATS 
funding)

$8,250,000

74 Site Selection and Acquisition $5,150,000

75 Traffic Safety/Site Upgrades $1,030,000

76 Districtwide Code/Hazmat/ADA/Sprinkler 
Projects

$1,030,000

77 Replacement School Buses $1,030,000

78 Districtwide Maintenance Equipment $200,000

79 Districtwide Roof Replacement and Repairs $2,060,000

80 Multi- School Security System Upgrades $975,000

81 High School Synthetic Athletic Field Turf $1,550,000



Attachment C - ASD Memorandum #152 (2006-2007)
CIP 2006-12 Table 1 

Recommendations by Year
Priority 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012

82 Districtwide Minor Building Renewal Projects $7,180,000

83 Districtwide Electrical Projects $2,575,000

84 Districtwide Mechanical Upgrades $4,120,000

85 Information Technology Facility Design $350,000

86 Bartlett High School Phase 4 Construction 
and Phase 5 Design 

$11,250,000

87 Dimond High School - Classroom Wing Addition $10,300,000

88 East High School Phase 5B Construction 
and Phase 6 Design 

$8,250,000

89 Service High School Phase 4 Design $1,030,000

90 West High School  Phase 2 Construction 
and Phase 3 Design

$7,000,000

91 Romig Middle School Phase 2 Construction and 
Phase 3 Design

$6,000,000

92 New Southwest Anchorage Area Middle School 
Construction

$52,500,000

93 Gruening Middle School Phase 1 Design $1,545,000

94 Abbott Loop Elementary School Design $825,000

95 Airport Heights Elementary School Construction $9,250,000

96 Bayshore Elementary School Design $825,000

97 Eagle River Elementary School Construction $10,300,000

98 Mt. View School Elementary Design $825,000

99 O'Malley Elementary School Design $825,000

100 Site Selection and Acquisition $3,050,000

101 Traffic Safety/Site Upgrades $1,030,000

102 Districtwide Code/Hazmat/ADA/Sprinkler 
Projects

$1,030,000

103 Replacement School Buses $1,150,000

104 Districtwide Maintenance Equipment $400,000

105 Districtwide Roof Replacement and Repairs $2,050,000

106 Multi- School Security System Upgrades $1,030,000

107 High School Synthetic Athletic Field Turf $1,550,000

108 Districtwide Minor Building Renewal Projects $6,180,000



Attachment C - ASD Memorandum #152 (2006-2007)
CIP 2006-12 Table 1 

Recommendations by Year
Priority 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012

109 Districtwide Electrical Projects $3,050,000

110 Districtwide Mechanical Upgrades $3,750,000

111 Information Technology Facility Construction $3,000,000

112 Bartlett High School Phase 5 Construction $5,150,000

113 East High School Phase 6 Construction 
and Phase 7 Design 

$12,000,000

114 Service High School Phase 4 Construction and 
Phase 6 Design

$10,300,000

115 West High School Phase 3 Construction $4,150,000

116 Romig Middle School Phase 3 Construction $3,150,000

117 Gruening Middle School Phase 1 Construction 
and Phase 2 Design

$5,150,000

118 Abbott Loop Elementary School Construction $8,250,000

119 Bayshore Elementary School Construction $8,250,000

120 Birchwood ABC School Planning $70,000

121 Huffman Elementary School Planning $70,000

122 Mt. View Elementary School Construction $8,250,000

123 O'Malley Elementary School Construction $8,250,000

124 Tudor Elementary School Planning $70,000

125 Steller Secondary School Planning $115,000

126 Traffic Safety/Site Upgrades $1,030,000

127 Districtwide Code/Hazmat/ADA/Sprinkler 
Projects

$1,030,000

128 Replacement School Buses $1,200,000

129 Districtwide Roof Replacement and Repairs $2,050,000

130 Multi- School Security System Upgrades $1,030,000

131 High School Synthetic Athletic Field Turf $2,050,000

132 Districtwide Minor Building Renewal Projects $5,180,000

133 Districtwide Electrical Projects $2,575,000

134 Districtwide Mechanical Upgrades $5,180,000

135 East High School Phase 7 Construction $7,250,000



Attachment C - ASD Memorandum #152 (2006-2007)
CIP 2006-12 Table 1 

Recommendations by Year
Priority 2006-2007 2007-2008 2008-2009 2009-2010 2010-2011 2011-2012

136 Service High School Phase 6 Construction $8,250,000

137 Gruening Middle School Phase 2 Construction $5,150,000

138 Birchwood ABC School Design $800,000

139 Huffman Elementary School Design $800,000

140 Tudor Elementary School Design $800,000

141 Steller Secondary School Design $900,000

142 Traffic Safety/Site Upgrades $1,030,000

143 Districtwide Code/Hazmat/ADA/Sprinkler 
Projects

$1,030,000

144 Replacement School Buses $1,200,000

145 Districtwide Roof Replacement and Repairs $2,050,000

146 Multi- School Security System Upgrades $1,030,000

147 Districtwide Minor Building Renewal Projects $5,180,000

148 Districtwide Electrical Projects $2,575,000

149 Districtwide Mechanical Upgrades $5,150,000

Total    $99,865,000 $131,330,500 $145,560,000 $147,995,000 $94,550,000 $43,195,000

Projects with attached dollar amounts will require funds to be obtained. After 2007-08, scope and costs are estimates 
and require verification.  Both may be adjusted based on recommendations from Facilities resulting from preliminary
design and facility audits.

 Total 2006-07 $99,865,000
 Total 2007-08 $131,330,500
 Total 2008-09 $145,560,000
 Total 2009-10 $147,995,000
 Total 2010-11 $94,550,000
 Total 2011-12 $43,195,000
 Total 6 year CIP $662,495,500

Projects Having No Assigned Priority
Chugiak/Eagle River Elementary School
New Anchorage Area ABC School

ABC Elementary School

Site Selection/Construction

Study
Southeast Anchorage Area Elementary School Site Selection/Construction

Site Selection/Construction

Student Transportation Facility Site Selection/Funding Options Study
Technology Study- Update of Impact on Educational Specifications Study
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Capital Request Advisory Committee Meeting 
Wednesday November 1, 2006 
ASD Board Room 
1:40 p.m. – 4:20 p.m. 
 
The meeting was called to order at 1:40 p.m., by George Vakalis, Chairman and the 
Assistant Superintendent of Support Services. 
 
Mr. Vakalis outlined the purpose and goals of the meeting, specifically to: 
 

A) orient the committee of its purpose, goals, and objectives 
B) share some of history of the CRAC 
C) share concerns the District has regarding the effort in getting projects approved.   

 
Mr. Vakalis requested committee members introduce themselves. 
 
Introductions 
Committee members introduced themselves and those in attendance are listed below. 
 
Ray Amsden ASD Facilities-Director 
Rob Balivet ASD Facilities-Design Manager 
Jason Bergerson Federation of Community Councils 
Michael Baldwin Special Education Advisory Committee-Rep 
Ophelia Dargan-Steed ASD Demographic/GIS Manager 
Nancy Davis Chugiak/Eagle River HS Area-Alternate 
Michelle Egan ASD Communications-Director 
Mike Franks ASD Facilities-Construction Manager– BSR 
Rhonda Gardner Assistant Superintendent of Instruction 
Brian Griggs Military Representative 
Carolyn Johnston South HS Area-Representative 
Chris Larson Associated Builders & Contractors 
Jamie Linxwiler Commonwealth North - Representative 
Pamela Massey Service HS Area-Representative 
Michelle Mandel Bartlett Area Elem/Middle School Area-Rep 
Kerstin (Kitte’) Miller Area-Wide Schools & Programs-Alternate 
Rachel Molina ASD Facilities-Project Support Manager 
Dave Moore Alaska Professional Design Council 
Ken Olmstead Chugiak/Eagle River Chamber of Commerce 
Larry Petersen ASD Maintenance-Director 
Steve Pifer Chugiak/Eagle River HS Area-Representative 
Mike Price ASD Facilities-Construction Manager - Capital  
Eric Rassler Anchorage Education Association 
Louis Theiss South HS Area-Alternate 
A.L. Tamagni East HS Area-Alternate 
Jim Traxinger East HS Area-Representative 
George Vakalis ASD Assistant Superintendent of Support Services 
 
Other Attendees: 
Chris Borst    ASD Maintenance-Supervisor 
Crystal Kennedy   School Board Member 
Edie Knapp    ASD Facilities-Project Manager - Capital 
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Jeff Friedman    School Board Member 
Leslie Preston ASD Community Services-Director 
 
Overview for the Committee 
 
Mr. Vakalis directed the committee to discuss, as a minimum, items 1 through 5 on the 
agenda.  He anticipated there should be many questions from the committee members, and 
a lot of material be presented by members of the Facilities staff.  The materials were made 
available to the committee members so that they would become familiar with all outstanding 
potential projects and to review these projects to formulate a bond recommendation.  He 
reminded the committee that Robert’s Rules of Order will be used to formulate this 
recommendation, which will be determined by majority vote. 
 
Mr. Vakalis shared with the committee the expectations of the CRAC: 

1) formulate a recommendation for the Superintendent  
2) formulate a packaging strategy 
3) formalize a recommendation for the Six Year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) 

 
These recommendations and strategies will be shared with the Superintendent, who may 
amend them before requesting School Board final approval.  If there are any changes made 
by the Superintendent, the School Board will be apprised of these variances.  The School 
Board makes the final decision to present to the Municipal Assembly.   
 
Mr. Vakalis stated that he would excuse himself later in the meeting due to a prior 
commitment, and indicated that Ray Amsden would proceed in his absence.  
 
 
Approval of Meeting Minutes – October 26, 2006 
There were no changes to the meeting minutes of October 26. 2006.  A Motion was made to 
approve the meeting minutes.  Motion was seconded.  A vote was taken, the motion passed, 
with 1 abstention. 
 
Review of “Information for Development of Potential 2007 Bond Projects’ 
 
Mr. Amsden identified the materials provided to the committee:  
 
Memorandum with list of Attachments related to potential bond projects for Committee 
Review: 

a) Current Six-Year CIP (Attachment A) 
b) Fiscal Year 2008 State of Alaska Grant Submitted Projects (Attachment B) 
c) High School phases with completed design, priority Elementary and Middle 

School projects, Priority One Building System Renewal (BSR) Projects 
(Attachment C) 

d) Highest priority projects with projected cost close to total amount of District-
retired debt in last two years (Attachment D) 

e) BSR Completed Projects 
f) Unfunded Maintenance projects – potential BSR projects 
g) Funded 2007 BSR projects  
h) Priority One and Priority Two BSR project descriptions 

 



Attachment D – ASD Memorandum #152 (2006‐2007) 
November 1, 2006 Capital Request Advisory Committee  

Draft Meeting Minutes 
 

 3

Mr. Amsden expressed that he hoped that the Clark Tour earlier that day was helpful to 
those members who attended.   If members wished, a color rendition of the final project is 
available for distribution.  He expressed the importance of the Clark project, and that the 
District has been moving the design process forward so the project stays on schedule for 
potential construction during the upcoming summer.  The General Contractor/Construction 
Manager firm, Davis Constructors, has been selected and are assisting in the design effort. 
They provide preconstruction services to enable the District to make better decisions in 
considering delivery of the project, and time elements necessary in order to proceed 
appropriately.  They also provide input in the design process, building systems selection, 
material selections and any other choices that help the District make cost effective and more 
timely decisions to produce the best product at the best price.  Eagle River High School 
utilized the GC/CM process, which was also a successful project.     
 
Through the GC/CM process relating to Clark, the scope of the project includes a complete 
replacement of the facility.  Engineering studies demonstrated that retaining any part of the 
facility was not cost effective and would be more expensive to renew than to demolish and 
re-build.   This last summer the District believed it would be cost effective to retain the Library 
that was constructed in the early 90’s.   With the expertise, knowledge and assistance from 
Davis Constructors, it was concluded that it would instead add cost to retain the library.  The 
District is now forecasting a complete demolition and new facility for Clark Middle School.  
This decision has allowed the District new latitudes for site location and adjustments in the 
floor plan.  The new design adjusts the orientation of the building, with the front of the 
building facing Mountain View Drive and the back of the building facing Glenn Highway.  
These adjustments further improved the design solution.   
 
Those members who attended the tour saw changes in delivering education at Clark and the 
current facility itself shows the impediments’ the District has in those efforts.   The 
Administration will give other tours if requested in the future; it is important to understand 
what the project and related issues consist of.   
 
The District is also working through site issues with the Municipality regarding the P.B.O. 
Montgomery Project located west of the Clark site.  There have been some property 
exchanges and areas of uncertainty regarding site design.  Details are being formulated to 
address these issues and the site plan is close to being finalized.  The Planning and Zoning 
Commission is in process of review, and the District intends to be ready to begin construction 
next year, provided the project makes it way on the Bonds and is successful with the voters.   
 
Mr. Amsden reviewed in more detail some of the information distributed via e-mail last week, 
and reiterated that there are three (3) lists attached to the memo.  

a) Fiscal Year 2008 State of Alaska Grant Submitted Projects (Attachment B) 
b) High School phases with completed design, priority Elementary and Middle 

School projects, Priority One Building System Renewal (BSR) Projects 
(Attachment C) 

c) Highest priority projects with projected cost close to total amount of District-
retired debt in last two years (Attachment D)  

Mr. Amsden reiterated that the District is not advocating any list.  The lists are informational 
material for the committee to use as they formulate their recommendation.   
 
Mr. Amsden asked the committee if they had any questions.   
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Al Tamagni commented that Attachment B referenced the New Southwest Anchorage 
Elementary School to cost approximately $20M and that Chester Valley Elementary School 
Addition and Renewal was $14,392,000.  He was curious if collaboration with contractors 
identified projects where it would be more cost effective to demolish and reconstruct 
regarding the Renewal projects listed on Attachment B.   
 
Mr. Amsden clarified if he was speaking to Chester Valley specifically, Mr. Tamagni 
responded yes.  
Mr. Amsden deferred the answer to Mike Price for more explanation.  Mr. Price responded 
that the District did evaluate whether or not it was cost effective to demolish and rebuild that 
facility.  The structural system at Chester Valley is sound.  Clark Middle School’s structural 
system is not.  If the structural system of a building is sound, its fiscally responsible to utilize 
funds by renewing the building.  Chester Valley’s analysis is the opposite conclusion of 
Clark’s analysis. 
 
Brian Griggs asked if the Dimond High School Auxiliary Gym project was referencing space 
in the new building. 
Answer:  The District was referring to the last remaining original building that encompasses 
the pool, the original large gym and auxiliary PE class-spaces. 
Mr. Griggs noted that the school has identified an auxiliary gym in the new building.   
Kitte’ Miller noted that it seems that the auxiliary gym already means something on the list. 
Answer:  Conflicting names are noted and the Administration will clarify this project.   
 
Pam Massey recalled that project included electrical work which would result in desperately 
needed, additional classroom space. 
Mr. Vakalis responded that the classroom space is needed because Dimond High School is 
currently over capacity.   Some instructional space in that particular building is not being 
utilized because it needs to meet code requirements.  Major renovations will bring the 
building up to code so that the space can be used.  For example, the upstairs area is good 
instructional space.  It cannot be used due to code issues.  Locker rooms and other areas 
need major work and some of those spaces are not useable at this time.  Lighting 
deficiencies, as well as well as other code and electrical upgrades need to be performed.  
There is also a major roof issue that needs to be addressed, as well as appearance type 
issues on the exterior.  The District must develop a fire escape mechanism for the upper 
floor so students and staff can escape outside the building in the event of an emergency.  A 
series of metal ladders or platforms as seen on the outside tall structures is one way to 
address this escape route.  Mr. Amsden also noted that that was the earlier expectation of 
the Fire Department when code assessments were performed, but may no longer be 
required.   
 
Mr. Vakalis noted that in order to use this instructional space, adjustments need to be 
performed at a cost of approximately $6.5M.   
 
Mr. Amsden noted two handouts distributed today that were not distributed by e-mail:   

a) High School Projects Phasing Estimates - status of all funded and unfunded 
phases with phasing costs; and  

b) Funded Project Status - list of funded projects and their status  
 

Mr. Amsden noted that he hoped that these documents would assist the committee in 
forming their recommendation. 
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Mr. Vakalis reiterated that committee members should ask questions, gather as much 
information on the projects and their phases, and provide input on the projects before 
forming a recommendation.  This would ensure that all committee members are informed, 
comfortable and familiar with all the information presented, and if subsequent meetings are 
necessary, that is ok.  He also commented that the high Schools are in different phases right 
now, and are pending construction funding.  Critical projects also identified include Chester 
Valley, Sand Lake, and Clark, as well as the major systems renewal projects.   
 
Other Comments: 
 
Mr. Tamagni asked if someone could summarize the projects, and asked how the District 
placed on the State’s Grant list last year.  He wished to start with projects listed on 
Attachment B.   
Mr. Asmden began review of all projects listed on Attachment B.  He noted that the list was 
categorized alphabetically, not in priority order, and all projects were submitted to the Alaska 
Department of Education and Early Development for construction grants.  The State recently 
contacted the Facilities department and indicated that there were two projects ineligible.  
These projects were the New Southwest Anchorage Elementary School Construction project, 
and the Dimond Auxiliary Gym project.  We expect the reasons for these projects being 
ineligible are because the State has criteria for calculating eligible new space based upon 
student capacity, which ASD does not meet.   The District has an opportunity to appeal their 
decisions once the justification arrives.  The appeal is a two-step process, once the State 
receives the appeal, they reconsider the grant lists, and may re-prioritize projects.   
 
Mr. Amsden then began to review all projects.  Mr. Price indicated that the High School 
Projects Phasing Estimates gave detailed descriptions regarding the various phases of the 
high school projects.   
 
Michelle Mandel commented that she didn’t think there were many elementary schools left in 
the district that had not been renovated.  
Mr. Amsden responded that was true.  Many years ago, the District paid for a comprehensive 
facility assessment report.  This report was used to prioritize schools by need, ranked 
highest to lowest.  This ranking has allowed the District to schedule these projects 
consistently in the District’s Six-Year CIP.  When the assessment was performed, Chester 
Valley Elementary School was in better shape than many other schools and the assessment 
made good sense.  The School Board was involved in reviewing that report which became 
the foundation for years of capital work.  Chester Valley is now one of the older elementary 
schools that remain.  The next generation of schools to be addressed would be schools built 
in the 80’s.   
Ms. Mandel asked if Chester Valley has been consistently at the top the State grant lists, and 
if grant award is rare for an Anchorage project.   
Answer:  Yes, Chester Valley has consistently been a high ranked project on DEED’s list and 
grant award for Anchorage projects is rare.  No Anchorage project was awarded a State 
grant last year.   
Ms. Mandel then asked to clarify if the Wendler Middle School project was the last time an 
Anchorage school was awarded a grant, noting that this was unusual. 
Answer:  Wendler was the last Anchorage school awarded a grant - it ranked first on the 
State’s priority list the year it was funded.   
 
Mt. Tamagni asked what could be done through the legislators to get direct grants instead of 
going through the Department of Education.   
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Answer:  The District encourages any communication between the public and legislators with 
the goal of improving District schools and facilities.  The District can not encourage the public 
what to say, but the more public involvement, the more the legislature is inclined to listen and 
take appropriate action.    It is also be effective if this committee, along with the 
Superintendent and the School Board, had a common voice when communicating with the 
legislature.  This process is a collective effort to request funds for particular projects.  It is not 
reasonable to expect every need will be funded, but it is encouraged to think about what is in 
the best interest for the entire district when making your recommendation, and then 
communicate these recommendations to the legislators to support funding.    
 
Mr. Griggs inquired what the average price of a new elementary school is. 
Answer:  The average price of a new prototypical elementary school is $20M.  A prototypical 
elementary school is cost effective due to the consistency in design.   
Mr. Griggs questioned if the cost has risen in comparison to the new projects. 
Answer:  The cost has risen dramatically over the last few years.  The last new prototypical 
elementary school cost approximately $12M.   
 
Mr. Amsden continued review of Attachment B projects.  He also wanted to add comment 
regarding the Dimond project to clarify the appearance issues.  The exterior looks very poor, 
and requires a lot of maintenance.  The District is spending money to preserve this building, 
which is very expensive to maintain and does not perform well over time.  The building has 
been painted many times and the paint will not adhere.  This expense over the long term 
increases overall operating expenses, and this project will reduce those costs.   
 
Mr. Amsden continued Attachment B review.  He also provided comment regarding the New 
Southwest Anchorage elementary school construction project.  This project would utilize an 
already existing, prototypical design.  Design services for this project would provide the 
necessary updates to make sure the facility meets code requirements, appropriate site 
design and utility work.  The subdivision is now called West Park, and the District acquired 
the site this past summer.  This is a project the District does not want to build early, however, 
it is anticipated that the student population in this area will grow faster than construction of 
the school.   
 
Ms. Massey asked why this project was rejected by the State. 
Answer:  The District has not received official notice from the State, but the District has a 
difficult time justifying that the entire Anchorage attendance area qualifies for new or 
additional space.  The State anticipates the District to adjust attendance zones to fill seats 
available at other schools rather than spend money on construction.  The issue with the 
District following this policy is that the available seats are in other parts of Anchorage and the 
overcrowded areas are in the south part of Anchorage.  The transportation issues are greater 
than what the pubic is willing to accept.  Parents expect their children to attend their 
neighborhood school.   
 
Mr. Amsden resumed review of Attachment B.   
 
Mr. Amsden commented on the Whaley design project.  There are substantial changes in 
program delivery at Whaley, which justify effort in upgrading the facility to accommodate 
those changes.  At this point, the needs are identified and designing the facility to address 
those needs is the next step.   
 
Michael Baldwin noted that Whaley school is in a state of transition. 
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Ms. Miller noted that Whaley School is not an elementary, and the project should read 
Whaley School Design. 
 
Dave Moore asked about the State’s Debt Reimbursement program 
Answer:  The program still exists and provides for 60-70% reimbursement on qualified 
projects. 
Question:  Is there a total dollar amount that these projects are eligible for? 
Answer: No, there’s not an upper limit. 
Ms. Massey commented that the District submits projects to the State and they get approved 
at 60 or 70% reimbursement but the legislature may set a number that may not equal that 60 
or 70% so you end up at the end of the cycle saying you may be requesting a $150M but 
we’re only go to approve $100M or less that math. 
Answer:  The legislature has the prerogative as to how the choose to fund the projects.   
 
A discussion on the Debt Reimbursement program ensued. 
Mr. Tamagni asked when was the last time the State reviewed their guidelines and accepted 
any input on changing them. 
Answer:  The last significant change occurred approximately three to four years ago, 
referencing the allocation of square footage formula.  They increased the allowable building 
square footage per student. 
 
Ms. Miller inquired if the District could present to the voters only the portion that taxpayers 
are responsible for instead of publishing the entire amount of the project.  For example, Clark 
is estimated at $65 million, where the taxpayers are only responsible for either 30 or 40%, 
dependent upon what the State authorizes as their portion.     
Answer:  The City’s Bond Council sets guidelines on the language and information published 
on the ballots.   
 
Discussion continues, including information regarding Principal and Interest Payments 
relating to paying off bond indebtedness. 
 
Steve Pifer commented that the District does not do a good job at showing how much the 
District is paying off bond indebtedness and how much taxpayers will save.  For example, if 
the voters heard the District is paying off $20M in Bonds, taxes will be reduced by $110.00, 
new bonds would increase taxes by $150.00; the net change is only $40.00.  If the public 
were better educated, the bond success rate would be higher. 
Answer:  The District operates under significant bond restraints from Bond Council on what is 
published, what can be done and what the information looks like. 
Mr. Tamagni offered that if an ad-hoc group were to take that approach, they’re not 
subjected to the discretionary discussions of the bond council.   
 
There was further discussion on ad-hoc groups.   
 
Discussion continued on the how to inform the voters that the district is paying off debt. 
 
Mr. Pifer clarified that there are three gyms at Dimond: two in the new facility and one in the 
auxiliary facility.  By performing the upgrades, the District gains some classroom space.  He 
commented that this is an older facility, which should have been demolished with the old 
school.  
Answer:  The original plan was to retain the auxiliary building and turn the facility over to the 
City to operate and maintain.  At that time, the City was looking for a community center in 
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south Anchorage.  Since they already operate the pool, they would have the ability to bring a 
gymnasium on line, some storage space, aerobics, weight room and  other activities that 
would be an asset to the City.  The District provided for infrastructure to support this plan and 
it was understood to always be a long term facility.   
 
Discussion ensued on the use of the Dimond auxiliary gym. 
 
Question: Are the dollar values for these projects accurate for 2007-2008 construction costs? 
Answer:  The numbers listed on Attachment B are as accurate information that we know 
today.  The dollar values listed in the Six-Year CIP for projects listed in later years is an 
estimate only.     
 
Discussion ensued on further dated projects in the Six-Year CIP. 
 
Question:  How much contingency is factored into these numbers, you must have a ball park 
number? 
Answer:  We haven’t identified uncertain risk.  10% has been sufficient, but may go as high 
as 12%. 
 
Mr. Vakalis asked the committee to identify any projects not listed in the summary. 
 
Mr. Pifer identified traffic and parking issues at Chugiak elementary. 
Answer:  This project is included in the Districtwide Traffic Safety Projects item of the 
Building System Renewals Priority 1 Projects.  The District recently completed a matrix of all 
the facilities, looking at specific traffic issues and site improvement needs.  Chugiak 
elementary was ranked priority #1.  A design effort is currently moving forward to address 
those issues. 
 
Discussion ensued on Clark relating to fencing, wear and tear due to mischief or vandalism, 
and the roof replacement project.   
Question:  Was the roof that was replaced in the 80’s found not to be waterproof? 
Answer:  The roof that was replaced in the 80’s has a condition where the materials and 
seams have disintegrated.  The board authorized funds on an emergency basis to address 
this issue, but the District has been very careful not to spend more money than necessary.   
 
Discussion ensued on Clark.   
 
Discussion ensued on Building System Renewal Projects listed on Attachments B, C, and D.   
 
Question: Is there a difference between the BSR and renewal projects in terms of 
percentage qualifying for bond reimbursement? 
Answer: Building systems renewals are normally approved for 70% reimbursement, and 
projects that add space are normally approved for 60%.   
 
Discussion continues on Building System Renewals. 
 
Mr. Pifer commented that as a softball supporter, softball and baseball fields are a waste of 
funds.  General purpose fields should be installed so soccer, or other outside activities can 
utilize the field throughout the summer. 
Answer:  Multi-purpose fields are installed at the elementary level and this option may be 
explored.   



Attachment D – ASD Memorandum #152 (2006‐2007) 
November 1, 2006 Capital Request Advisory Committee  

Draft Meeting Minutes 
 

 9

 
Further discussion continues, including property trading related to the Clark site, and the 
State’s priority list identifying Chester Valley and Sand Lake ahead of Clark.  There is a 
discrepancy between the project description and the State’s ranking.  Discussion ensued.   
 
Committee recommendations and prioritization of 2007 Bond Propositions, including 
recommended bond packaging. 
 
A motion was made by Mr. Tamagni that they approve Attachment C as the list to begin with, 
seconded by Mr. Bergerson for purpose of discussion.  Discussion.  Mr. Tamagni stated it 
was a place the committee could justify needs and gives options to add, delete or change if 
elected to do so without a lot of discussion, verses Attachment D.   
Mr. Bergerson recommended that the committee start with Attachment B instead to allow 
consideration of some of the smaller major projects as opposed to one big project for roughly 
a $100M total list, if that’s the direction.   
 
The Chairman noted that recommendation contrary to motion on the floor.  Chairman called 
for further discussion on the motion.   
 
Ms. Mandel noted that Attachment C is enough of stretch because the voters voted down 
$97M, how long do we bang our heads against a brick wall before we figure out its not going 
anywhere?  The voters are not inclined to agree to a huge amount.  
 
Further discussion ensued.  Ms. Mandel stated that she would like to see the committee start 
from a more realistic perspective.  Committee continued discussion on where to start.   
 
Chairman reminds the committee that they have a motion on the floor that pertains to 
Attachments B, C and D.   The committee continued to discuss where to start.   
 
Mr. Tamagni withdrew his motion, with acceptance of the second.  
 
Mr. Moore made a motion that we shoot for just under $100M it was seconded by Mr. Pifer.  
Discussion ensued.   
 
Comments:  Last year, City bonds doomed the school bonds. What other projects might be 
out there besides the school district in April.  There were two issues for the total of bonds, 
tended to exceed the $120-140M number and each of them that failed significantly tended to 
have a really large project.  Keep in mind that $65M for one school it draws everybody’s eyes 
to northeast Anchorage and Chester Valley and a number of other projects are waiting in the 
wings again.  Discussion continues.  If Clark is presented appropriately it would be 
acceptable.  Not too many people would disagree that Mt. View is a deprived area.  We need 
to get support from the MOA and the Mt. View Community Council to say we need this 
school.  Further discussion continues.  The number we’ve heard rumors of is $50M from the 
Assembly and Mayor that’s the number voters will tolerate.   
 
Mr. Moore suggested the committee plan two bond packages totaling $115M: 

1) $50M worth of various projects 
2) $65M for Clark MS - If the assembly is looking at a limit of only $50M, Clark is out 

the window anyway.   
 
Mr. Pifer noted that Clark should stand alone, and also suggested three (3) packages:    
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1) Clark MS stands alone 
2) two additional bonds, both approximately valued at $20-25M worth of various 
projects, maybe even an $2.75M bond is acceptable to voters.  With further discussion the 
motion was seconded.  The new total for all bonds is approximately $115M, as opposed to 
something less than $100M.   
 
Mr. Moore amended his motion to approve $115M maximum bond recommendation, 
seconded for discussion.   
Discussion ensued.  Will Clark MS pass as a stand alone $65M?   Mr. Tamagni noted that it 
would be the city’s problem if they wanted it to pass.  Discussion continued on Clark and 
Ophelia Dargan-Steed answered questions regarding capacity for the committee.  She noted 
that the schools would still be overcrowded when the new middle school opens.   
 
Acting Chairman Amsden called the question, a vote was taken, the motion passed 
unanimously.    
 
Mr. Tamagni proposed to have Clark as a stand alone and other one which would include 
Building System Renewal projects Priority 1 and 2.  Collectively together total approximately 
$56M.  Committee discussed further package could look like Clark MS ($65M), System 
Renewals ($19.6M). Ms. Mandel stated that she was confused about the motion; discussion 
continues. 
 
A motion was made by Ms. Massey to include BSR Priority 1 Projects, valued at $19.6M in 
the bond recommendation. Motion was seconded by Mr. Moore. Chairman called for the 
question.  A vote was taken, the motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mr. Bergerson made a motion to include Clark MS ($65M) in the bond recommendation.  
Discussion ensued.  Chairman called for the question on the motion.  Mr. Tamagni moved to 
table the discussion on Clark MS to the next scheduled meeting, Nov. 8th.  This motion was 
seconded.  A vote was taken, the motion passed with 1 nay vote. 
 
Ms. Massey made a motion to adjourn due to the lateness of the hour.  It was seconded.  A 
vote was taken, the motion passed unanimously.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 4:20 p.m. 
 
The minutes are respectfully submitted by: 
 
Jacqueline Gay 
Administrative Assistant 
   Director of Facilities 
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Capital Request Advisory Committee Meeting 
Wednesday, November 8, 2006 
ASD Board Room 
1:45 p.m. – 3:40 p.m. 
 
The meeting was called to order at 1:45 p.m. by George Vakalis, Chairman and the Assistant 
Superintendent of Support Services. 
 
Introductions 
Committee members introduced themselves and those in attendance are listed below. 
 

Ray Amsden ASD Facilities-Director 
Rob Balivet ASD Facilities-Design Manager 
Jason Bergerson Federation of Community Councils 
Michael Baldwin Special Education Advisory Committee-Rep 
JoAnne Contreras MOA Planning Department 
Ophelia Dargan-Steed ASD Demographics/GIS Manager 
Michelle Egan ASD Communications-Director 
Mike Franks ASD Facilities-Construction Manager– BSR 
Rhonda Gardner ASD Assistant Superintendent of Instruction 
Brian Griggs Military Representative 
Carolyn Johnston South HS Area-Representative 
Pamela Massey Service HS Area-Representative 
Michelle Mandel Bartlett Area Elem/Middle School Area-Rep 
Kerstin (Kitte’) Miller Area-Wide Schools & Programs-Alternate 
Rachel Molina ASD Facilities-Project Support Manager 
Dave Moore Alaska Professional Design Council 
Jackie Ohlson Dimond HS Area-Representative 
Steve Pifer Chugiak/Eagle River HS Area-Representative 
Lisa Prince-Smith APA 
Janet Stokesbary Chief Financial Officer, ASD 
Ron Furher Anchorage Education Association-Substitute 
A.L. Tamagni East HS Area-Alternate 
Kathleen Targe Service HS Area-Alternate 
Jim Traxinger East HS Area-Representative 
George Vakalis ASD Assistant Superintendent of Support Svcs. 

 
Other Attendees: 

Chris Borst    ASD Maintenance-Supervisor 
Edie Knapp ASD Facilities-Project Manager 
Leslie Preston ASD Community Services-Director  

 
Overview for the Committee 
 
George Vakalis asked Ray Amsden to review the State of Alaska Department of Education 
and Early Development (DEED) Grant lists  
 
Mr. Amsden explained that the lists are DEED’s initial decision on the grant applications 
submitted for funding major maintenance and school construction projects. 
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For convenience, all Anchorage projects are highlighted on both lists. The school 
construction projects normally request new or additional space to improve the instruction 
program of the facility.  The State defines Major Maintenance projects as those that focus on 
building system improvements based on needs.   The District typically scores better on the 
major maintenance list, but are disappointed with the rankings this year.  A preliminary 
analysis identifies some significant elements that are different in the way that the State 
scored projects this year.  Prior AS 14.11 funding (prior debt or grand funding) was worth up 
to 30 points last year, and this element was excluded this year.  This was to Anchorage’s 
disadvantage because most ASD projects had been awarded prior debt reimbursement 
funding.  The State also removed a five-point component, which was requiring each district 
to submit a Six-Year CIP.  
 
Some of the projects that ranked high on the lists received additional points because those 
Districts demonstrated their projects as emergencies. Note on the Major Maintenance grant 
list Chester Valley ranked #2 last year and is now #12, Sand Lake ranked #7 last year and is 
now #9.  Clark was #12 last year (speaking only in terms of rank) and is now #21.  
 
Dave Moore asked why Clark was on the major maintenance grant list instead of the school 
construction list since the entire school would be replaced.   
Answer:  Most ASD projects do not rank high on the school construction list because the 
District cannot justify additional new space based on DEED’s formula for capacity. The 
District can justify Clark is a worn out facility and needs to be renewed, which the State 
categorizes as a major maintenance project.  
 
Continuation of committee recommendations and prioritization of 2007 Bond Propositions, 
including recommended bond packaging. 
 
Mr. Vakalis reviewed what occurred during the November 1st meeting, noting the following 
approved actions: 
 

• Dave Moore made a motion for $100M and was seconded by Steve Pifer.  
Discussion ensued.  Steve Pifer asked if the committee would consider Clark Middle 
School as a stand alone on the Ballot.  There was further discussion on this subject.   

 
• Dave Moore amended his motion with the approval from the second (Steve Pifer), for 

$115M as the maximum dollar amount for a bond recommendation.  This motion 
passed.  A vote was taken and passed unanimously. 

 
• Pamela Massey made a motion for Building System Renewal Priority 1 Projects 

($19,600,306) be included in the $115M.  Dave Moore seconded.  Motion Passed.  
Discussion ensued regarding Clark Middle School for $65M to be included as part of 
$115M.  

 
• A.L. Tamagni made a motion to table further discussion regarding bond packaging 

and projects until the next meeting, scheduled for November 8th; seconded by Jason 
Bergerson.  Motion passed.  A vote was taken and passed unanimously. 

 
The motion before the committee is to continue discussion to include $65M for the Clark 
project in the bond recommendation.  A $115M bond limit was already approved, with 
$19,600,306 for BSR Priority 1 Projects included in the cap.   
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Mr. Vakalis reiterated to the committee this recommendation will be presented to the newly 
formed Focus Group for their comments.  Their comments and this recommendation will then 
be presented to the Superintendent for her consideration in forming her final 
recommendation to the School Board. Any variations between the committees’ and the 
Superintendent’s recommendation will be identified to the School Board for their 
consideration, as well as comments from the Focus Group.  
 
He requested the committee to be cognizant of the possibility that if their recommendation is 
close to $100M or over, it may not be supported by the Superintendent, School Board, 
Assembly, or the Mayor.   
 
Question:  Since the Clark project is more than half the amount of the cap limit, couldn’t they 
potentially review three separate bonds?  One for the BSR projects, one for Clark, and 
another one for other projects?   
Answer:  That packaging strategy could be utilized.  However, the total dollar amount would 
be $115M and the risk for voter revolt may be high.  The public may say $115M is too high 
and not vote for anything.  There are more needs then can be addressed this year.  The 
main concern is getting bonds approved this spring so the most critical needs will be 
addressed.  In the future, it is likely that the District will recommend smaller bond packages.  
If that happens, it will be some time in the distant future before all of the needs will be 
addressed. 
 
Mr. Pifer:  When we discussed this proposal in the previous meeting, we talked about the 
Assembly and the Mayor only considering $50M, but decided to put out a $115M bond 
including Clark because that’s something their interested in as well, they can decided to get 
behind Clark or not, if their the ones that say ‘no we’re not going with Clark’ then we still have 
a  $50M package out there and that was the discussion, so really I don’t know why we’re 
talking much about Clark because the original proposal was $115M that included $65M for 
Clark the other $50M would be for whatever we decided it would be for.  If we pull Clark out, 
it’s going to be Clark or something else. 
 
Mr. Vakalis clarified that the committee had not voted on including the Clark project ($65M) 
to their recommendation.   
 
Mr. Pifer:  If the Assembly is looking at $50M and we take Clark completely out of the mix, 
we’ve got about $30M to decide today.  We’ve already decided $19.6M.  I guess my 
proposal would be that we determine what that other $30M is going to be spent on.  That’s 
the bond package, and as an addendum we can tell the Superintendent we’re interested in 
having a separate bond for Clark and if she doesn’t approve it, or if the Assembly doesn’t 
approve it, it’s our recommendation, if they don’t approve it that’s their business. 
 
Mr. Vakalis offered an alternative perspective:  Over the last 2 years, approximately $80M 
was paid off.  The Building Systrem Renewal Priority 1 Projects and Clark Middle School 
project will qualify for at least 60% debt reimbursement.  These two items sum to 
approximately $85M, close to what was paid off in the last two years.  If you apply the 60% 
reimbursement, you’re close to $50M in true dollars that the taxpayer would have to pay.   
 
He clarified that he was not discouraging the committee from $115M, but was making sure 
the committee was being realistic as to what the Superintendent, the School Board and/or 
Assembly may or may not approve. 
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Mr. Moore:  Even if we approve Clark and the $19M, and even though you are correct that 
we would be only be paying $50M of that, we still have to bond for the whole thing so the 
amount that goes on the bond will be the total amount of dollars.  I would like to hear from 
the representatives from the other schools that are also on the list aside from Clark because 
I am not yet convinced that Clark is the most important school.  Chester Valley and Sand 
Lake are probably higher on my list than Clark is.   
 
Ms. Mandel: Again, I see Chester Valley falling by the wayside, that’s what I see.  I’m not 
questioning that Clark is a priority, but these elementary schools have fallen by the wayside 
year after year after year.  When do these old elementary schools get some kind of attention, 
that’s what I’d like to know, and that’s the way I see it done.  Again, something else will pop 
up and they’ll get left behind.  There are parents at Chester Valley whose kids are now in 
junior high school who tried to get this renovation done when their kids were kindergarteners.  
I would hate to tell the parents at Chester Valley PTA that yet again, we got bumped off the 
bond.  I really hate to do it. 
 
Ms. Massey:  I represent Service and 3 of my kids have graduated from Service, so I have 
been there for 11 years, still trying to get Service renovated.  We had to readjust because of 
Dimond’s needs, and the new high school’s needs, I know Chester Valley is in deep need, I 
know Clark is in deep need.  The problem is, we’ve all been waiting.  I can make a case that 
Service has waited right there with Chester Valley to get done.  My only comment on the 
$65M for Clark is that I don’t know if the City will vote it in.  That’s a huge chunk of money, 
and you’re looking for $65M for one school and you’re not pulling in any of the other schools 
except for the maintenance.  I have worried about this since we started this process. That 
some of these high schools didn’t even get a decade.  The 90’s were committed on the 
elementary schools.  Because of the population they had to build a lot of schools, and 
renovate a lot of elementary schools and then they started to turn their attention to the high 
schools.  When West finally, in frustration, went to the legislature and got $38M, they started 
the process and we haven’t been able to get a decade of work on the high schools.  Granted 
they’re more expensive, they’re bigger chunks of money, but I‘m not sure what the answer is.  
I’m just worried that $65M for Clark may go down, and how many times do we want to anger 
the voters?  Putting it that it’s actually only $50M, it’s hard to get everybody to think in those 
terms.  I don’t know what the answer is, but I’m putting in a plug for Service.  We have been 
waiting in line and we’ve completed two phases; the academic core, the café, library, gym, 
we have no theater except for a 200-seat theater and we are not making any progress to 
getting that done.  I don’t’ know what the answer is. 
 
Kathleen Targe agreed with Ms. Massey; asked if Clark is over-capacity. 
 
Answer:  Clark is currently at 140% capacity. 
 
Ms. Targe commented that when Muldoon was being advertised, the community put forth a 
lot of effort and rallied behind the project.  If there is that kind of grass-roots effort and 
advertising for Clark, it should stand alone.  Clark is the only school that will be renovated 
and is limited to that area of town.  People in other areas of town may not support it.  Give 
voters a chance to vote yes on at least one of the bonds.  Anything that raises taxes or has 
anything to do with raising taxes, voters don’t want to vote.   
 
Mr. Vakalis agreed that if there were smaller packages with a smaller total, they may be 
palatable to the voters. 
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Discussion continued from other Representatives’.   
 
Ron Furher commented that if Clark stands alone, it is guaranteed to fail because of the 
community that it resides in.  The staff at Clark has observed other renovations in the district, 
watched Wendler shut down for 1 year.  He asked if Clark can be done in two phases 
funding wise, instead of asking for the entire $65M, maybe request $30-35M with the 
understanding that we would try to secure the remaining $30-35M. 
Answer:  Phasing Clark would substantially increase the cost of this project, and would 
impact instructional delivery.  The project would also take longer to complete.  The District 
may also face the same issue with the high school projects as voters want to see projects 
once.  The high school projects were able to be phased because the impact on instruction is 
minimized due to the school being able to shift classes during construction.  In addition, the 
completed phases are logical finishes and have not adversely disrupted the educational 
process; there are so many needs and many phases left.   
 
Brian Griggs commented that the timing was good because of the construction going on in 
that area.  That area of town is completely getting overhauled, and it makes sense that the 
school be improved at the same time. 
 
Further discussion continues on the subject of Clark.   
 
Mr. Tamagni commented that marketing for these bonds should be steered towards the 60% 
of voters who do not have children in the schools.  The packages should be presented in 
such a way that they would support the bonds.  If we have a $50M limit, we should choose 
the maintenance projects approximately $36M.  This committee can also create other 
options for the school board to decide on. 
 
Mr. Vakalis addressed the DEED grant lists and how recommendations could be formulated 
from those initial determinations.  He also explained how the Legislature’s funding decisions 
affected the taxpayer and the effects on project time delivery.  
 
Discussion continues on the subject of Clark, relating to capacity once Muldoon Area Middle 
School opens, and the condition of Clark.   
Ms. Miller asked if the District was being pressured politically to continue with the Clark 
project.  The emergence of Clark as an immediate need differs from the Six-Year CIP, which 
Clark ranked 3rd.  She commented to let the Assembly or the Mayor add the project to the 
ballot. 
Answer:  The Superintendent is not being pressured politically to push Clark.  Community 
members of the northeast area may have expressed their needs to the School Board, but the 
School Board will rely heavily on the recommendation of this committee and the 
Superintendent.  In order of magnitude, the cost of maintaining Clark is more expensive than 
the cost of maintaining Chester Valley and Sand Lake. 
 
Ms. Massey asked what the District is hearing from the Northeast Community Council, noting 
that community is fairly active. 
Answer:     It is believed that the Northeast Community Council would like to see both 
Chester Valley and Clark be upgraded.  If there is any political pressure, it is to keep the 
bond recommendation reasonable.  If the school bonds are too high, it affects the City’s 
abilities to bond.   
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Discussion continued, including comments on utilizing AYP (Adequate Yearly Progress) 
reports to formulate a recommendation, more explanation of the DEED grant lists, how 
students would be educated during construction at Sand Lake and Chester Valley if added to 
the recommendation, and committee frustration with the State not funding projects from their 
prioritized grant lists.   
 
Mr. Vakalis reminded the committee that the motion on the floor was to include the Clark 
Middle School project ($65M) to the $115M bond limit recommendation. 
 
Mr. Tamagni moved to amend the motion by deleting Clark MS and adding Sand Lake 
Elementary for $12.286M and Chester Valley for $14.392M, seconded by Mr. Bergersen.   
 
Discussion ensued.   
 
Discussion ended, Mr. Vakalis called the question and a vote was taken: 6 in favor and 7 
opposed amended motion, motion failed. 
 
The original motion was brought back to the table. Discussion on the motion ensues.  
 
Comments:  Ms. Ohlson noted that she voted in opposition of the amendent and would have 
liked to see the Clark, Chester Valley, and Sand Lake projects added to the 
recommendation.  Mr. Griggs agreed.   
 
Mr. Furher moved to amend the motion by adding Sand Lake Elementary School, Chester 
Valley Elementary School, and Clark MS.  
 
 Mr. Tamagni asked that Mr. Furher withdraw his amendment so Mr. Tamagni may add Sand 
Lake, Chester Valley, and the remaining $3,721,694 from BSR Priority 2 projects to the 
original motion to add Clark to the recommendation.  Mr. Furher withdrew.   
 
Mr. Tamagni moved to amend the motion to include Clark, Sand Lake, Chester Valley, and 
$3,721,694 worth of BSR Priority 2 projects on the bond recommendation. Seconded by Mr. 
Bergersen. 
 
Discussion ensued.   
 
Mr. Vakalis noted the following two issues:  When the District makes a recommendation to 
the Assembly, the Assembly will have open and public hearings, work sessions, and media 
present to challenge the package sent before them.  The bigger the recommendation, the 
more of a challenge it becomes to justify their support, which will be depicted as a 
controversy. The District currently has approximately 260 volunteers reviewing the District 
budget due to the $22M budgetary shortfall, not counting the additional approximately $60M 
shortfall in PERS/TERS.  To the Assembly and to the public, these budgetary deficits tied 
with the bond request will be seen as a negative to many voters.  If the District recommends 
a large bond, most likely it will fail.  In fact, it is doubtful that the Superintendent or School 
Board will recommend a $115 million bond package. 
 
 Mr. Tamagni requested to identify the motion on the floor Proposal A.  This allows the 
District to perform a survey and share the results in February prior to Assembly approval. Mr. 
Tamagni called the question, seconded by Mr. Bergerson on Proposal A. Proposal A 
includes the Priority 1 BSR Projects, plus $3M out of BSR Priority 2 Projects, Clark Middle 



Attachment D – ASD Memorandum #152 (2006‐2007) 
November 8, 2006 Capital Request Advisory Committee  

Draft Meeting Minutes 
 

 7

School, Chester Valley and Sand Lake Elementary Schools.  A vote was taken, 10 in favor 
and 4 opposed. Motion passed.   
 
Lisa Prince-Smith made a motion to put the Clark project on it’s own bond proposition.  It 
was seconded by Carolyn Johnson.  Al Tamagni called for the question.  A vote was taken, 
12 in favor and 1 opposed.  Motion passed.   
 
Other items: 
 
Mr. Griggs made a motion to put BSR Priority 1 projects and the $3M of BSR Priority  2 
projects as a separate bond proposition. Seconded by Mr. Tamagni.  Discussion included 
adding the Elementary Schools to this proposition. Kitte’ Miller called the question.  A vote 
was taken, 1 in favor, 12 opposed.  Motion failed.  
 
Ms. Ohlson made a motion to package BSR Priority 1 projects, $3M of BSR Priority 2 
projects, Sand Lake and Chester Valley Elementary Schools as a separate bond proposition. 
Seconded by Mr. Tamagni.  A vote was taken, 12 in favor, 1 opposed.  Motion passed. 
 
The Chairman reminded the committee that development of the Six Year CIP is the next task 
to be addressed at the next meeting.  Meeting was adjourned at 3:40 p.m. 
 
Future Meeting Schedule: (according to the permit) 
January 18, 2006 
April 26, 2006 
1:30 p.m. – 3:30 p.m. 
 
The minutes are respectfully submitted by: 
 
Jacqueline Gay 
Administrative Assistant 
   Director of Facilities 
 
 
 


