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Agenda 
July 21, 2016 

10:00 a.m. 
House Office Building, Room 120 

Annapolis, Maryland 

I. Call to Order and Chair’s Opening Remarks 

II. Panelist Presentations

10:10 a.m. – Local Government 

 William R. Valentine, Board of County Commissioners, Allegany County, Vice Chair, Maryland
Association of Counties Education Subcommittee

 Janice P. Spiegel, Education Liaison, Frederick County Government
 Robert F. Sandlass, Jr., Treasurer, Harford County Government
 John R. Hammond, Budget Officer, Anne Arundel County Government
 Gregg A. Todd, County Administrator, Queen Anne’s County Government

10:30 a.m. – Local Education Agencies 

 Dr. S. Dallas Dance, Superintendent of Baltimore County Public Schools
 Dr. Kevin M. Maxwell, Chief Executive Officer of Prince George’s County Public Schools
 Donna Brightman, President, Washington County Board of Education
 Joy Schaefer, Board Member, Frederick County Board of Education
 Stacey Korbalek, President, Anne Arundel County Board of Education

10:50 a.m. – Building Trades 

 Brian Cavey, Director, Apprenticeship and Training, International Association of Heat and Frost
Insulators & Allied Workers, Local 24

 Norbert Klusmann, Apprentice Director, International Association of Sheet Metal, Air, Rail and
Transportation Workers, Local 100

 Dr. Thomas Kriger, Director of Research and Education, North America’s Building Trades
Unions

http://mgahouse.maryland.gov/mga/play/b9aedb0d-d56e-485f-93a0-f42f3daa0cc9/?catalog/03e481c7-8a42-4438-a7da-93ff74bdaa4c


11:10 a.m. – School Facility Planners 
 
 Ray Barnes, Chief Operating Officer, Frederick County 
 George Leah, Jr., Director of School Construction, Calvert County 
 David Lever, Executive Director, Interagency Committee on School Construction 
 
11:30 a.m. – Teachers 
 
 Robert Rankin, Organizational Specialist, Maryland State Education Association (MSEA) 
 Betty Weller, MSEA President and Teacher from Kent County 
 Kyle De Jan, Teacher, Prince George’s County 
 Henoch Hailu, Teacher, Montgomery County 
 Annie Cumberland, Elementary Media Specialist, Montgomery County 
 
11:50 a.m. – Parents and Students 
 
 Elizabeth Leight, President, Maryland Parent Teacher Association (PTA) 
 Rick Tyler, Maryland PTA and Co-chair of Maryland Education Coalition 
 Eric Guerci, Student Member, Montgomery County Board of Education 
 Yara Cheikh, parent from Baltimore County 
 Deeksha Walia, Former Baltimore County student board member, Current President of Kenwood 

High School Student Council  
 
12:10 p.m. – Break (15 minutes) 
 
12:30 p.m. – School Design 
 
 Randy Sovich, Principal, RM Sovich Architecture 
 Gary Cearfoss, Owner, SBS, Inc. 
 James Determan, Hord, Principal, Coplan Macht, Inc. 
 Philip Scott, Property Manager, Baltimore City Public Schools 
 
12:50 p.m. – Building Schools 
 
 Scott Saxman, Group/Regional Manager, Whiting Turner Contracting Co. 
 John Diehl, Vice President, Southway Builders 

 
 

III.   Public Testimony  
 
 
IV. Chair’s Closing Remarks and Adjournment 
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History of the MIP

 1971: Public School Construction Program founded
 1980 – 2003: Department of General Services conducted 100 surveys per year:

 Initially, only inspected schools with State-funded projects, later expanded to all 
public schools

 Surveys conducted by single DGS staff member
 2003 – 2006:  DGS assigned survey function to regional staff members:

 Still surveyed 100 schools per year
 Between 6 and 12 different staff members involved; survey was a small part of the 

staff members’ duties
 Difficult to coordinate or achieve consistency of results

 2006 – present:  Public School Construction Program manages the program:
 Since 2006, two full-time inspectors; since 2015, one program manager
 Initial goal of 233 new surveys per year: survey all schools on 6-year cycle

• Number has been modified in some years due to budget constraints
• Currently proposing a modification through FY 2019 due to vacancy

 Extremely difficult task:
• All physical inspections have taken place on schedule
• Reports have been delayed: Staffing issues, complexity of work, depth  and detail required 

for accuracy and completeness



Scope of the IAC Inspection

 Survey addresses school maintenance: How well building systems and components 
have been maintained to: 
 Extend their useful life
 Protect State and local investments
 Ensure building performance and energy efficiency

 IAC Survey is not:
 A facility assessment: 

• Determines all needed system upgrades and their cost
• Determines educational adequacy of the facility

 A health/safety assessment:
• Purview of local and State code officials and inspectors
• Obvious health or safety problems will be noted and reported on by IAC Inspectors

 IAC Survey distinguishes maintenance from building condition:
 Examples: 

• An older school or system that needs replacement may be very well maintained; or
• A newer school or system may be poorly maintained

 Issues related to school administration are distinguished from school maintenance 
 Example:  Fire safety - clutter in the classroom that may impede egress vs. exit lights 

that do not work



Inspection Process
 Physical survey process:

 Inspectors examine 35 categories of building systems and components
 Timeline for physical inspection (excluding travel):

• Elementary – about 2-1/2 to 3 hours
• Middle – about 3 to 5 hours
• High – one entire day, possibly more

 Extensive notes and photos are taken for every school
 Each category is given a rating in the field

 Post-inspection reporting process:
 Comments are written for most categories; response may be required (“x”)
 Ratings are refined through discussion, examination of records
 By formula, category ratings combine to produce overall facility rating
 Presence of asbestos management plan and emergency preparedness plan noted
 Administrative issues are provided in separate comments
 Overall comment is provided for each school; photos are included
 More than 9,000 separate entries are made in a single fiscal year

Category Rating Comment Response



Inspection Observations
Example: Low-Slope Roofs

Rating: Good
 Slightly worn, but no leaks reported
 No visible bubbles or alligatoring
 Flashing is intact
 Evidence of preventive maintenance (PM)
Recommended Actions
 Inspect regularly for possible deterioration
 Provide regular PM

Rating: Not Adequate
 Visible bubbles, alligatoring and seam 

separation
 Evidence of patching, but patches are 

separating from surface in some areas
 Flashing appears to be intact
 Some evidence of preventive maintenance
Recommended Actions
 Monitor interior for leaks
 Replace critical sections immediately
 Provide intensive PM
 Consider for near-future replacement



Inspection Observations
Example: Mechanical Rooms

Rating: Good (possibly Superior)
 Clean environment
 Insulation intact
 Well lit for safety, maintenance
 Equipment readily accessible
 All equipment appears to be operable
Recommended Actions
 Provide regular PM
 Replace valves, motors, etc. on schedule 

(prior to major replacement of equipment)

Rating: Not Adequate
 Oil and/or water on floor; dirty environment
 Rusted and dismantled equipment 
 Unattached electrical switch
 Clutter blocking access
 Uneven lighting
 Insulation appears to be intact
Recommended Actions
 Clean and remove clutter
 Replace or repair disabled boiler
 Check all connections, including electrical
 Consider capital replacement of equipment



Reports

 Letter and reports are sent to the Superintendent and central office staff:
 For individual comments: Responses required within 30 days 
 For schools with overall “Not Adequate” or “Poor” rating: 

• Corrections or correction plan required within 60 days
• School will be re-inspected in a following year

 Letter often highlights:
• Specific schools with issues of high concern
• Overall practices that need to be addressed
• Overall practices that are noteworthy

 Schools that receive “Superior” rating are noted

 LEA Responses are reviewed by MIP staff

 Summary fiscal year report submitted to IAC, Board of Public Works, the 
public:
 Description of process
 Summary of all results for the year
 “Report Card” for each LEA, with specific comments



General Results

 Inspection categories that are capital intensive:
 Examples: HVAC, roofing, asphalt pavement, windows, lighting
 Tend to show immediate improvement after capital investment 
 Tend to reduce maintenance burden, allowing resources to be used efficiently for 

other tasks
 However, can deteriorate rapidly if not properly scoped, constructed, and 

maintained (particularly HVAC)

 Inspection categories that are labor intensive:
 Examples: cleanliness of hallways, condition of storage rooms
 Appear to depend critically on the school administration; varies enormously from 

school to school

 Inspection categories that are mixed:
 Example: Fire safety: consists both of capital systems (fire alarm, sprinklers) and 

labor intensive items (inspection and certification of fire extinguishers)
 High level of capital investment must be supported by adequate staff with 

sufficient training



General Conclusions

 Maintenance resources are stretched thin in every jurisdiction in the state
 Changes in enrollment and other factors:

• LEAs with growing enrollments: Building area grows, resources may remain flat
• LEAs with declining enrollment: Declining State revenue, facility costs remain fixed
• Baltimore City: A unique set of circumstances

 Fixed costs increase continually (materials, equipment, pensions)
 Buildings are aging continually; greater maintenance effort is needed
 Academic needs take precedence

 Results may vary significantly from year to year:
 Sample selected for inspection is largely random
 Particular impact on small LEAs with only a few inspections each year
 Need to look at longer term window: minimum three years

 Maintenance and capital investment are intertwined:
 Good maintenance sustains capital investment and defers need for additional 

investment
 Timely, appropriate capital investment reduces the maintenance burden



LEA Results

 Basis of measurement: percentages of total overall ratings that are Superior + 
Good; Adequate; and Not Adequate + Poor

 Small Jurisdictions:
 Favored by “friends and neighbors” character of schools:

• Facility personnel are members of the community
• Community may provide valuable volunteer assistance

 When local wealth is reasonable and is directed to schools, show consistently high 
results: Calvert, Caroline, Cecil, Garrett, Kent, Talbot, Wicomico

 When local wealth is constrained, results are more mixed: Allegany, Dorchester, 
Queen Anne’s, St. Mary’s, Somerset, Worcester

 Large Jurisdictions: Anne Arundel, Baltimore County, Montgomery 
 Able to hire very capable experts and specialists
 Disadvantaged by:

• Large number of facilities, remote from central office
• Multiple levels of accountability and communication

 Mid-size Jurisdictions:
 If reasonably funded, show high level of results: Carroll, Frederick, Howard, 

Washington
• Number of facilities allows for direct central office knowledge and accountability
• Sufficiently large that expert personnel and good resources can be budgeted

 If funding is uncertain, results are more mixed: Charles, Harford



LEA Results

 Prince George’s County:
 Among oldest schools in state
 Extensive improvements in last three years due to leadership from the top:

• Increased staffing in capital planning, design and construction
• Improved project methodologies
• Comprehensive, countywide facility assessment to prioritize projects

 Should lead over time to improved maintenance results

 Baltimore City:
 Lack of resources: staff, equipment, materials
 Vast excess facility capacity relative to student population
 Oldest facilities in state
 History of underinvestment in facility improvements and maintenance 
 Poor past record of facility management:

• Buildings not operated efficiently
• Reactive rather than preventive maintenance
• Poor inventory control
• Capital projects not well scoped

 21st Century Building Program:
• MOU requires improvements to maintenance
• Commitments made September 2014 to increased budget, staff, resources



Value of the MIP
Maryland is one of few states in country that has a 

maintenance inspection program
Need to learn from other states: New Mexico, West Virginia, others

MIP Benefits:
 Has raised attention to school maintenance throughout the State
 Has given support to:

 Local requests for more staff and other maintenance resources
 Local requests for funding to correct specific deficiencies identified in the reports

 Consistent methodology, FY 2006 – FY 2016:
 Allows identification of persistent deficiencies
 Allows trends to be identified – statewide and LEA

 Supports increasing correlation of capital funding and maintenance:
 Maintenance results are reviewed for all project requests in existing schools
 Increases scrutiny of request and promotes full discussion of causes

 Best Practices:  Continuous interaction between Inspectors and 24 LEAs 
allows best practices to be identified and promulgated

 Educates Public about the complexity of facility management issues and the 
need to sustain investment



























Good Morning/Afternoon Chairman Knott and Commission members.  My name is Eric Guerci.  I 
am a rising senior at Bethesda-Chevy Chase High School and the Student Member of the 
Montgomery County Board of Education.  I want to start by thanking the Commission for 
recognizing the importance of incorporating the student voice into the scope of the commission’s 
work plan.  As SMOB, students of all walks of life speak with me about the challenges that they 
face in our school system.  Many of their stories revolve around the facilities challenges that we 
face.  They speak of the old, crumbling, uncomfortable and deteriorating buildings they walk into 
every single day.  
  
The demographics of my County have changed drastically over the years, and, now we have 
many more poor students than ever before attending Montgomery County schools. Many do not 
have a permanent home. If they do, its condition is saddening, with limited space and 
uncomfortable conditions.  For many of these students, school is their sanctuary. They will stay 
at school as long as they can to take advantage of the resources that they lack at home.  The last 
thing that these students can afford is another barrier on their way to academic success. 
 
While I am from Montgomery County, the topic of facilities unites students from around the state. 
I often speak to students across the issues about problems they face within their jurisdictions. We 
may face different challenges, but the need for help is a thread uniting us. I hear from students in 
Frederick who tell me of educational infrastructure that has not kept up with ever increasing 
enrollment. These students lament the sudden increase in portables that do not reasonably 
substitute real classrooms. In Baltimore County, overcrowding frequently hinders students’ 
access to technology. It’s common for students to be denied the opportunity to use a computer 
because that classroom must prioritize either accommodating those extra students or technology.  
This is never a choice our schools should have to face.  Our facilities should act as equalizers, 
not buildings that promote further inquiety. In Allegany County, the oldest high school in Maryland 
still stands. My peers there speak to me about outdated classrooms, overcrowded classes, and 
facilities in bad shape. These issues do not plague one high school, or one cluster, or one county, 
these challenges tie every student in the state of Maryland together. And these challenges require 
action. 
  
And students don’t want finger pointing.  I never tell a student who asks that it is the county 
council’s fault, or that it is incumbent on the state to chip in a little more so that their school can 
be expanded or renovated.  Our challenges cannot be a Board of Education problem or an 
executive branch problem.  It’s a Maryland challenge.  It is on all of us to improve the conditions 
of our facilities on behalf of students of our great State.  
  
The physical condition of a school transcends aesthetics or tangible indicators.  The investment 
we place in the brick and mortar of our schools signals to our student how much we value their 
education.  Before a student even walks in the door, the outside of the building can welcome a 
student or deter him or her from a possessing a yearning to learn.  Students notice when their 
friend’s school is being rebuilt.  Their optimism increases when they learn that their school is next, 
or just a few years away.  
  



The impacts have proven to be about more than just viewing enhancement or maintenance 
performance upgrades.  Just this year MCPS renovated the formerly-decrepit, under enrolled 
Wheaton High School, which is part of a choice consortia of schools.  Students within the consortia 
rank the high schools they would like to attend.  Wheaton consistently lagged behind in terms of 
interest.  Students only attended Wheaton because they did not get selected to go to their first or 
second choice.  But this year when we opened a state-of-the-art facility interest surged, the 
programs became incredibly competitive to attend, teacher morale increased, and students have 
felt a new sense of belonging and pride in their school. 
 
Again, I thank you for giving me the opportunity to testify today.  
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