TRENTON BOARD OF EDUCATION

108 North Clinton Avenue

Trenton, New Jersey 08609

SPECIAL BOARD MEETING 

Tuesday – January 22, 2008 - 5:30 P.M. 
MINUTES


Convened at 5:30 P.M.
Call to Order

Joyce M. Kersey, President, called the meeting to order at 5:30 p.m.

Pledge of Allegiance

Joyce M. Kersey, President, led the salute to the flag.

Roll Call

Present:

Alexander Brown
L. Diane Campbell
Lucy Guzman
Lisa M. Kasabach

Harry Luna – arrived 5:45 p.m.
Donald O. Shelton
Marcellus Smith
Joyce M. Kersey
Excused Absent:
Nicola Tatum 
Absent:
Superintendent of Schools - Rodney Lofton - Present

New Jersey Sunshine Law - Read by Patricia McNeal-Rhoden, Assistant Board Secretary 
The New Jersey Public Meetings Law was enacted to ensure the right to the public to have advanced notice of and to attend the meetings of public bodies at which any business affecting their interest is discussed or acted on.

On the rules of this act, the Trenton Board of Education has caused notice of this meeting by publicizing the date, time and place, therefore posted in the Central Services Building, 108 North Clinton Avenue, City Clerk’s Office, City Hall and the Times.  Anyone who has their name on the mailing list should receive a notice.

Formal action will take place at this meeting.
Adoption Of Agenda
Motioned by Dr. Guzman and seconded by Mr. Smith to adopt the agenda.

Agenda was adopted by all Board Members present.

ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Alexander Brown
  X
L. Diane Campbell
  X
Lucy Guzman
  X
Lisa M. Kasabach
  X
Harry Luna
- arrived 5:45 p.m.

Donald O. Shelton
  X 
Marcellus Smith
  X
Nicola Tatum 
absent
Joyce M. Kersey 
  X
PRESENTATION ON THE CONSTRUCTION PLANS
FOR TRENTON CENTRAL HIGH SCHOOL

Mr. Dwayne Mosley, Director of Abbott Facilities and Construction for the Trenton School District, wished to clarify some media items which were published during the past week.  He stated that at the January 14, 2008 Board Conference Meeting he had said at no time was there presented to the public, either in a Facilities Advisory Board meeting or in a community setting, any discussion of demolition of the existing high school facility.  Mr. Mosley said this was reiterated by Superintendent Lofton.  He said there were several newspaper articles which suggested the entire process was based on an option of construction in lieu of renovations and demolition of the existing school, or new construction versus demolition.  Mr. Mosley reiterated strongly that at no point in the process did the District have any intention of dealing with the demolition of the existing school.  He provided copies of the original flyers which were disseminated regarding FAB meetings and community meetings held at the high school.  Mr. Mosley said both flyers referenced, in the section on the presentations, the new Trenton Central High School and never made any mention of demolition of the existing school.  
Mr. Mosley said he would speak about the proposed new construction on which the Board may possibly be voting.  He said the new construction efforts relate to a presentation which started with the Facilities Advisory Board, where a timeline was discussed that involved several factors from the 2004 submission for approval of the high school as relates to the Long Range Facilities Plan in 2000-2005.  Mr. Mosley said this was incorporated again into the 2005-2010 Plan which has been updated and recently approved in September 2007 (see attached TCHS Project Timeline).  He said the current plan calls for construction of two new offsite facilities which would be two additional high school facilities at a smaller capacity.  The existing high school is still identified with renovations and new additions to it.  Committees were formed to address the public to see if they would be interested in viewing the high school in its current condition.  Mr. Mosley said this was to provide feedback from the public if there was a general consensus that a new high school was needed.  He said several of the written responses provided to the Board clearly stated that there was a general consensus of the public on the need for a new school facility to meet educational and environmental requirements conducive to learning.  He said again that there was no mention of demolition of the existing school.  Mr. Mosley said several residents who attended the meetings mentioned aspects of how the existing school could be used, such as making it an administration building, turning it over to the City, possibly a museum, partial demolition, etc.  He said there was nothing definite planned regarding demolition of the existing school.
Mr. Mosley stated that the School Development Authority was asked to attend the meeting to provide a general overview of the project.  The overview would cover the timeframe beginning with the project’s inclusion in the Long Range Facilities Plan for renovations and additions to the existing building, through the bidding process, and to the project’s current status on the SDA list of 27 deferred projects.  Mr. Mosley introduced Mr. Joe Van Story, Senior Project Officer for SDA, Ms. Regina Bleck, Director of Project Management and Mr. Victor Perla, Regional Director for the Trenton Office of the SDA.
Ms. Bleck gave a brief overview of the SDA’s role, which she said was to be an instrument of the State Department of Education.  She said the SDA is not making any decisions related to educational adequacy or the best needs of the students.  They want to do what is best for the community and the students.  She said the SDA is aware of the approval by the DOE of the District’s new Long Range Facilities Plan that includes the renovation of the existing high school plus small learning communities.  This differs from the last Long Range Facilities Plan.  Ms. Bleck said the SDA has not had a chance to analyze the current scenario, although they did work through drawings and analysis of the former scenarios.  She said they recognize and will continue to offer feedback on construction and design matters, and that cost will be a factor.  She said the SDA is still in the process of coming up with figures given the recently approved Long Range Facilities Plan and they want to work with the District on what is best for the students.  She said that Joe Van Story would speak about the options in the prior Long Range Facilities Plan and what has been discussed to date including budget implications.
Mr. Van Story gave a historical perspective on the TCHS project.  He said in its original conception it was a gut rehab of the existing facility in addition to a small educational wing, which would have been used to relocate students in the occupied building space to allow the renovation to be done.  He said that the SDA issued a capital deferral list sometime around December 2005 and TCHS was placed on this list.  The project was scaled back to include just the high school educational wing and it was approved at approximately $22 to $24 million.  It did not include additional work for the remaining existing portion of the school.  Mr. Van Story said that since that time, the SDA has moved forward with trying to analyze some of the information regarding the project and its costs.  Two options have been presented.  The first option is for the original scope of the renovation.  Mr. Van Story said when this was originally bid in 2004, the cost estimate was $133 million.  The SDA received a bid of $143 million, so the contract was not awarded at that time.  The cost was increased based on when the SDA anticipates going to bid and on revisions of documents.  The current estimate for the original project is approximately $152 million.  The project will not go out to bid until January 2009 due to redrawing of the current construction documents that must be upgraded to meet the current code.
The second option was for a new high school with an estimated student capacity of 2,400.  Mr. Van Story said the SDA anticipates the current cost estimate for this project to be $128 million.  He said, depending on when approval is received and design documentation is begun, they anticipate this phase would be completed in February 2010.  The construction would begin after that time and the SDA can’t accurately anticipate when completion would occur.  
Mr. Van Story said there was one additional option discussed this evening.  This option calls for the addition of two alternative small learning communities as well as the renovation of the current high school.  Mr. Van Story said this option is what has been approved in the new Long Range Facilities Plan.  He said until the SDA has some additional information regarding student populations, site and location, it is impossible to make estimates on the additional small learning community projects.  He asked if there were any questions relative to the existing high school project.
Ms. Kasabach asked for more information and clarification on the two small learning communities, and Mr. Van Story answered he believes that the District’s Long Range Facilities Plan requests two separate facilities.  It is his understanding of the District’s submission to the DOE that it would be two schools.  

Mr. Shelton asked for clarification on the new high school for 2,400 students.  Mr. Van Story said this was the second option presented to the Board in November 2006.  The cost estimate is $128 million.  The size of the school was based on the demographics established in 2002 during the design development and approval phases.  Mr. Van Story said that since that time the demographics have significantly increased and the District’s needs have grown.
Dr. Campbell asked, of all the options presented thus far, which are the most do-able.  She said that most important to her is the creation of a learning environment that will help the students achieve.  Mr. Van Story answered that, in terms of construction, anything is do-able with the appropriate amount of funding.  He said the DOE has a funding formula that the SDA uses to establish their budgets.  Ms. Bleck added that timing then becomes a key factor in the Board’s decision making.  She said the educational impact regarding faculty, students and staff in a renovation that would be phased from now through 2014 needs to be considered, because the proposed renovation would be extended to 2014.  She said that the Long Range Facilities Plan with the current configuration of renovating the existing school plus adding two new smaller high schools is likely a more expensive option but it could be achieved through working together.  The SDA would need more time to analyze that option fully.
Mr. Shelton expressed his concerns about how the District could go from having $124 million to having only $24 million.  He said he has always felt there should be more than one high school in Trenton because a high school in an urban area should not be that large.  He felt strongly that Trenton should be the first project on the list since the original money was taken from the District to finish other projects which he suspected were in suburban districts.  There was much agreement from the audience.  Ms. Bleck said that Trenton is not alone and that many districts in the State have given up funds and have been deferred.

Ms. Kersey said that she has no idea how other districts are functioning waiting for construction, but in Trenton the students have been scattered all over the City because the District was trying to find space so the promised construction could take place.  This involved a lot of difficulties and expense finding old buildings to meet code that could house these displaced students.  She felt this was a waste of money and indicated poor planning on the part of the State.  She asked when the students and staff will be brought back together rather than being scattered all over town.  Ms. Bleck answered that the SDA does indeed care but the DOE is responsible for the prioritization.  She said the SDA will help work on design and construction and that the educational prioritization has been established under the auspices of the DOE.  She did not know Trenton’s ranking in the State because it has not yet been issued from the long range facility plan process by the DOE.  Ms. Kersey asked how Trenton gets this on the agenda.  Ms. Bleck answered the DOE has promised they will have the prioritization and she offered to bring a representative to the next meeting.  Ms. Kersey asked if this could be done for the January 28, 2008 Regular Board Meeting and Ms. Bleck said that it could.  She said she would bring Mr. John Hart, Chief of Staff.
Mr. Brown commented that, with his long-time association with the FAB, he knows one of the things the Trenton District was able to do is run its own program and they got a lot of compliments from the SCC at that time.  The District was able to coordinate a lot of the activities being discussed.  He said it was less competitive during the initial stages because Trenton was ready and other districts were not, but now the difficulty is that these other districts will be more ready the next time.  Mr. Brown felt the District needs a coherent plan of implementation as quickly as possible to present to the decision-makers at the SDA.  He said the goal was to get half the schools done in the first 5 years and the other half done in the second 5 years so all the schools would be finished by 2010.  He said we should still focus on trying to achieve this and the people from the SDA will be instrumental as part of the overall planning process.  Mr. Brown said one of the weaknesses of the previous plan is that there was never an implementation plan and Trenton had one, which is why some of the districts were not able to move as quickly as they could.  He felt Trenton could re-establish itself and make sure we have the best plan possible to implement it in a timely fashion.
Mr. Shelton felt that in the past Trenton was penalized because they were so ready.  He said no other district in the State was as prepared as Trenton.  He wondered which other districts gave up money, how much they gave up and how far they were in the construction process.  He felt Trenton was penalized because they had gotten so much funding due to being ready with plans, schematics, etc.
Ms. Kasabach said the Board does not know where Trenton is on the priority list but they are being asked to vote on something on Monday, January 28 that is a key decision on the plan.  She said there are a lot of factors regarding the high school, depending on how different people prioritize them.  She felt that the Board is still having the same conversation about money and that not all the stakeholders have been involved in the discussion.  Ms. Kasabach said the Historical Society had presented information on different scenarios to the Board (see attached) and she felt that how the Board addresses the scenarios within the timeframe does not mean much because if the District is on the State’s list, it is at the bottom.  Ms. Bleck answered that she was not sure that Trenton is at the bottom of any list, but the SDA is interested and willing to engage in a task force or a meeting with stakeholders to vet out the options.  She said additional analysis is needed both from a design and construction perspective and from an educational perspective.  Mr. Brown said the FAB has been meeting for 10 years to engage in that type of dialogue with all respective members of the public and the technical people and it has worked quite well.  He felt an additional committee or task force would constitute “reinventing the wheel”.  

Mr. Lofton thanked the SDA representatives for coming to the meeting and presenting their information, as well as the public for attending.  He said that, as Superintendent, he ensures that all his recommendations to the Board are based on the students’ interests and education, not on what adults think or believe.   He said that a building will not change a student’s education but it does help.  As an example, he said within the past week there was a major flood at TCHS and a portion of the building had to be partitioned off to staff and students.  He observed that approximately four or five years ago a large group of people assembled to discuss the high school, and he said that we are back at the same place with nothing accomplished.  He said he initiated meetings with SDA to move forward.  This involved dialogue for months with the FAB committee, Mr. Brown, etc.  These meetings were open to the public.  Mr. Lofton said he had asked the Board to take action because he was advised by the SDA that the District had to make a decision since the DOE was about to make a decision shortly about what the next group of projects would be.  He said he was unsure where the SDA was in relation to the timeline as he was now hearing something different about time, committees and a task force.  He asked if there is a timeline within which the District must make a decision, or is the SDA giving the District more time to discuss the different scenarios.  Ms. Kasabach added her feeling that it would be a good opportunity to bring together diverse groups of people in the City to address the issue.  She felt that something needs to be presented to the Board in writing from the SDA, outlining the different scenarios so they can review it before the vote on January 28th.  She also felt that not enough information is provided by the FAB regarding the agendas for their meetings or who to contact.  Ms. Kasabach stated that many people in the community view the issue as divisive rather than inclusive.
Ms. Bleck said that at the last meeting, the SDA heard that the tides were turning and it would be a relatively easy decision for the Board to make.  She said some of her hesitation involves the revised demographics and the recently approved Long Range Facilities Plan for 4,500 students.  The original SDA analyses were based on a smaller student population.  She said that, given the changes in the Long Range Facilities Plan, she would be more comfortable having more time to review the analysis of the design and construction.  Mr. Lofton asked if what Ms. Bleck is recommending would stop the DOE from making a decision and doing a presentation on what is priority and what is not.  Ms. Bleck replied that is correct.
Ms. Kersey said she does not want to go where the District was in the past with SDA and that there had been a credibility problem.  She hoped with the reorganization this would not repeat and there would be “straight talk”.  She said the Board hopes they can rely on the information they get from the SDA and that the timetables they receive are correct, because the Board bases their decisions on that information.  Ms. Bleck was in agreement.
Mr. Shelton said there was a five-year plan to renovate the high school and the project was not done because there wasn’t enough bonding in three years to raise the difference between the cost estimate of $142 million and the available funds of $133 million.  He said the question is whether or not the District has been allotted the funding, and if the State is not willing to give us the money it does not matter.  Ms. Bleck said unfortunately she could not give Mr. Shelton an answer as to how much money the District will be provided because the funding is controlled by the Legislature not by the SDA.
Mr. Smith concurred with Mr. Shelton’s concerns.  He said one of the ways to predict what will happen in the future is by looking back to the past.  He said that the money begins to dry up about a third of the way through in any funding cycle because of cost overruns, unforeseen delays, mismanagement, etc.  The consequence is always the same – the Districts that are “in the hopper” get less than they anticipated and this creates problems, and the Districts that are not “in the hopper” don’t get any money.  He said it looks as if the District will be in the position again of not getting any money.  The concern about where we are in the priority list is critical.  Mr. Smith said if Trenton is in the top 10, we stand a much better chance of building a school before the money evaporates.  He observed that the current base price is $20 million over the previous bid that was $10 million over.  He suggested involving as many people as need be to get a community decision, as soon as possible, that the Board can support and the State will fund before the money is no longer available.  He emphasized the first priority should be serving the needs of the students, to which the audience agreed.
Ms. Kersey thanked the SDA representatives for presenting the updated information to the Board, and she hoped they would relay the Board’s concerns when they meet with the DOE.  She said when the Board meets again with Administration, she hoped they would be more definite on what they have to work with and the adjustments of a time schedule as well.
Ms. Kasabach agreed with Mr. Smith that the District needs to learn from history, and she asked publicly if it was appropriate to follow up on Ms. Bleck’s offer of an opportunity to have a working group.  She asked if the Board could have a brief discussion on getting a working group started and said she had a draft idea of how this could be done.  Ms. Kersey said there is a process in place and it should be used.  She asked Mr. Calvin Thomas, Chairman of the Facilities Advisory Board to stand up and said she was sure he would be willing to facilitate a meeting as he always has in the past, to invite the community to come out and discuss the issue.  Ms. Kersey said this process works and the Board needs to follow it.  Ms. Kasabach disagreed and said the FAB needs to be composed of a group of people who have time to be consistent members of the committee so that their opinions carry weight and are valuable.  She suggested members should be from City Council, the Trenton School Board, the Historical Society, etc. in order to make it inclusive.  She felt the current way of reaching out to the community is not appropriate.  Ms. Kasabach said the committee should consist of “real people”, to which Mr. Brown strongly objected as an active participant at the meetings.
Ms. Kersey acknowledged that Ms. Kasabach is asking for a separate committee and said the Board would not be taking any action at tonight’s meeting.  She said the meeting was held to allow Ms. Kasabach the opportunity to have people come, who had not been attending previously, to get information.  Ms. Kersey said the Board did that, and she did not see the need to stretch the process any further.  She said Mr. Thomas is willing to chair a meeting of people to discuss the issue and she said that the Board should let that go forward.  Ms. Kersey said the Board is a whole, not individuals.  She also felt Board Members need to be mindful of their comments regarding the attendees who have been coming out to the FAB meetings because these are people who are willing to get involved and are concerned about what happens in the District, whether they have children in the District or not.  Ms. Kersey advised members of the audience who may wish to get involved to supply Mr. Thomas with their names and contact information.  Ms. Kasabach clarified that by “real people” she meant people who are willing to be named as committee members and attend as many meetings as they can in order to have a quorum.  She said she has observed from FAB meetings that it is not a consistent group of people who are stakeholders in the decision-making process.  She asked Ms. Kersey to clarify the process as she understood it.  She asked if Calvin Thomas will continue to chair the FAB and that if anyone wants to attend, they can focus on the TCHS discussion and that group will come back and make a recommendation to the Board.  Ms. Kersey answered that Mr. Thomas has already brought a recommendation to the Board.  She said the Board needs to rely on the information they have received from the past work done by the FAB and that the Superintendent will bring the recommendation to the Board.  Ms. Kasabach wished to emphasize her opinion that the Board not vote on Item C-10 at the January 28, 2008 Regular Board Meeting until the working group can get together and move forward with another plan.  Item C-10 states:
Approval of a Resolution authorizing the submission of the appropriate school project application and supporting documentation to the NJ Department of Education to secure the necessary approvals related to the amendment of the District’s approved Long Range Facilities Plan to include a new modern Trenton Central High School rather than renovations and additions to the existing facility and to also include an additional new modern high school and to obtain the necessary predevelopment services and other professional services necessary to undertake this project.

Motioned by Mr. Brown and seconded by Mr. Shelton to adjourn the meeting.  With seven (7) Yes votes and one (1) abstention, the motion was approved.
ROLL CALL 

YES

NO

ABSTAIN
Alexander Brown
  X
L. Diane Campbell
  X
Lucy Guzman
  X
Lisa M. Kasabach
  X
Harry Luna

  X
Donald O. Shelton
  X
Marcellus Smith





X
Nicola Tatum 
absent
Joyce M. Kersey
  X
ADJOURN  6:30 p.m.
Respectfully submitted
Patricia McNeal-Rhoden

Patricia McNeal-Rhoden

Assistant Board Secretary
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