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  SCHOOL FACILITIES BOARD 
January 7, 2015 
Phoenix, Arizona 

 
The School Facilities Board held a Board Meeting at the Arizona State Archives Building 
in Phoenix, Arizona.  The meeting began at approximately 10:06 A.M. 
 

Members Present Guests Present 

Jennifer Stielow, Chair Chris Tosh, APS 

Tom Rushin, Vice-Chair Dennis Edwards, CST 

Dru Barisich  Craig Edwards, CST 

Traci Sawyer-Sinkbeil Nate Bowler, Buckeye ESD 

Dr. Jeff Smith Allison Suriano, FMG 

Ward Simpson Carlos Monreal, Scottsdale USD 

Bryan Peltzer Mark Rafferty, FMG 

 Robert Jacobson, Laveen ESD 

Members Absent Terry Worcester, Scottsdale USD 

Vern Crow  Roy Sucanick, Creighton ESD 

Edward Boot John Muir, Cave Creek USD 

Stacey Morley (non-voting) Fred Garnett, Yarnell ESD 

  

 Staff Present 

 Dean Gray, Executive Director 

 Phil Williams, Deputy Director 

 Kerry Campbell, Public Information Officer 

 Amber Peterson, School Finance Specialist 

 Debra Sterling, Attorney General’s Office 

 Dan Demland, School Facilities Liaison 

 Yujun Mei, Demographer 

 
I. Call to Order 

Chairman Jennifer Stielow called the meeting to order at approximately 10:06 
A.M.   

 
II. Roll Call   

There were six (6) voting Board Members present at the start of the meeting.  Dr. 
Jeff Smith joined the meeting during agenda item IV.a. 
 

III. Consideration and possible vote to accept, reject or modify the Minutes and 
Executive Session Minutes of December 10, 2014 and the Minutes of December 
12, 2014 
Traci Sawyer-Sinkbeil made a motion for Board approval of the Minutes and 
Executive Session Minutes of December 10, 2014 and the Minutes of December 
12, 2014.  Tom Rushin seconded.  The motion passed with a voice vote of 6-0. 

 
IV. New School Construction 

a. Consideration and possible vote to accept, reject or modify the FY 2015 
Capital Plan New Construction Requests 
Amber Peterson provided a brief explanation of the staff recommendations as 
presented in the Board packet.  The Board voted on the Union Elementary 
request separately. 
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Traci Sawyer-Sinkbeil made a motion for Board approval of the following staff 
recommendations: 
 
1. Avondale Elementary (K-8): Conceptually approve 001N (K-8 for 850 

students) to be approved in FY 22. 
 
2. Buckeye Elementary (K-8): Conceptually approve 011N (K-8 for 800 

students) to be approved in FY 21. 
 
3. Laveen Elementary (K-8): Conceptually approve 009N (K-8 for 1,000 

students) to be approved in FY 17. Conceptually approve 010N (K-8 for 
1,000 students) to be approved in FY 20. 

 
4. Littleton Elementary (K-8): Conceptually approve a K-8 school for 950 

students to be approved in FY 22. 
 
5. Nadaburg Unified (9-12): Conceptually approve 007N (geographic 

exception high school for 1,000 students) to be approved in FY 20. 
 
6. Riverside Elementary (K-8): Deny conceptual approval. 
 
7. This item was voted on separately. 
 
Tom Rushin seconded.  The motion passed with a voice vote of 6-0. 
 
Dr. Jeff Smith joined the Board at this time. 
 
Dru Barisich recused herself from the Board at this time. 
 
Ward Simpson made a motion for Board approval of the following staff 
recommendation: 
 
Union Elementary (K-8): Conceptually approve 007N (K-8 for 800 
students) to open in FY 20. 

 
Tom Rushin seconded.  The motion passed with a voice vote of 6-0. 
 
Dru Barisich rejoined the Board at this time. 

 
The Board amended the original motion to deny Riverside Elementary’s 
request and re-voted.  Ward Simpson made the motion and Tom Rushin 
seconded.  The motion passed with a voice vote of 7-0. 

 
b. Consideration and possible vote to accept, reject or modify New Construction 

Project Review 
Amber Peterson provided a brief explanation of the staff recommendation as 
presented in the Board packet. 
 
Ward Simpson made a motion for Board approval of the following staff 
recommendations: 
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1. Board approval of the revised December 10, 2014 motion as follows: 
 

Benson Unified (K-4): Approve a K-4 school for 191 students. NOTE: 
FUNDING WILL NOT BE AVAILABLE UNTIL SUFFICIENT FUNDS 
ARE AVAILABLE IN THE NEW SCHOOL FACILITIES FUND. 

 
2. Board approval to award Benson USD $825,000 for estimated land costs. 

Note: Funding will not be available until sufficient funds are 
available in the New School Facilities Fund. 

 
3. Board approval to award Benson USD $250,000 for excess site 

conditions. Note: Funding will not be available until sufficient funds 
are available in the New School Facilities Fund. 

 
Dru Barisich seconded.  The motion passed with a voice vote of 7-0. 
 

V. Building Renewal Grant Requests 
Dean Gray reviewed the balance of the Building Renewal Grant fund. If today’s 
recommendations are approved by the Board the remaining balance would be 
$5,280,607. Staff continues working to close projects and make recognized 
savings and unspent monies available for new projects. 
 
a. Consideration and possible vote to ratify the Executive  Director’s awards of 

Building Renewal Grant funds as authorized by the Building Renewal Grant 
Policy IX.C. (up to $50,000 for project award) 
Dean Gray provided a brief explanation of the requests as presented in the 
Board packet.  The Board discussed various aspects of the projects. 
 
Dr. Jeff Smith made a motion for Board approval of the following staff 
recommendations: 
 
1. Board ratification that Colorado River Union be awarded $10,278 in 

Building Renewal Grant funding to replace the water heater in the 
gymnasium Building 1009 at River Valley High School (project number 
080502002-1009-019BRG).  This includes $500 in contingency that will 
only be used with SFB staff approval. 
 

2. Board ratification that Coolidge Unified be awarded $6,742 in Building 
Renewal Grant funding to replace the two HVAC unit heating strips 
serving the gymnasium Building 1004 at Mountain Vista Elementary 
School (project number 110221009-1004-014BRG). This includes $500 in 
contingency that will only be used with SFB staff approval. 
 

3. Board ratification that Lake Havasu Unified be awarded $4,679 in 
Building Renewal Grant funding to replace a fan coil unit in Building 1003 
at Lake Havasu High School (project number 080201207-1003-011BRG). 
This includes $1,000 in contingency that will only be used with SFB staff 
approval. 
 

4. Board ratification that Palo Verde Elementary be awarded $8,758 in 
Building Renewal Grant funding to replace the two septic lift station 
pumps at Palo Verde Elementary School (project number 070449101-
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9999-008BRG). This includes $500 in contingency that will only be used 
with SFB staff approval. 
 

5. Board ratification that Scottsdale Unified be awarded $4,198 in Building 
Renewal Grant funding for the replacement of a 30-gallon commercial 
water heater in Building 1018 at Supai Middle School (project number 
070248161-1018-027BRG). This includes $500 in contingency that will 
only be used with SFB staff approval. 
 

6. Board ratification that Show Low Unified be awarded $6,723 in Building 
Renewal Grant funding to repair the fire sprinkler system in Building 1006 
at White Mountain Institute (project number 090210012-1006-003BRG).  
This includes $500 in contingency that will only be used with SFB staff 
approval. 
 

7. Board ratification that St. David Unified be awarded $1,000 in Building 
Renewal Grant funding to repair a HVAC unit in Building 1011 at St. 
David High School (project number 020221202-1011-010BRG). This 
includes $166 in contingency that will only be used with SFB staff 
approval. 
 

8. Board ratification that Superior Unified be awarded $10,840 in Building 
Renewal Grant funding to replace the intercom system in Building 1002 at 
Superior High School (project number 110215205-9999-008BRG). This 
includes $1,000 in contingency that will only be used with SFB staff 
approval. 

 
Ward Simpson seconded.  The motion passed with a voice vote of 7-0. 
 

b. Consideration and possible vote to accept, reject or modify Building Renewal 
Grant Requests (supplemental awards) 
Dean Gray provided a brief explanation of the requests as presented in the 
Board packet. 
 
Fred Garnett, Superintendent of Yarnell Elementary, requested the Board’s 
support for their Building Renewal Grant request. 
 
Tom Rushin made a motion for Board approval of the following staff 
recommendations: 
 
1. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Scottsdale Unified be 

awarded an additional $443,300 in Building Renewal Grant funding for 
construction bid documents and the estimated construction cost to reseal 
the exterior of all buildings at Copper Ridge Middle School (project 
number 070248170-9999-022BRG). This includes $39,000 in contingency 
that will only be used with SFB staff approval and brings the total project 
cost to $451,300. 
 

2. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Show Low Unified be 
awarded an additional $249,947 in Building Renewal Grant funding to 
replace the fire alarm system at Nicklaus Homestead Elementary School 
(project number 090210120-9999-002BRG). This includes $1,200 for 
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permits and $22,000 in contingency that will only be used with SFB staff 
approval and brings the total project cost to $268,247. 
 

3. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Yarnell Elementary be 
awarded an additional $97,820 in Building Renewal Grant funding for the 
engineering design, construction administration and construction costs for 
repairs to the domestic water pumps and alarm system at Yarnell 
Elementary School (project number 130352101-9999-001BRG). This 
includes $5,000 in contingency that will only be used with SFB staff 
approval and brings the total project cost to $105,320. 

 
Dru Barisich seconded.  The motion passed with a voice vote of 7-0. 
 

c. Consideration and possible vote to accept, reject or modify Building Renewal 
Grant Requests (construction awards) 
Dean Gray provided a brief explanation of the requests as presented in the 
Board packet.  The Board discussed various aspects of the projects. 
 
Traci Sawyer-Sinkbeil made a motion for Board approval of the following staff 
recommendations: 
 
1. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Bullhead City 

Elementary be awarded $1,800 in Building Renewal Grant funding to 
repair the water softener serving the kitchen Building 1006 at Desert 
Valley Elementary School. This includes $380 in contingency that will only 
be used with SFB staff approval.\ 
 

2. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Catalina Foothills 
Unified be awarded $338,402 in Building Renewal Grant funding for the 
design and replacement of two 450-ton cooling towers at Catalina 
Foothills High School.  This includes $25,612 in contingency that will only 
be used with SFB staff approval. 
 

3. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Gilbert Unified be 
awarded $212,894 in Building Renewal Grant funding for replacement of 
the roofs on Buildings 1004, 1005 and 1007 at Gilbert Junior High School. 
This includes $5,000 for an asbestos survey, $5,000 for a structural 
analysis and $18,500 in contingency that will only be used with SFB staff 
approval. 
 

4. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Scottsdale Unified be 
awarded $4,397 in Building Renewal Grant funding for the repair of the 
cooling tower piping at Arcadia High School.  This includes $500 in 
contingency that will only be used with SFB staff approval. 
 

5. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Scottsdale Unified be 
awarded $9,998 in Building Renewal Grant funding for the repair of the 
cooling tower at Hohokam Elementary School.  This includes $2,000 in 
contingency that will only be used with SFB staff approval. 
 

6. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Scottsdale Unified be 
awarded $3,975 in Building Renewal Grant funding to replace the 
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domestic water line serving Building 1005 at Hohokam Elementary 
School.  This includes $1,000 in contingency that will only be used with 
SFB staff approval. 

 
Ward Simpson seconded.  The motion passed with a voice vote of 7-0. 
 

d. Consideration and possible vote to accept, reject or modify Building Renewal 
Grant Requests (design awards) 
Dean Gray provided a brief explanation of the requests as presented in the 
Board packet.  The Board discussed various aspects of the projects. 
 
Ward Simpson made a motion for Board approval of the following staff 
recommendations: 
 
1. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Ash Creek Elementary 

be awarded $40,590 in Building Renewal Grant funding for the 
assessment of the septic system at Ash Creek Elementary School. 
 

2. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Cave Creek Unified be 
awarded $24,200 in Building Renewal Grant funding for the structural 
engineering and construction documents for the replacement of multiple 
roofs at Cactus Shadows High School. 
 

3. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Creighton Elementary 
be awarded $3,905 in Building Renewal Grant funding for professional 
services to assess the current roofs at Creighton Elementary School. 
 

4. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Kirkland Elementary 
be awarded $3,350 in Building Renew Grant funding for the engineering 
design fee for the MDF room in Building 1001 at Kirkland Elementary 
School. 
 

5. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Kirkland Elementary 
be awarded $2,400 in Building Renewal Grant funding for the structural 
roof analysis of Building 1001 at Kirkland Elementary School. 
 

6. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Mesa Unified be 
awarded $2,300 in Building Renewal Grant funding for design services for 
the replacement of the sewage ejector station at Red Mountain High 
School.  The district will contribute $18,000 towards the cost of 
construction. 
 

7. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Scottsdale Unified be 
awarded $8,115 in Building Renewal Grant funding for construction bid 
documents to replace the roofs on Buildings 1012 and 1021 at Tavan 
Elementary School. 
 

8. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Show Low Unified be 
awarded $4,158 in Building Renewal Grant funding for design services 
and an asbestos survey for the roof repairs on Building 1001 at Show 
Low Junior High School. 
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9. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Show Low Unified be 
awarded $4,158 in Building Renewal Grant funding for design services 
and an asbestos survey for the roof replacement on Building 1004 at 
Linden Elementary School. 
 

10. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Tolleson Union be 
awarded $2,950 in Building Renewal Grant funding for an engineering 
assessment and design for the repair of the sewer piping in Building 1004 
at Tolleson Union High School.  The district will contribute $5,000 to the 
cost of construction. 
 

11. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Tolleson Union be 
awarded $2,950 in Building Renewal Grant funding for an engineering 
assessment, design and bid documents for the repair of the underground 
sewer piping in Building 1027 at Tolleson Union High School.  The district 
will contribute $5,000 to the cost of construction. 

 
Bryan Peltzer seconded.  The motion passed with a voice vote of 7-0. 
 
Traci Sawyer-Sinkbeil recused herself from the Board at this time. 
 

e. Consideration and possible vote to accept, reject or modify Building Renewal 
Grant Requests (denial) 
Dean Gray provided a brief explanation of the requests as presented in the 
Board packet.  The Board discussed various aspects of the projects. 
 
Ward Simpson made a motion for Board approval of the following staff 
recommendations: 
 
1. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Dysart Unified’s 

request for Building Renewal Grant funding to restore the roofs at Dysart 
Elementary School be denied because it appears the current roofs are 
still under warranty till May 2017. 
 

2. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Dysart Unified’s 
request for Building Renewal Grant funding to restore the roofs at 
Mountain View Elementary School be denied because it appears the 
current roofs are still under warranty till 2017. 
 

3. Board approval of the staff recommendation that Dysart Unified’s 
request for Building Renewal Grant funding to repair the roofs at Surprise 
Elementary School be denied because it appears the current roofs are 
still under warranty. 

 
Jennifer Stielow seconded.  The motion passed with a voice vote of 6-0. 
 
Traci Sawyer-Sinkbeil rejoined the Board at this time. 
 

VII. Future Agenda Items 
Dr. Jeff Smith requested calendar invites for future Board meetings.  He also 
suggested electronic Board packets which help save time and paper, and aid in 
transparency. 
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VIII. Public Comment 

Nate Bowler, Business Manager for Buckeye Elementary, expressed his concern 
for the growth the district is experiencing and the future need for one new school 
by 2018 and four new schools in the next ten years. 
 
Dean Gray offered to provide an explanation of conceptual approvals at the next 
Board meeting. 
 

IX. Adjournment 
There being no further business, Jennifer Stielow adjourned the meeting at 
approximately 10:52 A.M. 

 
Approved by the School Facilities Board on ______________________________, 2015 
 
       
                             Chair 
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 III. SFB Capital Plans 

 

Per A.R.S.§41-1091.B: This substantive policy statement is advisory only. A substantive policy 

statement does not include internal procedural documents that only affect the internal procedures 

of the agency and does not impose additional requirements or penalties on regulated parties or 

include confidential information or rules made in accordance with the Arizona Administrative 

Procedure Act. If you believe that this substantive policy statement does impose additional 

requirements or penalties on regulated parties, you may petition the agency under A.R.S.§41-

1033 for a review of the statement. 

 

Per A.R.S. §15-2041, a district is eligible for new construction if ADM projections indicate 

that the district will fall below minimum square footage guidelines within twoin the current 

years for an elementary school, or three years for a middle or high school.  The SFB may size 

of the award is based on the amount of square footage needed within one to five years for an 

elementary school, and within four to eight years for a middle or high school. 

 

New Construction Process (Modified September 6, 2007 and August 14, 2008) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

District submits 

Capital Plan 
September 1 

SFB staff reviews 

district’s capacity and 
ADM projections 

Staff recommendation 

is provided to district 

for review 

Optional: District may 

request meeting with staff 

to discuss 

recommendation 

Board denial 
Board approval 

OR 

Conceptual approval Denial OR 

SFB must review again 

in next Capital Plan 

cycle 

District may apply again 

in next Capital Plan 

District and SFB liaison 

have kick-off meeting, 

where district receives 

Terms and Conditions for 

signature 

District returns Terms 

and Conditions with 

signature within 60 days 
 

Yes No OR 

5% of project’s budget 

becomes available to 

district for A&E 

Project expires 



 

A. Process and Procedures for Reviewing New Construction 

Requests Received Through Capital Plans (Adopted February 2000, Modified 

August 14, 2008) 

 

A.R.S. §15-2041 provides for district governing boards to develop and annually update a capital 

plan.  If the capital plan indicates a need for a new school or an addition to an existing school 

within the next four years, the district is to submit the plan to the School Facilities Board (See 

SFB website, www.azsfb.govhttps://sfb.az.gov, District InformationAccess, Annual Reporting ). 

 

 District Submittal: Districts submit Capital Plans on September 1 with 

ADM/enrollment information, a description of the projects requested, a description of 

projects planned with local funds, and information regarding parcels of land owned by 

the district.  This packet is the basis for staff consideration and recommendations to the 

Board for new school and/or additional space funding within the current funding 

window (two years for elementary schools and three years for middle or high schools). 

 

 Staff Review: Staff reviews and verifies the district’s student population projections or 

and develops a separate set of ADM projections. Staff verifies residential development 

via site visits, aerial photos, and/or discussions with development specialists and 

analysis of demographic data. to Staff prepares a New Construction Analysis for each 

district submitting an applicationrequest. 

 

 Board Approval:  Staff recommendations are presented to the Board for 

approvalconsideration.  At the time the Board is making its decision, the New 

Construction Analysis is available to the Board members and the applicant district.  

The applicant district may address the Board. 

 

 District Notification: Upon approval by the Board, staff notifies the applicant district of 

the action.  A kick-off meeting is scheduled with the district’s liaison at which the 

Terms and Conditions are provided to the district.  The district has 60 days from the 

date of notification receipt to officially accept, in writing, funding for the square 

footage approved by the Board or the approval expires.  Acceptance of the funding is 

signaled by agreement with the Terms and Conditions (see Exhibit  IV. A, for Terms 

and Conditions). 

 

B. Calculation of Student Capacity (Modified September 6, 2007, August 14, 

2008, and November 4, 2009, November 2, 2011) 

 

Abbreviations: 

ADM = Average Daily Membership 

SF = Square Footage 

MAGSFPP = Minimum Adequacy Guidelines Square Footage per Pupil 

DSFPP = Design Square Footage per Pupil 

SFB = School Facilities Board 



ADE = Arizona Department of Education 

 
To calculate student capacity, the building’s square footage is divided by the minimum square 

footage per pupil established in A.R.S. §15-2011, or the square footage divisor established in the 

Working Definition of Student Capacity (outlined in B.1. below, Pre-SFB schools).  As the table 

below shows, these factors vary based on district size and configuration.  The factor used to 

calculate capacity of a building remains unchanged into the future unless the building’s use or 

configuration changes.   Capacity of a building does not change based on changes in ADM. 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 a 
For K-8 schools awarded in FY 2009, the DSFPP was 92.2 (the calculation treated a 

kindergarten student as one whole student for ADM purposes vs. one-half).  In FY 2010, 
the law reverted the methodology back to recognizing kindergarten students as one-half, 

thereby changing the calculation again.  
 

1.  Pre-SFB schools 

Capacity of a pre-SFB school is determined by dividing the square footage by the square footage 

divisor established in the SFB Working Definition of Student Capacity (outlined below).  The 

district’s FY 98 ADM as provided by ADE is used to determine which divisor is appropriate. 

Working Definition of Student Capacity (Adopted February 1999) 

Elementary Grades P-6  

FORMULA: (TGSF - ES - .1ICB) / ((MAGSFPP + DSFPP) / 2)  

  

Middle Grades 7-8  

FORMULA: (TGSF - ES - .1ICB) / 100  

  

High School Grades 9-12  

FORMULA: (TGSF - ES - .1ICB) / ((MAGSFPP + DSFPP) / 2)  

 TGSF - total gross square footage  

 ES - excludable spaces  

 ICB - interior corridor buildings  

 MAGSFPP - minimum adequate gross square footage per pupil  

 DSFPP - design square footage per pupil  

Configuration SF Divisor MAGSFPP DSFPP
a

P-6                                               85 80 90

7-8 <= 800                                        100 84 100

7-8 > 800                                         100 80 100

9-12 <= 400                                       129.5 125 134

9-12 (401-1000)                                   127 120 134

9-12 (1001-1800)                                  123 112 134

9-12 > 1800                                       109.5 94 125

K-8 w/ 7-8<=800 88.5 80.9 92.4

K-8 w/ 7-8>800 88.5 80 92.4

6-8 w/ 7-8>800 95 80 96.67

6-8 w/ 7-8 <= 800       95 82.7 96.67

 



Staff may prorate the mathematical formula to account for differing grade configurations. 

Districts have the option to reject the mathematical calculation and request to be placed on the 

agenda for consideration of student capacity based on atypical space adjustment or atypical 

school analysis. Generally, atypical spaces are unusual spaces for the size and type of school that 

have a permanent impact on the ability of the physical school to serve the mathematically 

derived student capacity.  Examples of atypical spaces are excessive interior circulation or an 

elementary school gymnasium.  If the school district rejects the mathematical calculation of 

student capacity, staff will work with the district to prepare a recommendation for the Board 

using the atypical space adjustment methodology or atypical school analysis. The Board may 

consider remodeling of these spaces.  The Board may accept, reject, or modify the staff 

recommendation. 

 

2.  Square Footage Funded with Class B Bonds or Unrestricted Capital Outlay Funds 

(Adopted October 1999.  Modified February 3, 2000 by adding unrestricted capital outlay 

monies. Modified August 14, 2008) 

 

a. When a district adds square footage with the use of Class B bonds or unrestricted 

capital outlay monies, the square footage is not included in the capacity calculation, 

unless it exceeds 25% of the minimum square footage requirements per A.R.S. 

§15-2011.E.6., but the Board does consider additions to existing schools for purposes 

of determining adequacy of the functional components of the school as specified in 

the Minimum School Facility Guidelines. If total square footage added to a district 

with the use of Class B bonds or unrestricted capital outlay monies exceeds 25% of 

the minimum square footage requirements per A.R.S. §15-2011.E.6., the student 

capacity of the square footage is based on the statutorily prescribed minimum 

guidelines square footage per pupil. 

 

b.  Replacement square footage constructed with Class B bonds or unrestricted capital 

outlay monies is included in the capacity calculation.  If Class B bonds or unrestricted 

capital outlay monies are used to replace part of an existing school, the student 

capacity of the facility is determined in the same manner as it would have been 

determined prior to the replacement.  If Class B bonds or unrestricted capital outlay 

monies are used to construct a complete replacement school, the student capacity of 

the facility is based on the statutorily prescribed minimum guidelines square footage 

per pupil. 

 

Staff note (3/17/00) regarding Unrestricted Capital Outlay:  Unrestricted Capital Outlay became 

a part of the capital outlay section of a district’s budget beginning with FY 2000.  Therefore, 

square footage constructed with Unrestricted Capital Outlay will apply only to those projects 

begun on or after July 1, 1999. 

 

3.  Square Footage Funded with Class A Bonds  (Adopted September 1999) 

When a district replaces or adds sSquare footage built using Class A bonds, the School Facilities 

Board does is included in the new square footage in the capacity calculation for the district.  

Capacity of the square footage is calculated based on the SFB Working Definition of Student 

Capacity (outlined in B.1. above)   



 

 

 

 

4. SFB-funded Replacement Schools: 

SFB-funded replacement schools that were built under the Deficiency Corrections Program or 

the rush program are treated the same as pre-SFB schools.  The square footage is divided by the 

appropriate square footage divisor.  

 

 

5. SFB-funded Growth Schools: 

Capacity of a SFB-funded growth school is determined by dividing the square footage by the 

MAGSFPP as prescribed in A.R.S. §15-2011.  MAGSFPP is based on the capacity of the district 

at the time the school opens. 

 

For example: 

The   Balsz An Elementary District had four K-8 schools prior to Students FIRST, and received 

an SFB award for a core K-8 school in FY 02.  At the time of the award, the district already had 

capacity for more than 800 7-8
th

 graders (347,768 SF * 2 / 8.5 / 100 = 818).  Even though the 

district’s 7-8 population still had not crossed the 800-student threshold at the time the core 

school opened, the district had capacity for more than 800 7-8
th

 graders.  So the capacity of the 

core school is based on the MAGSFPP that applies to districts with more than 800 7-8
th

 graders 

(80) versus that which is used for a district with less than 800 7-8
th

 graders (80.9). 

 

The Maricopa Unified District has been approved for a new high school to open in FY 09.  When 

the school opens, the district will have a high school capacity in excess of 1,800.  Therefore, the 

capacity of this school is based on the MAGSFPP that applies to districts with more than 1,800 

students (94). 
 

 

Schools that Span Multiple Grade Configurations 

To determine capacity of a school that spans grade levels, an even distribution among grade 

levels is assumed (unless otherwise noted).  Kindergarten counts as one-half. 

 

For example:,   

The Mesa Unified School District is generally configured K-6, 7-9, and 10-12.  Some of their 

facilities span two or more of these grade levels.  SHARP School serves grades K-12.  This is a 

total of 12.5 grades.  Square footage of a K-12 facility in a district that is generally configured K-

6, 7-8 and 9-12 is pro-rated as follows: 

 

K-6 = 6.5/12.5 

7-89 = 23/12.5 

910-12 = 43/12.5 

 

The resulting square footages are then divided by the appropriate divisors for the different grade 

levels. 

 



 

 

 

C. Capacity of a Core Facility  
 

Even though the district is funded to build 65% of the entire school, staff only uses 50% of the 

square footage against the district in the capacity analysis.  Another way to explain this method 

is to multiply one-half of the number of students by the design square footage for that grade 

level. 

 

Note: In August 2003, the board voted to discontinue approval of core schools. 

 

D. Build-out of Core Schools (Adopted April 2003) 
 

A district must be approved to build out a core school prior to the Board approval of a new 

school for the same grade configuration.    

 

Note: In August 2003, the board voted to discontinue approval of core schools. 
 

E. Excludable Spaces (Adopted December 1998, Modified August 14, 2008) 
 

For purposes of determining student capacity, the square footage at a school site used solely for 

district administrative purposes may be excluded from the gross square footage.  
 

F. Reduction of Square Footage (Adopted November 4, 2009, November 2, 2011) 
 

Statute provides two ways to remove square footage from the database: 

 

1.  School Building that has outlived its useful life (A.R.S. §15-2041.G) 

 

The district requests staff to review the space to see if it is no longer functional because it has 

outlived its useful life.  If staff agrees with the district that the space is no longer functional, that 

recommendation will be presented to the Board for approvalconsideration. If the Board approves 

the staff recommendation, the space is removed from the database.  The district’s capital plan is 

then analyzed without the removed space.  Additional square footage is only approved if the 

district falls below minimum square footage guidelines within the current funding windowyear.  

This is not considered replacement space. 

 

If staff does not agree with the district that the space is no longer functional, staff shall inform 

the district of its determination.  Staff shall inform the district that the final decision rests with 

the Board. Therefore, the district may request that staff present the district’s request and its 

recommendation to deny such request to the Board for its decision. 

 

2. District reduction of square footage (A.R.S. §15-341.G) 



 

The statute requires the district governing board to obtain Board approval prior to taking any 

action that would reduce pupil square footage.  A reduction of pupil square footage includes 

demolishing or selling a school building or school site, or changing a building’s grade 

configuration.  Pupil square footage is defined as space that generates student capacity for a 

district.  Excluded space does not generate capacity, and therefore Board approval is not required 

for the reduction of excluded space. 

 

To request a reduction of square footage, the district submits a letter to its School Facilities 

Board Liaison.  The letter must the SFB identifying the building(s) using the four-digit building 

number(s) as assigned in the Districtwide Building Preview Report (Building Inventory), and 

explains why the district wishes to remove or reconfigure the space.  This letter must be 

accompanied by a district governing board resolution requesting the change. 

 

An analysis and recommendation will be presented to the Board.  Some criteria that staff and the 

Board may consider when making its decision include: 

 

 Long-term cost benefit to the State 

 Shifting demographics within the district 

 Age of the building(s) 

 Effect of the reduction of square footage on the district’s ability to meet the minimum 

guidelines within the analysis timeframe 

 Any other circumstances specific to the district 

 

Staff will notify the district of the Board’s decision in writing. 

 

G. Definition of Administrative Purposes (Adopted August 1999, Modified 

August 14, 2008) 

 

This section applies to the publicity pamphlet for Class B Bond, Impact Aid Revenue Bond, and 

Capital Override elections. A.R.S. §15-481 and §15-491 require the publicity pamphlet to be 

mailed to each qualified elector in the district no later than thirty-five days before the election, 

and to contain: 
 

 An executive summary of the district's most recent capital plan submitted to the School 

Facilities Board.  (See Exhibit II. A. for the Capital Plan Executive Summary format).  

 A complete list of each proposed capital improvement that will be funded with the 

budget increase or bonds and a description of the proposed cost of each improvement, 

including a separate aggregation of capital improvements for administrative purposes as 

defined by the School Facilities Board.  

 

For the purposes of A.R.S. §15-481.B.12.(b), §15-491.H.6.(b), and §15-491.I.4.(d) 

"administrative purposes" means solely district administrative purposes. 

 



H. Districts included in Rural Area (Adopted March 1999, Modified August 14, 

2008, November 2, 2011)  
 

The Students FIRST legislation provides a square footage per pupil and a base cost per square 

foot for new construction. The base cost per square foot was originally established in A.R.S. 

§15-2041.D.3.c at the following levels: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

These costs are to be adjusted for inflation by the JLBC at least once per year. 

  

The statute then states, "The school facilities board shall multiply the cost per square foot by 

1.05 for any school district located in a rural area. The school facilities board may only modify 

the base cost per square foot prescribed in this subdivision for particular schools based on 

geographic conditions or site conditions. For the purposes of this subdivision, "rural area" means 

an area outside a thirty-five mile radius of a boundary of a municipality with a population of 

more than fifty thousand persons.” according to the most recent United States decennial census."  

  

Staff worked with the State Land Department to determine which districts would be categorized 

as rural. Based on the 2010 census (the most recent United States decennial census), sixteen 

Arizona cities had populations in excess of this threshold: Avondale, Buckeye, Chandler, 

Flagstaff, Gilbert, Glendale, Goodyear, Lake Havasu, Mesa, Peoria, Phoenix, Scottsdale, 

Surprise, Tempe, Tucson and Yuma. City boundaries were determined as of 2011 and radii were 

plotted from these boundaries. If a district's boundary was outside the radius, it was deemed to be 

located in a rural area. Districts near Arizona’s borders may be affected by municipalities in 

bordering states.  A table of Rural vs. Urban districts is provided in Exhibit II. B.on the SFB 

website. 

 

I. Geographic Exception (Adopted December 2000, Expanded January 2006) 
 

In those public districts where students are transported one hour or more via the most reasonable 

and direct route or where students reside 45 miles or more from the closest school via the most 

reasonable and direct route, and where 100 or more students are affected by these conditions 

within the same region, the School Facilities Board will provide additional school space to the 

district to accommodate the educational needs of the affected students. However, the educational 

space provided may be modified as the Board sees fit in making a conscientious effort to meet 

the Minimum School Facility Guidelines without requiring extraordinary expenditures of public 

funds. 

 

Grade Level Cost per Square Foot 

Pre-school w/ disabilities; 

K-6 

 

$90 

7-8 $95 

9-12 $110 



If an elementary district that is not in a high school district unifies after June 30, 2005, the 

resulting unified district may qualify for high school space under A.R.S. §15-2041, if it meets the 

following criteria:   
 

 The elementary district unifies after June 30, 2005, and  

 The resulting unified district is projected to have more than 350 resident high school 

students being served in districts other than the student’s resident district within the 

three-years following the current fiscal year, and 

 One of the following is true:   
 

At least 350 of the high school students would travel for at least 20 miles to the 

receiving school facility, 
 

   Or 
 

The district that is expected to receive the majority of the projected resident high 

school students is projected to need additional high school space within seven years. 

For purposes of this analysis, the projected ADM of the receiving district should 

include the high school students of both the receiving and sending districts. 

 

J. New Construction Award Cancellations (Adopted February 2005, Modified 

August 14, 2008, Modified March 7, 2012) 

 

This policy allows districts the opportunity to cancel a project if a district becomes aware that an 

approved new construction project will not be constructed for some time. The recommended 

cancellation process is as follows: 

 

 The district may request the cancellation of that project in their annual capital plan.  

Staff will review the request and make a recommendation to the Board. 

  

 The square footage associated with the project that the district is requesting to be 

cancelled will be included in the review of the capital plan that includes the cancellation 

request.   

 

 If the cancellation of the project will leave the district below the minimum square 

footage guidelines within the statutory 2- or 3-year windowin the current year, the 

project will not be eligible for cancellation. 

 

 The district can request the reestablishment of the project in any capital plan subsequent 

to the cancellation.  Districts may not seek to cancel and reestablish the same project in 

the same capital plan. 

 

 If the project is reestablished, it will be awarded at the current cost per square foot. 

 

 Any funds distributed for a project that is ultimately cancelled will be deducted from the 

award of the next project of the same configuration. 

 



K. Conceptual Approval of New Construction Projects (Modified August 

14, 2008) 

 

Staff’s new construction analysis covers an eight-year window.  If the analysis indicates that the 

district will need additional square footage within the eight-year window, but beyond the current 

funding windowfiscal year, staff recommends conceptual approval for additional square footage.  

There is no commitment of funding for a conceptually approved project.  Conceptual approval is 

simply an acknowledgement by the Board of anticipated new construction needs based on 

current assumptions regarding future enrollment in each district, and gives districts a basis for 

beginning the land acquisition process. 

 

Each year the prior year’s conceptual approvals become the basis for updating new construction 

requests from the district as part of the new capital plan cycle.  The forms are made available to 

districts in late summer, with instructions to update new construction requests based on the latest 

enrollment information, and other pertinent data (See SFB website, 

www.azsfb.govhttps://sfb.az.gov, District InformationAccess, Annual ReportsReporting). 

 

L. Accommodation Districts (Adopted November 9, 2005, Modified August 14, 

2008) 

 

In approving new construction projects for Accommodation Districts, the Board requires a 

detailed needs assessment based on available data prior to award. 

Effective September 12, 2013 (2013 Ariz. Sess. Laws, 1
st
 Spec. Sess., Ch. 3, § 42 (House 

Engrossed HB 2003), Accommodation Districts are not eligible for monies from the New School 

Facilities fund. 

 

M. Dissolution or Consolidation of a District with a SFB Project 
(Adopted September 4, 2008) 
 

If a district that either dissolves or consolidates with another district has a SFB project that has 

not started construction, that project terminates on the date of dissolution or consolidation.  Staff 

will provide a report to the Board of any expenditures made on the project prior to termination.  

If the succeeding district that governs the geographical space previously governed by the 

dissolved or consolidated district is awarded a project of the same grade configuration within 24 

months of project cancellation, any expenditures on the cancelled project shall may be deducted 

from the dollars awarded for the new project. 

 























































































































































































































































































































SCHOOL FACILITIES BOARD BUILDING RENEWAL GRANT
Detail of Additional Cost and Contingency

_X_ Building Renewal Grant Fund

District: Valley Union
BRG Project Number: 020522201-9999-004BRG                                     Cochise County

Project Description: Repair well pump

Consultant: n/a

Contractor: Well Service

Board approval: 2/4/2015

School Facilities Board Action Staff Rec. or 
Approved as recommended by Staff Approved

Base Cost: 5,223$              

Contingency ① 877$                 

Additional Cost: .

Architecture / Engineering (A&E) Fees -$                     

Survey & Required Reports, Printing, Permits, Advertising, Etc. -$                     

Testing & Inspection -$                     
Total Additional Cost: -$                     

Total SFB Funded Project Cost: 6,100$              

District or Local Funds: -$                     

SFB Board Approved Amount: 6,100$              

Total Project Cost: 6,100$              

①  Contingency shall only be used with SFB staff approval.

School Facilities Board

1700 W. Washington, Suite 230

Phoenix, AZ  85007

Phone: (602) 542-6501

FAX: (602) 542-6529 Valley UHSD 004BRG Vertical Sheet.xls













































































































































































































































































































































SCHOOL FACILITIES BOARD BUILDING RENEWAL GRANT
Detail of Additional Cost and Contingency

_X_ Building Renewal Grant Fund

District: Mohave Valley Elementary
BRG Project Number: 080416103-1002-022BRG                                      Mohave County

Project Description: Repair crack in cinder block 

Engineer: Ludwig Engineering (928-768-1857)

Contractor: TBD

Board approval: 2/4/2015

School Facilities Board Action Staff Rec. or 
Approved as recommended by Staff Approved

Base Cost: -$                     

Contingency ① 1,000$              

Additional Cost:

Architecture / Engineering (A&E) Fees 8,000$              

Survey & Required Reports, Printing, Permits, Advertising, Etc. -$                     

Testing & Inspection -$                     
Total Additional Cost: 8,000$              

Total SFB Funded Project Cost: 9,000$              

District or Local Funds: -$                     

SFB Board Approved Amount: 9,000$              

Total Project Cost: 9,000$              

①  Contingency shall only be used with SFB staff approval.

School Facilities Board

1700 W. Washington, Suite 104

Phoenix, AZ  85007

Phone: (602) 542-6501

FAX: (602) 542-6529 Mohave Valley ESD 022BRG Vertical Sheet.xls





























































































































 
S T A T E  O F  A R I Z O N A  

S C H O O L  F A C I L I T I E S  B O A R D  
 
 
Meeting Date: February 4, 2015 Agenda Item IX.a. 

 
 

Subject: IX.  Preventative Maintenance Inspections 
a. Consideration and possible vote to accept, reject or modify 

Preventative Maintenance Inspection Reports 
 

Skull Valley Elementary 
 

A.R.S. §15-2002 (A)(3) requires the SFB to perform preventative maintenance inspections 
on 20 school districts every 30 months.  The inspection process is as follows: 
 

1. Selection 
2. Physical Inspection 
3. Written Report 
4. District Response 
5. Board Review/Approval 

 
Table 1 below shows the inspection status of the selected districts. The report for the district 
listed above is being recommended for approval today.  Please note that SFB staff sent a 
draft copy of the report to the district and asked for a response within 30 days.  District 
responses, if any, are included with this write-up.  Once the report is approved, it is 
published on the SFB website. 

 
Table 1 

District Physical Inspection 
Date of 

Final Report 

30 Day 
District 

Review End 
Date 

Presented 
to the 
Board 

Ash Fork Unified Complete 10/31/2013 12/2/2013 12/5/2013 

Bagdad USD 
    Bicentennial UHSD 
    Blue Ridge USD Complete 2/18/2010 3/20/2010 4/7/2010 

Bonita Elementary 
    Catalina Foothills USD Complete 6/21/2012 7/21/2012 8/8/2012 

Chino Valley USD Complete 6/3/2010 7/3/2010 8/11/2010 

Clifton USD Complete 8/26/2013 9/26/2013 10/9/2013 

Colorado River UHSD 
    Continental ESD Complete 3/17/2011 4/17/2011 5/4/2011 

Cottonwood-Oak Creek ESD Complete 5/16/2013 6/16/2013 6/26/2013 

Fountain Hills USD 
    Glendale ESD 
    Greenlee Alternative 
    Hayden-Winkelman USD Complete 3/25/2013 4/25/2013 5/1/2013 

Heber-Overgaard USD Complete 3/17/2010 4/17/2010 5/12/2010 



Isaac ESD Complete 6/21/2012 7/21/2012 8/8/2012 

Littleton ESD Complete 6/30/2010 7/30/2010 8/11/2010 

Mayer USD Complete 5/16/2013 6/16/2013 6/26/2013 

McNary ESD 
    Miami USD 
    Mohave Valley ESD 
    Murphy ESD Complete 1/8/2010 2/7/2010 3/3/2010 

Naco ESD Complete 2/18/2010 3/20/2010 4/7/2010 

Nadaburg USD Complete 6/14/2012 7/14/2012 8/8/2012 

Osborn ESD Complete 3/30/2012 4/30/2012 6/6/2012 

Paloma ESD Complete 3/17/2011 4/17/2011 5/4/2011 

Parker USD 
    Pine-Strawberry ESD 
    Queen Creek USD Complete 6/21/2012 7/21/2012 8/8/2012 

Ray Unified 
    Red Mesa USD 
    Riverside ESD Complete 4/8/2010 5/8/2010 5/12/2010 

Sahuarita USD 
    San Simon USD Complete 8/19/2009 9/19/2009 10/7/2009 

Santa Cruz Valley UHSD Complete 12/3/2009 1/3/2010 1/20/2010 

Skull Valley ESD Complete 11/18/2014 12/18/2014 2/4/2015 

Tempe UHSD Complete 3/11/2011 4/11/2011 5/4/2011 

Tolleson UHSD Complete 4/17/2014 5/17/2014 6/11/2014 

Tombstone USD Complete 2/2/2010 3/4/2010 4/7/2010 

Topock ESD Complete 5/7/2014 6/7/2014 6/11/2014 

Tuba City USD Complete 5/16/2013 6/16/2013 6/26/2013 

Union ESD In process 
   Valentine ESD 

    Valley UHSD 
    Washington ESD 
    Wilson ESD Complete 6/21/2012 7/21/2012 8/8/2012 

 
 

 
 
Board Action Requested: [  ] information  [ X ] action / described below 
 
Board approval of the Preventative Maintenance Inspection Reports for Skull Valley 
Elementary. 

 
 
Attachments: Yes [ X ] No [  ] 
  



 

S T A T E  O F  A R I Z O N A  

S C H O O L  F A C I L I T I E S  B O A R D  

 
 

Governor of Arizona  Executive Director 

Janice K. Brewer  Dean T. Gray 

 

1700 WEST WASHINGTON, SUITE 104, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 

Phone: (602) 542-6501  Fax: (602) 542-6529  https://sfb.az.gov 

 

 

November 18, 2014 

 

 

 

Vicki Hilliker, Superintendent   via email: admin@skullvalleyschool.org 

Skull Valley Elementary School District 

P.O. Box 127 

100 Main Street 

Skull Valley, AZ  86338 

 

Re: Preventative Maintenance Inspection Report 

 

 

Dear Superintendent: 

 

The Arizona School Facilities Board (SFB) performed a Preventative Maintenance Inspection of your 

district.  A.R.S. §15-2002 requires the SFB to inspect the preventative maintenance programs of twenty 

randomly selected districts every thirty months. 

 

The purpose of the inspection was two-fold; to verify the performance of the Preventative Maintenance 

Plan (A.R.S. §15-2002, (A3) and (K)) filed with the SFB by the district, and to determine if the district 

has the administrative structure in place for consistent preventative maintenance.  During the inspection, 

we also evaluated the performance of the preventative maintenance program based on the condition of the 

buildings and the building systems.   

 

The results of the inspection are attached for your review.  Please respond with any questions or 

comments within 30 calendar days.  Please direct your questions or comments via email to 

kcampbell@azsfb.gov . 

 

When the review period has concluded, the report with your comments will be presented to the School 

Facilities Board at the next regularly scheduled Board meeting.   

 

Sincerely, 

 
Dean T. Gray 

 

 

cc: Laura Briggs – Governing Board President via email: spirittipis@gmail.com 

  

 

https://sfb.az.gov/
mailto:admin@skullvalleyschool.org
file://10.152.0.19/sfb_common/Preventive%20Maintenance%20Program/PM%20Inspections/Master%20Forms/kcampbell@azsfb.gov
mailto:spirittipis@gmail.com
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Preventative Maintenance Inspection Process 

In August of 2014, the School Facilities Board completed Preventative 

Maintenance Inspections and follow-up review of Skull Valley Elementary in 

accordance with A.R.S. §15-2002.  

Inspection process: 

1. Discuss with district personnel the current status of the district’s 
preventative maintenance program and demonstrate the required 
procedures, reports and goals of the School Facilities Board. 

 

2. Perform a field inspection of all school facilities, and 
 
3. Conduct a demonstration workshop with district administrators and 

maintenance personnel on the requirements and benefits of a 
compliant Preventative Maintenance Program. 

 

 

Findings 

Following are the findings of the Preventative Maintenance Inspection: 

1. The district conducts regularly scheduled inspections of equipment 

and buildings. 

 

2. The district keeps detailed records of performing preventative 

maintenance on equipment and buildings. 

 

3. The district performs regularly scheduled preventative maintenance 

on equipment and buildings. 

 

4. The district uses their preventative maintenance program to identify 

and plan future projects. 

 

 

 

 

ARIZONA SCHOOL FACILITIES BOARD 

PREVENTATIVE MAINTENANCE INSPECTION 

OF 

SKULL VALLEY ELEMENTARY SCHOOL DISTRICT 

REPORT 

HIGHLIGHTS 
 

 

Conclusion: 

Skull Valley Elementary School 

District has the required 

Preventative Maintenance Plan 

filed with the SFB pursuant to 

A.R.S. §15-2002. 

The district has a proactive 

maintenance program. 

 

 

Recommendations: 

While the district’s facilities appear 

to be well maintained, the district 

should continue to improve their 

PM Program by implement the 

goals and recommendations 

established and agreed to during 

the PM Workshop. 

 

Follow-up: 

The SFB contacted the district to 

review the status of the 

implementation of the goals and 

recommendations outlined on page 

3 of this report. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Preventative Maintenance Plan on file   YES 

Annual PM Reporting Statement on file   NO 

District Self-Evaluation Score     69 

 (see sidebar on Page 2) 

 

https://sfb.az.gov/
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SFB Evaluation (on scale of 1 to 10) of PM Tasks performed as shown in chart above: 

 
 

HVAC Roofing Plumbing Electrical Surfaces 
Special 
Equipment 

Special 
Systems 

Required 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 

Performed 10 8 10 10 8 9 8 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

HVAC Plumbing Surfaces Special Sys 

SFB Evaluation of PM Tasks Performed 
Required 

Performed 
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 Workshop Attendees 

Curry Donaldson 

Superintendent 

 

Fernando Cuzman 

Facilities Director 

 

Guy Kellogg 

Maintenance Director 

 

Eva Moen 

Lead Custodian 

 

 
Skull Valley Elementary 
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Field Inspection Summary 

Listed below are some of the preventative maintenance findings identified 

during the field inspection:  

HVAC     ROOFING 

Well maintained                Inspected on regular basis 
 

PLUMBING    ELECTRICAL 

Issues well documented   Very well maintained 
 

SURFACES    SPECIAL EQUIPMENT 

Water intrusion issues documented Very well maintained  

Working with SFB to resolve   

 

SPECIAL SYSTEMS 

Very well maintained 

District Overview 

Yavapai County, 

Skull Valley, Arizona 

Schools   1 

Buildings  1 

Square Footage  8,550 

Students  21 

District Self-Evaluation Scoring: 69 

 

Score   Evaluation 

26 – 42   Excelling PM program 

43 – 56   Adequate PM program 

57 – 69   Minimal PM program 

70 – 85   Need PM program 

https://sfb.az.gov/


1700 WEST WASHINGTON, SUITE 104, PHOENIX, ARIZONA 85007 

Phone: (602) 542-6501  Fax: (602) 542-6529  https://sfb.az.gov 

 

 

Workshop 

A Preventative Maintenance Workshop was held for the district’s 

administrative maintenance personnel, which included discussion on the 

district’s current preventative maintenance program and the improvements 

they need to implement, including use of the SFB Preventative Maintenance 

Program. 

A walk-through inspection of the school’s facilities was conducted, during 

which maintenance personnel took a critical look at the equipment and 

buildings and listed each maintenance issue that was found.  Maintenance 

personnel were aware of many of these issues.  Demonstration, discussion 

and collaboration concluded that the issues found during the walk-through 

inspection should be addressed through use of the SFB Preventative 

Maintenance Program. 

 

Recommendations 

During the Workshop, SFB staff and district personnel established the 

following preventative maintenance goals and recommendations: 

1. To develop a work order system that seeks input from maintenance 
personnel, tracks and prioritizes preventative maintenance issues 
and tasks completed, as well as trends and key data to assist in 
decision-making. 

  

2. To develop a preventative maintenance program with documentation 
and written procedures that would allow for a smooth transition to 
new personnel in the event current administrative or maintenance 
personnel retire or leave the district. 

 

3. To develop maps and spreadsheets that contains the location and 
essential information (manufacturer, age, capacity, etc.) of each 
piece of equipment, roof, etc. 

 

4. To develop maps of underground utilities and emergency shut-offs 
and provide training for administrative and maintenance personnel 
on their location (well marked and easy to identify) and function. 

 
5. To improve communications between school administrators and the 

SFB regarding fire code and health department compliance issues 
such as high storage, open food containers, etc. 
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Workshop Attendees 

Vicki Hilliker and Brandi Vastine 

 

https://sfb.az.gov/
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Benefits 

Proper use of the SFB Preventative Maintenance Program in conjunction 

with the Building Renewal Program has proven to provide the following 

benefits: 

1. Improved educational achievement. 
 

2. Projects are developed and prioritized based on real need. 
 

3. Reduced costs and improved routine maintenance. 
 

4. Facilities maintain code requirements for fire, health and safety. 
 

5. Maximize use of Building Renewal funds. 
 

6. Equipment replacement based on life-cycle. 
 

7. Reduced energy costs. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

To view the backup 

documentation for this report 

please visit the SFB website: 

 

Skull Valley ESD 
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S T A T E  O F  A R I Z O N A  

S C H O O L  F A C I L I T I E S  B O A R D  
 
 
Meeting Date: February 4, 2015 Agenda Item IX.b. 

 
 

Subject: IX.  Preventative Maintenance Inspections 
b. Consideration and possible vote to accept, reject or modify 

the random selection of districts for a Preventative 
Maintenance Inspection 

 
Deer Valley Unified 

 
A.R.S. § 15-2002(A)(3) requires the SFB to perform preventative maintenance 
inspections on 20 school districts every 30 months.  At the September 2008 Board 
meeting, the Board randomly selected 20 school districts for inspection.  Further, the 
Policy requires that the Board select new districts for inspection if any districts have 
been completed.  The inspection process is as follows: 
 

1. Selection 
2. Physical Inspection 
3. Written Report 
4. District Response 
5. Board Review/Approval 

 
Provided the Board acted to approve the Preventative Maintenance Inspection Report 
presented in the previous agenda item, the next randomly selected district for a 
Preventative Maintenance Inspection is Deer Valley Unified. 
 
Board Action Requested: [  ] information  [ X ] action / described below 
 
Board selection of Deer Valley Unified for Preventative Maintenance Inspection. 

 
 
Attachments: Yes [ ] No [ X ] 
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