
   

 

  

 
 

GOLETA UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT 
 

Special Joint Meeting 
of the 

BOARD OF TRUSTEES and the GOLETA CITY COUNCIL 

THURSDAY • March 4, 2010 
Special Session • 4:00 P.M. 

Board Room, 401 N. Fairview Ave., Goleta, CA  93117 
  
 
Members of the Board of Education 
 
Valerie Kushnerov, Board President 
Bill Gadsby, Board Vice-President 
Richard Mayer, Clerk 
Susan Epstein, Member 
Dean Nevins, Member                                                                                                   Kathleen Boomer, Ed. D. Superintendent         
 
Members of the Goleta City Council 
 
Eric Onnen, Mayor 
Margaret Connell, Mayor Pro Tempore 
Roger S. Aceves, Councilmember                                                                                                     Daniel Singer, City Manager  
Michael T. Bennett, Councilmember                                                                                          Deborah Constantino, City Clerk 
Edward Easton, Councilmember                                                                                                       Tim W. Giles, City Attorney 
  

1.   Call to Order and Roll Call 
 Pledge of Allegiance 
 Welcome of Guests 
 Announcement of Recorded Meeting 

2. Public Comment 
Persons wishing to address the Board should complete a request card and hand it to the Board 
secretary. 

   A. Items not on the action agenda 
 The public may address the Board on any matter pertaining to the school district that is not on the 

action agenda. Unless otherwise determined by the Board, each person is limited to five (5) 
minutes. 

 The Board is generally prohibited from discussing items not on the action agenda. Under limited 
circumstances, the Board may discuss and act on items not on the agenda if they involve an 
emergency affecting safety of persons or property, or a work stoppage, or if the need to act came 
to the attention of the district too late to be included on the posted agenda. 

B. Items on the agenda 
 The public may address the Board on each of the remaining items on the agenda as those items 

are taken up.  Unless otherwise determined by the Board, each person is limited to three (3) 
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minutes per item. If a large number wish to speak on a specific item, the Board may limit total 
input to 30 minutes on any item. 

The Board shall not prohibit public criticism of policies, procedures, programs or services of the 
school district, or the acts or omissions of the Board. Persons appearing before the Board are 
reminded, as a point of information, that members of the Board are without authority to act 
independently, as individuals, in official matters. No speaker is granted privilege by the Board to 
make statements, which may be considered defamatory or otherwise actionable by other persons, 
including district officers and employees. 
The Goleta Union School District Board of Trustees has adopted Board Policy 1312.1, Complaint 
Procedures, for addressing complaints against district employees. Complaints must be processed in 
accordance with procedures outlined in this policy. 

3. State of Purpose for Joint Meeting 
 Valerie Kushnerov, President, Goleta Union School District 
 Eric Onnen, Mayor, City of Goleta 
4. Approval of Action Agenda 

The Board will take action to approve the action agenda as presented/amended. 
5. Discussion and/or Action Item 
 The Board may discuss and/or take action on the following items: 

 
A. A Vision for A Greener Goleta Union School District—Ralph Pachter, Assistant Superintendent, 

Fiscal Services and Jay Sullivan, Director of Maintenance, Operations and Transportation 
 
B. Energy Efficiency Community Block Grant (EECBG) Program—Steve Chase, Environmental 

Services Director, City of Goleta 
 
C. School Safety Report––Jackie Law, Assistant Superintendent, Pupil Personnel and Special 

Services 
 
D.  Safety and Capital Improvement Projects Around School Sites—Steve Wagner, Community 

Services Director, City of Goleta 
 
E.  Redevelopment Agency Funding and Pass Thru Payments and Public Safety Report—Vyto 

Adomaitis, Redevelopment, Neighborhood Services & Public Safety Director, City of Goleta 
 
F. Use of District Facilities—Ralph Pachter, Assistant Superintendent, Fiscal Services  
 
G.  Park Use Fees and Shared Use Discussions—Dan Singer, City Manager, City of Goleta 

 
6. Next Regular Meeting Date of the Goleta Union School District 

Regular Meeting—Wednesday, March 17, 2010 
Jack Kramer Administration Center Board Room 
401 N. Fairview Ave., Goleta 
Action and Conference Agenda Deadline: 10:00 a.m., Monday, March 8, 2010 
 

7. Next Regular Meeting Date of the Goleta City Council  
Regular Meeting—Tuesday, March 16, 2010 
City of Goleta – Council Chambers 
130 Cremona Drive, Suite B, Goleta, CA 93117 
 

8. Adjournment of Meeting 
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REFERENCE MATERIALS – may be reviewed in the Office of the Superintendent, 401 N. Fairview Avenue, and 
in the principal's office at each school. A copy of the action agenda, complete with references, will also be on 
display at the meeting place.   
:ls          

The Goleta Union School District is committed to ensuring equal access to meetings, and anyone needing special 
accommodations due to a functional disability may request assistance prior to the meeting date by calling the 
Office of the Superintendent at (805) 681-1200 Ext. 201.  



 

Discussion/Action 

March 4, 2010 

A Vision For A Greener Goleta Union School District 

Ralph Pachter, Assistant Superintendent, Fiscal Services and                                                            
Jay Sullivan, Director of Maintenance, Operations, Transportation 
  
 
 
Any serious discussion of environmental issues is based on the premise that energy efficiency 
gains and decreased cost for utilities transfer directly to the bottom line for the school district: 
lower cost for operations equal more dollars for the classroom and the educational mission. The 
first and most important step toward carbon neutrality is to squeeze as much energy and utility 
usage out of the organization through efficiency measures. These dollar savings go directly into 
the classroom. 
 
Energy Efficiency History 
 
The Goleta Union School District has made a concerted effort over the last fifteen years to reduce 
utility costs. In 1996, the District contracted with the Honeywell Corporation for a number of 
modernization projects for lighting, heating, ventilating, and air conditioning equipment that 
would create energy and operational savings as well as enhance the classroom environment. This 
was a performance contract based on the history of utility costs for the District in the 1994-1995 
school year. The total cost of one million dollars of classroom improvements would be offset 
completely by energy savings over a period of ten years. The project costs are now completely 
paid off and the school district continues to accrue the cost savings associated with these energy 
improvements. 
 

• Conventional ballasts were replaced with electronic ballasts and high efficiency T-8 
lamps in every fluorescent fixture in the school district. 

 
• Incandescent lights were replaced with compact fluorescent lighting and high-pressure 

sodium lighting. 
 

• Forced air furnaces were replaced in all classrooms with new more energy efficient 
equipment. 

 
• Conventional mechanical controls for heating and ventilating equipment were replaced 

with programmable electronic time clocks to restrict use of H.V.A.C to the hours of 
operation only. 

 
The Honeywell Project projected savings in gas and electricity in the 30% to 40% range and has 
performed within this range. A reasonable expectation for the life cycle of these improvements 
would be 25 years yielding 10 more years of energy savings. Many of the modernizations 
achieved with the Honeywell Project in 1996 are still considered best practices for energy savings 
and in this era of increasing energy costs and environmental concerns and are now being more 
aggressively pursued by businesses, home owners, and public entities. 
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Shortly after the completion of the Honeywell Project, Measure “M” funding became available to 
the school district allowing the efforts for modernization and energy efficiency to continue. 
 
Conventional irrigation controllers were replaced with a fully automated and computer controlled 
system, which reduced water consumption significantly by quickly shutting off irrigation as 
weather conditions changed. District planters and trees were surrounded by mulch to reduce 
weeds, the need for pesticides, and to provide water savings. 
 
Isla Vista and Ellwood playing fields were added to the Goleta reclaimed water system. El 
Rancho is the only other district school within reach of the reclaimed water system, but the cost 
for adding this school would be prohibitive at this time. 
 
Low flow faucets and toilets were installed throughout the district. These devices reduce water 
consumption from 3.5 gallons to 1.5 gallons per flush. We continue to retrofit with low flow as 
we replace toilets and urinals throughout the district. Sixty percent of the district has been 
retrofitted. M.O.T. installed a waterless urinal to test feasibility; subsequently waterless urinals 
were installed in the new Brandon Multi-Purpose Room. 
 
The Central Kitchen has been retrofitted with steam cooking equipment that conserves water. 
When the District transitioned back to the use of washable trays several years ago to eliminate the 
waste associated with styrofoam and paper serving products for school lunches, dishwashers were 
replaced with low flow dishwashers at six sites.  There are three sites to still be retrofitted. 
 
Often there is a perception that buildings and facilities designed to use less energy and water 
compromise on performance and comfort for the end user. The Goleta Union School District has 
always maintained the highest standards for indoor air quality, thermal comfort, day lighting, 
acoustic comfort, cleanliness, and all issues that influence a pleasant and productive classroom 
environment. 
 
Isla Vista school received the Southern California Gas Company “Savings By Design Award” for 
“Significant Efforts in Conservation and Energy Efficiency” with the use of cross ventilation, day 
lighting, and energy management. The new Brandon Multi-Purpose Room is a “state of the art” 
facility incorporating best energy management practices that will be submitted to the State of 
California for award consideration. 
 
In November of 1998 the Community Action Commission requested the use of a small space at 
the Goleta Union School District’s maintenance yard to install a community oil waste recycling 
station. The land for this facility was leased at no cost to the Community Action Commission. 
Working jointly with the California Integrated Waste Management Board, Goleta Union School 
District helped divert 65,000 gallons of oil and 3,000 oil filters from landfills. When this facility 
was removed in 2005, the school district received a commendation for participation in this 
recycling project. 
 
Innovative efforts in recycling, waste management, pesticide reduction, the grant replacement of 
school buses with natural gas buses and green diesel buses, addition of particulate filters to older 
diesel buses, tree plantings for an urban forest, and many other innovations have resulted in 
Goleta Union School District’s frequent nomination and receipt of the Green Award in 2005. In a 
recently published “Green Report” by the Irvine Unified School, it reported that district’s efforts 
to promote conservation and a 50% reduction of school waste was cited. The Goleta Union 
School District reduced 80% of its waste stream in the spring of 2000, almost 10 years ago! 
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Future Energy Efficiency 
 
The real question is “but what is Goleta Union School District doing now that the whole 
country is going green?” The new frontier even when balanced against the ever increasing 
cost of energy is fraught with opportunities and risks. 
 
Solar:  Facilities executives in all but the most progressive organizations are still having trouble 
justifying solar strictly on a return-on-investment basis. While the good news is that the cost of 
solar is dropping. The 2009 report by Lawrence Berkeley National Lab titled “Tracking the Sun 
II” cited the cost of solar photovoltaic systems, before any incentives, rebates or tax deductions 
are included at $7.80 per watt, the cost in 1998 was $10.80 per watt approximately. 
 
We have studied solar Powered Purchase Agreements (PPA) or no “First Cost” solar installations 
with the Energy Solutions Division of the Chevron Corporation. In a PPA a third party company 
builds the solar system on school district property, taking on all the cost of materials and labor. 
The company owns the system and is responsible for its maintenance, but it sells the power 
produced by the panels back to the District at a reduced rate. These agreements usually last from 
10 to 25 years and at the end of the contract the school district has the option of buying the 
system, renewing the contact, terminating the deal altogether and having the third party 
organization remove the solar system.  Recent California history (think Enron, energy black outs, 
etc.) would indicate that being in the power business is very risky. An installation that would 
provide the Goleta Union School District about a 70% reduction in electrical costs would require 
a minimum of 2 acres of solar panels (this would completely cover Foothill’s playground visible 
from Cathedral Oaks). What are the long-term maintenance costs and value of the system? Our 
district electrical consultant in reviewing installation figures provided by Chevron seemed to 
think these figures somewhat inflated (the Honeywell Project was expensive and the district 
incurred large costs for ten years before receiving significant returns on investment). The 
Chevron study noted ten million dollars in savings and rebates over the 25-year life cycle of a 
large scale (seven million dollar) solar project. This number warrants very close scrutiny. 
 
A PPA study was commissioned by the district from a vendor (at no cost) recommended by 
Tremco International, Solar City. In Solar City’s first draft, they did not recommend a PPA for 
Goleta Union School District because satellite pictures indicated that the large number of trees 
surrounding many of our schools (think Foothill). Although the trees often eliminate the need for 
air conditioning, they make achieving an adequate amount of solar panels on school roofs 
problematic. After revising their figures, they projected a first year savings of approximately 
$20,000 with a fifteen-year savings projection of $360,000. Compare this savings to the ten 
million dollars in savings in the Chevron proposal. 
 
Many plans for large-scale energy projects depend on climates that require a great deal of air 
conditioning to pencil out. We are fortunate to have such a mild coastal climate and do not run 
our schools year round so we do not have much need for air conditioning. The only air 
conditioning in the district is in portable classrooms and at Isla Vista school where we are 
currently combining summer schools for significant energy savings.  
 
We have been studying third party solar agreements for three years. The bottom line is always 
great value for the third party with the school district portion much smaller and based on 
fluctuating power costs. 
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The District will continue to study the risk and rewards of these agreements very carefully. The 
annual cost of electricity on all Goleta sites is $278,000 @ approximately 1.8 kWh. 
 
Natural Gas:  We have released utility data to a third party provider, Tiger Natural Gas, to study 
gas purchase from an outside provider. Most of the achievable savings in reductions of natural 
gas consumption were accrued with the Honeywell Project. But the idea of purchasing cheaper 
natural gas from a third party provider or as part of a consortium of gas users warrants continued 
study.  
 
The most intriguing new idea to come along for natural gas savings would be to replace our state 
of the art Honeywell programmable thermostats with a new thermostat in each classroom from 
the Proliphix – IP Thermostat Energy Management Company. These are wireless Internet-
enabled network thermostats, which have the ability to manage a large number of thermostats 
from one central location. When students go home for vacation, we currently dispatch 
maintenance staff to shut off power to portable classrooms (which are heavy energy consumers). 
Using these thermostats and computer software, we could shut everything off at these times in all 
of the District classrooms. Currently these thermostats are cost prohibitive and the technology is 
too new to determine reliability. Great care would have to be taken in taking away classroom 
control of thermostats (within parameters set by the District) from teachers. Energy control and 
cost savings should never compromise classroom comfort and productivity. But the idea of 
having operating control over a distributed system of thermostats in hundreds of classrooms is 
very interesting and we are following this development closely. 
 
Other Electricity Savings:  Common sense savings have included lowering thermostat settings 
throughout the district, mandating the removal of microwaves, coffee makers, dorm refrigerators, 
toaster ovens and space heaters from classrooms, In addition to removing extra full size 
refrigerators from teacher’s lounges. The extra cost associated with the proliferation of these 
appliances can be thousands of electrical dollars a year for the district. Teachers can help by 
pressing the unoccupied button on the programmable thermostats when they are out of the 
classrooms for a long period of time, and keeping doors and windows closed when the heating or 
air conditioners are on. 
 
Building lighting systems consume about 37% of a building’s electricity and for this reason 
deserve close scrutiny for energy savings. The last major lighting upgrade was with the 
Honeywell Project in 1996 when solid state energy efficient ballasts and high efficiency T-8 
fluorescent tubes were retrofitted in all district fixtures. We are currently studying the following 
lighting options. 

• Day lighting – Yields the greatest value for the dollar and the most pleasant and 
productive indoor working environment for students. District classrooms have been 
designed to maximize the use of day lighting and to further increase the amount of day 
lighting would require the installation of skylights, which would probably not be cost 
effective at this time. When the district begins replacing roofs in 10 years this is an option 
that should be carefully studied. 

• Occupancy Sensors – Occupancy sensors were installed in district bathrooms with 
Measure “M” funding in 1998. Technology for occupancy sensors for classrooms was 
determined to be too unreliable in the late 1990’s. There were many stories of classroom 
lights going off at the worst possible time – in the middle of testing when there was the 
least student motion – for example. In the last few years this technology has greatly 
improved and in energy audits prepared by Southern California Edison, it was determined 
that this would be a good investment for the district. We have prepared a project for grant 
funding jointly with the City of Goleta that would provide occupancy sensors for all 
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Goleta classrooms at no cost in four schools this summer using G.U.S.D. staff to install 
the sensors with labor cost to be reimbursed to the district. 

• Standard Exit Lights – These would also be replaced with L.E.D. exit lights in the four 
schools. 

• T-5 Lighting – This could replace the current T-8 lighting. Replacement of existing 
classroom fixtures with T-5 technology can yield significant energy savings, dramatically 
reduced maintenance cost with a reduction in the number of lighting fixtures, ballasts and 
lamps that would have to be replaced. The new fixtures would look very similar to the 
fixtures in the Isla Vista classrooms with the advantages of indirect (and evenly 
distributed lighting of 30-70 foot candles throughout the room). The lights could be 
reconfigured to take advantage of classroom day lighting and a row of fixtures could be 
eliminated near the windows with step up lighting controls. The new fixtures would give 
the recently modernized classrooms a nice new look. This project would be very capital 
intensive. It could cost up to three million dollars. We will, however, continue to study 
the cost and feasibility of this lighting upgrade. 

• Replacement of Exterior Parking Lot and Exterior School Site Lighting – Replacement of 
these lights would be done with very high efficiency induction or L.E.D. lighting. This is 
a project that would improve nighttime lighting while significantly reducing costs. The 
project would yield the greatest cost savings at Isla Vista school, which has a large 
amount of night lighting. The project would be capital intensive, but we are studying cost 
and feasibility.  

• Cleaning or Replacing Lighting Diffusers – This can increase available light by 40% in 
fluorescent fixtures. All lighting diffusers were cleaned or replaced with Measure “M” 
funding. 

• Painting Ceilings – This was accomplished with Measure “M” funding and has improved 
lighting efficiency. Painting ceilings white increases room lighting by reflecting light 
back down into the classroom. 

• L.E.D. Lighting – This technology holds tremendous promise. A standard 100-watt 
incandescent lamp puts out 1200 lumens with a very short lamp life. Currently L.E.D. 
lighting is only 50% as efficient as T-5 fluorescent lighting but is rapidly closing the gap. 
Tremendous energy efficiency, solid-state reliability, incredibly low long term life cycle 
maintenance costs, these are the hallmarks of L.E.D. lighting. Most engineers feel that 
L.E.D. lighting will replace all forms of down lighting in the next few years with rapid 
advances coming in two years based on current lab work. District staff attended a one-
day class in Ventura on L.E.D. lighting innovations. With technology changing so rapidly 
and given the high capitol cost of replacing lighting fixtures, it makes sense to wait two 
years while following these innovations very carefully. 

 

Summary 

In conclusion, significant progress has been made over the last 14 years to improve energy 
efficiency. We will continue to carefully examine any available change in technology, 
government incentives, or in the regulatory environment that could yield energy or utility cost 
savings. Each one of these potential projects will be examined on a cost benefit basis. Any 
energy or utility savings project that can pay for itself from the savings generated from utility 
reductions in three years when the cost of borrowed capital is very low should be a priority. 
After three years and the project cost is recovered, the savings can go on for decades as in the 
Honeywell Project. Projects with a payback for capital investment of 5, 10, 15, and 20 years 
will also be examined but with much greater scrutiny. 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
 
DATE:  February 26, 2010 
 
TO:  Goleta Union School District Board of Trustees 

Goleta City Council 
 
FROM: Steve Chase, Director, Planning and Environmental Services 
  Dan Nemechek, Senior Planner 
 
SUBJECT: Energy Efficiency Community Block Grant (EECBG) Program 

 
 
On February 17, 2009, President Obama signed the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) which, for the first time, funded the Energy Efficiency 
Community Block Grant (EECBG) Program. The program was designed to assist local 
and state governments, to implement projects and programs that reduce total energy 
use and fossil fuel emissions, and improve energy efficiency in buildings and facilities. 
 
With the release of Federal funding announcement the Department of Energy 
authorized California to receive $351.5 million dollars via the EECBG Program. 
Approximately $302 million of the grant funds would go directly to large cities and 
counties via a direct application to the DOE.  The remaining approximately $49.6 million 
was directed to the California Energy Commission (CEC), with 60 percent ($29.7 
million) of these funds to be made available to small cities and counties (cities with 
populations less than 35,000 and counties less than 200,000) via a grant solicitation 
process managed by their Department.  
 
In June, the CEC submitted an application to the Department of Energy to both 
authorize the program in which grant funding would be dispersed, and to receive 
authority to expend EECBG funds to small cities and counties for eligible projects. 
Goleta will be eligible for $159,422 in grant funding from this program.  
 
DISCUSSION: 
 
In September 2009, a team comprised of representatives from the City Southern 
California Edison, and the Community Environmental Council began meeting to develop 
a list of possible projects under the EEBCG Program.  The team explored numerous 
options, many of which would reduce energy consumption, but ultimately did not meet 
the stringent EECBG Program requirements of kilowatt hours saved per dollars of grant 
money spent. 
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After significant research and review, the team developed a list of projects which would 
satisfy the requirements of the EECBG Program and would allow leveraging of 
additional Southern California Energy rebate funds (as encouraged by the CEC). The 
final list of projects is as follows: 
 
City Wide 

• Replacement of all new roadway intersection lights with new energy efficient LED 
roadway intersection lights. 

• Cost: $80,750 
 
City Hall 

• Replacement of all existing T-12 overhead lighting fixtures with new energy 
efficient T-8 lighting fixtures and bulbs. 

• Replacement of existing “EXIT” signage with new energy efficient LED signs. 
• Installation of additional motion sensors to reduce unnecessary energy 

expenditure. 
• Cost: $23,747 

 
Goleta Valley Community Center (GVCC) 

• Replacement of existing T-12 overhead lighting fixtures with new energy efficient 
T-8 lighting fixtures and bulbs. 

• Cost: $17,433 
 

Goleta Union School District (Brandon, Kellogg, Ellwood, & La Patera Schools) 
• Replacement of existing “EXIT” signage with new energy efficient LED signs. 
• Installation of motion sensors to reduce unnecessary energy expenditure. 
• Cost: $ 43,009 

 
The total project cost including materials and non materials is: $175,242. Edison 
rebates are: $15,949. Grant amount: $159,422. 
 
The City has received word that our application has been deemed complete and formal 
approval from the California Energy Commission should be received in March.  What 
this means for the Goleta Union School District is that installation of the identified 
equipment should be able to begin this summer with an anticipated completion date of 
no later than February 12, 2012.   
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                                                                                                                 Discussion/Action 
 
March 4, 2010 
 
School Safety Report 
 
Jackie Law, Assistant Superintendent, Pupil Personnel and Special Services 
 
 
 
Jackie Law will give a report on school safety and the process to address it. 
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Presentation to the Board of Trustees
and the City of Goleta

Jackie Law 
   

March 4, 2010
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SCHOOL SAFETY FACTS 
 
 
• California Education Code 32280 requires all schools to have a 

Comprehensive School Safety Plan and a Site Disaster Plan using the 
Standardized Emergency Management System (SEMS) with an Incident 
Command System (ICS). 

 
• The School Site Disaster  (SEMS) Plan is based on the three R’s of crisis 

management: 
  
1.  Readiness 

 Prevention         
 Know what could happen 
 School climate 
 Environmental challenge 
 Create Comprehensive Safety Plan Including: 

- Purpose  
- School crime status  
- Strategies/procedures school safety  
- Child abuse reporting  
- Natural disaster/lock down  
- Disciplinary rules/regulations  
- Notification to teachers, dangerous students  
- Discrimination/harassment  
- Dress code (students)   
- Safe ingress and egress  
- Safe, orderly environment statement  
- Hate crime reporting procedures 

 Preparedness 
 Create a plan addressing everyone’s needs  
 Assign teams  
 Discuss procedures 
 Supplies in place 

 
2.  Response 

 Responsibilities of each position are clear 
 Practice, Practice, Practice 

**The most important safety response is that the students listen 
 

3.  Recovery 
 Account for all  
 Reunification and release 
 Post event processing and assistance 
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• GUSD Management of School Safety: 
 

1. Implementation of Individual Comprehensive School Safety Plans and School 
Disaster Plans: 
 The Principal is responsible for an annual updating of their Site Disaster 

Plans (SEMS)(see Attachment A), and their Comprehensive School Safety 
Plans (see Attachment B). 

      
2. Monitoring Maintenance of Disaster Supplies/Materials.  

 Status of all supplies is checked annually, including missing supplies, 
supplies that must be replenished, and supplies that have a shelf life - such 
as water, batteries, etc. (see Attachment C).  

     
3. Implementation of Drills:  

 The school is responsible for planning and implementing fire drills, natural 
disaster drills and lockdown drills (see Attachment D). 

     
4. Periodic Staff Training:  

 The Special Services Department and Site Principals collaborate annually on 
providing relevant staff training.  
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Attachment A 
 

Table of Contents 
 
 
1. Site Disaster Plan Page 1 
 
2. 

 
Buddy Teachers 

 
Page 3 

 
3. 

 
Support Personnel 

 
Page 4 

 
4. 

 
Responsibilities/Tasks 

 
Page 5-11 

  

-          All Staff 
- Incident Commander 
- Custodial 
- Office Manager 
- Operations Team Members 
- First Aid Team 
- Damage/Safety Assessment teams 
- Emergency Assembly Area Team 
- Parent Communication/Reunification Team 
- Campus Security Team 
- Buddy Teachers 

 

 
5. 

 
General Procedures 

 
Page 12-16 

 
6. 

 
Attachments 

 
Page 17-28 

 • Evacuation area by grade level map 
• Location of fire extinguishers map 
• Map of rations, kits, first aide and tools 
• Aerial view map for gas, electricity, water shut-offs 
• Student report form 
• Activity log 
• Runner form 
• School emergency information 
• Bathroom pass 
• School emergency preparedness points to remember 
• Part 1 & 2 – Earthquake Drill 
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Attachment D 
                          
  GOLETA UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT 
 Pupil Personnel and Special Services 

 
 
September, 2009    
 
TO:  Principals 
 
FROM:  Jackie Law, Assistant Superintendent 
  Pupil Services /Special Services 
 
RE:  Safety Checklist 
    
Please return this information to the Special Service office no later than October 1, 2009.   
 
Natural disaster drill: Date: 9/24/09  Time: 10:30 a.m.  
 
Lock-down drill: Date: 11/19/09  Time: 8:30 a.m.  
 
Monthly fire drill:  Date: 8/26/09  Time: 11:15 a.m.  
 
     Date: 9/24/09  Time: 10:30 a.m.  
 
    Date: 10/15/09  Time: 9:00 a.m. - Shake Out  
 
    Date: 11/19/09  Time: 8:30 a.m. - Lockdown  
 
    Date: 12/14/09  Time: 1:15 p.m.  
 
    Date: 1/12/10  Time: 2:30 p.m.  
 
    Date: 2/10/10  Time: 8:30 a.m.  
 
    Date: 3/18/10  Time: 11:30 a.m.  
 
    Date: 4/19/10  Time: 11:15 a.m.  
 
    Date: 5/17/10  Time: 9:45   
 
√  Completed Inventory of Disaster Shed  
 
√  Completed Inventory of Trauma kits  (ice chest) 
 
√ Completed Inventory of Violence Response Kits  
 
√  Completed Disaster Plans: 
 
  √  Copy of plan attached 
 
    I will send a copy of the plan by:      
 
 
 
Completed by: Lisa Maglione   School:  Isla Vista    
 
JL:ah 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
 
DATE:  February 26, 2010 
 
TO:  Goleta Union School District Board of Trustees 

Goleta City Council 
 
FROM: Dan Singer, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Safety and Capital Improvement Projects Around School Sites   
 

 
 
Goleta’s Community Services Director and City Engineer, Steve Wagner, will provide 
the Board and Council with a PowerPoint presentation on this subject matter.  Steve 
Wagner will speak about the City’s recent and past capital improvement and safety 
improvement projects which serve the Goleta Union school sites.  He will also highlight 
future improvements that achieve this goal. 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
 
DATE:  February 26, 2010 
 
TO:  Goleta Union School District Board of Trustees 

Goleta City Council 
 
FROM: Dan Singer, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Redevelopment Agency Funding and Pass Thru Payments and Public 

Safety Report   
 

 
 
At Thursday’s joint meeting, the City’s Redevelopment, Neighborhood Services and 
Public Safety Director, Vyto Adomaitis, will provide a PowerPoint presentation relating 
to the City’s Redevelopment Agency and corresponding funding.  Redevelopment 
Agencies provide a unique tool for local governments to work toward the goal of 
eliminating blight, stimulating private development or redevelopment, and focusing on 
low-income housing opportunities.  The funding mechanism for Redevelopment 
Agencies and the “pass-thru” payments to other entities such as school districts is quite 
unique and worthy of a brief overview.  
 
Mr. Adomaitis will highlight some of Goleta’s Redevelopment Agency priorities and will 
also discuss the City’s public safety efforts, especially in the area of our youth 
population and school sites.  Mr. Adomaitis will be joined by the City’s Chief of Police, 
Lt. Phil Willis. 
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Discussion and or Action 

March 4, 2010 

Use of District Facilities 

Ralph Pachter, Assistant Superintendent, Fiscal Services 
  
  
Board Brief 
The use of District facilities and playgrounds by the community is governed by the tenets 
of the Civic Center Act which is rooted in the Education Code and expressed in Board 
Policy 1330.  The current fee schedule structure for use of facilities was adjusted on 
February 10, 2010, and represents a 25% increase to rental rates since the previous 
adjustment in February 2005.  The District has traditionally extended every courtesy to 
youth and other community groups wishing to use facilities and grounds. 

Civic Center Use 
Education Code Sections 32282 and 38130 to 38139, provide the framework for 
establishing proper use of school facilities by the community.  The Board retains the right 
to set rates for Direct Costs and Fair Rental Value.   
Generally, District staff has tried to limit the rental cost to nonprofit groups that provide 
educational and recreational opportunities for children in the community. Use by for-
profit groups, or organizations that do not provide services to youth or schools are 
charged at least Direct Costs, and usually Fair Rental Value rates.  Vigorous attempts are 
made to verify the nonprofit status of applicants in order to properly determine whether a 
facilities fee should be charged. 
The four District schools that are located in the City of Goleta, (La Patera, Brandon, 
Kellogg and Ellwood Elementary Schools) all have playfields that are used regularly by 
community youth athletic organizations such as, American Youth Soccer Organization, 
Goleta Valley South Little League, Page Youth Center, Youth Football League and 
others.  Most of the scheduled uses of District fields are for after school sports practices.  
Generally, if the applicant is a nonprofit organization, and the use is prior to 5 p.m. on 
weekdays, then fees are waived consistent with the provisions of the Civic Center Act.  
Permits granted for use after these hours, on weekends, or, during non-school days, 
generally have fees charged due to the need for restroom facilities. 

Community Use of Facilities 
The District does not monitor playfields after school hours, and groups that apply for a 
use permit are given priority for the specific use of that field.  Each group, whether 
paying a fee or not, is asked, on an honor system, to share fields whenever possible to 
ensure that neighborhood residents have access to recreational space on a walk-up basis. 
The open campus nature of our school sites allows Goleta residents the freedom to use 
the facilities.  The District has tried to balance this access by the community, the benefits 
of providing space for organized after school sports and the financial implications of 
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daily use of these facilities.  Tournaments and special use requests usually are charged 
the higher fee rate, or fees are negotiated for multi-day events. Attached for reference is a 
recent profile of use and fees collected by school 
 

Fee Schedule 
The rental rates below were adopted by the Board on February 10, 2010.  These fees 
recover a minimal amount of the true cost of maintaining playfields. The District has a 
rigorous maintenance protocol, but the demand for nearly year-round daily use prevents 
fields from resting for long enough periods to allow professional, or college athletics 
condition standards to be sustained. 
          
                                                        Fee Schedule for Facility Use 
                                                                                                                                             
Facility                                                            Direct Cost                    Fair Value  
 
Boardroom/per hr.                                          37.50                        58.75 
 
Classrooms/per hr.                                            26.25                        38.75 
 
Computer Lab/per computer                             7.50                         n/a 
 
MPR/ with restrooms/hr.                                 37.50                         58.75  
 
Library                                                               26.25                         58.75 
 
Athletic Fields/per hr.                                       13.75                         21.25 
 
Playground/parking                                            7.50                         10.00 
 
Restrooms: 
 
School year, school days 
    Before 5:00 p.m.                                             no charge                  no charge 
 
    All other                                                           36.25                       36.25   
                                                                                     
                    
 
Direct Costs were determined to be those costs of supplies, utilities, services and 
employee salaries necessitated by the organization’s use of the facilities. 
 
Fair Rental Value includes Direct Costs, plus the amortized costs of the facilities used for 
the duration of the activity. 
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City of Goleta and Goleta Union School District Joint Field Use 
 
There may be interest in exploring the idea of GUSD and the City of Goleta creating a 
joint scheduling framework, or establishing a protocol for after school and weekend use 
of District playgrounds.  The goal may be to maximize use and revenue.  As previously 
noted, the fields are currently heavily used, both by groups applying for use permits, and 
informally by neighborhood residents. Fees collected by GUSD are modest when 
measured against the annual cost of maintaining these facilities. 
 
A separate consideration is that any agreement between the City of Goleta and GUSD 
would only involve four of the nine District schools, and policy equity issues would need 
to be addressed. 
 
Summary 
 
The District’s policies and procedures for use of school site playgrounds places a priority 
on student after school athletic and recreational activities. Unrestricted community walk-
up use of playgrounds as neighborhood public facilities is also supported by the GUSD 
Board.  Modest fees are charged for other uses.  The field use fees are not intended to 
cover major upgrades, but do help offset a portion of the basic operating costs. A joint 
use strategy with the City of Goleta could be developed for four of the District’s nine 
schools, but this may alter the current pattern of utilization by youth, nonprofit and adult 
organizations. 
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MEMORANDUM 

 
 
DATE:  February 26, 2010 
 
TO:  Goleta Union School District Board of Trustees 

Goleta City Council 
 
FROM: Dan Singer, City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Park Use Fees and Shared Use Discussions  

 
 
In 2008, the City of Goleta undertook a comprehensive study and review of all of our 
user fees, namely in the area of planning and permitting fees, but also inclusive of such 
things as park reservation fees.  Goleta’s fees were somewhat outdated, thus on 
December 1, 2008, the City Council adopted a revised fee schedule that impacted most 
of our fees, including park fees.  A part of that discussion was whether or not to offer fee 
discounts to non-profit and/or education users.  The Council opted instead to keep the 
fees reasonable to all users and therefore did not seek full cost recovery for park fees.  
They did, however, create peak and off-peak hour fees believing that doing so would 
help local schools who often will use our park’s group picnic area during school 
days/times.  A copy of the Park Fee Information Sheet is attached to this report. 
 
Further deliberations by the Council at the time the fee schedule was adopted included 
suggestions for enabling our local public schools to have fees waved through the 
signing of a shared-use agreement.  The concept behind the agreement would be to 
acknowledge the community benefit of our local school playgrounds, play areas and 
outdoor resources.  In exchange, the City would agree to allow public parks to be used 
for school activities, even of a group nature in our reserved picnic areas where fees are 
generally required.  Such an agreement would provide mutual benefit to both entities 
with the primary benefactors being our community-members and school children, 
without the City needing to compromise our fee schedule. 
 
Since the City’s fee schedule adoption did result in an increase in fees, there have been 
numerous requests by our local schools to discount or eliminate the fee.  The Board of 
Trustees and the City Council may wish to provide further direction to staff on the desire 
to create some type of shared use agreement or other mechanism to realize our mutual 
goals.  The joint School Board-City Council meeting allows for such a discussion to take 
place. 
 
Attachment:   Park Fee Information Sheet 
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