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The 10th meeting of the GCISD Bond Planning Committee was held at 6 p.m. on
Thursday, January 14, 2010, at the Professional Development and Education Center.
Thirty-seven members of the 52-member committee were present.

Welcome andOutline of Goals, Themes and Process

Paula Barbaroux, GCISD Chief Operations Officer and Administrative Facilitator/
Advisor to the Committee, welcomed members and outlined the agenda for the meeting,
which included presentations by each subcommittee followed by discussion and a vote by
the full committee. She encouraged members to focus on the items being recommended
by each subcommittee in terms of benefit to the District, impact on existing programs and
services, and direction the District needs to go to serve students and prepare them for
successful futures.

Ms. Barbaroux shared that based on the recommendations being presented during this
meeting, the total cost for the bond program is approximately $126 million. The priority
themes from the subcommittee recommendations are:
¥ Facilities Maintenance
¥ Safety and Security
¥ Educational Maintenance and Enhancements (i.e. instructional technology
maintenance would be updating existing labs while enhancements would be added
equipment)
¥ Systems and Operations Maintenance (i.e. replacing school buses, technology
servers, etc.)

Committee members spent 10 minutes individually reviewing the lists of each
subcommittee recommendations prior to the subcommittee reports. Each subcommittee
chairperson was given 10 minutes to present recommendations and rationale for the items
included and removed from the list of requests. A 45-minute discussion of the full
committee followed, and then members voted to approve, approve with questions and/or
redirection, or deny each subcommittee recommendation.

Presentations by Subcommittees
Elementary School Renovations & Additions and Early Childhood Development Center




Started with $58.7 million in requests and reduced to $19.3 million in
recommendations (approximate 67 percent reduction)

Priority themes remain security and safety, maintenance and facility up-keep
Since last meeting, have worked to further refine list of recommended items and
look for ways to rescope requests to reduce costs; examples include modifying
requests for additional classrooms for BCES and SLES where growth is projected
and reducing the scope of work on restroom updates at several schools

In considering the target cost of the overall bond program and how much the
community is likely to support in determining items to remove, removed several
items including stage curtain replacements and T8 lighting efficiency upgrades
that were originally included in the preliminary recommendation (December 12);
TS5 lighting upgrades are on hold but not being recommended for the same reasons
Efforts were to be as conservative as possible while still addressing needs at the
elementary schools

During the meeting, a duplication was discovered that resulted in a $200,000
reduction to the elementary recommendations

Secondary School Renovations & Additions (PowerPoint presentation)

¥

¥

Started with $90 million in requests and reduced to $42.7 million in
recommendations (approximate 52.5 percent reduction)

Priority themes include facilities maintenance, safety and security, and
instructional programs

Majority of projects recommended involve maintenance, safety, functionality,
compliance, and kitchens

Maintenance items are key in this recommendation because the District does not
have the operational budget to support ongoing facility maintenance needs such as
replacement of roofs, equipment and infrastructure

Roofing for a 5-year bond program comprises approximately 55 percent ($23.7
million) of the total cost for secondary school renovations and additions

Under safety and security, subcommittee members assessed critical needs and
code/regulatory requirements

In instruction, priorities were to increase learning opportunities and prepare
students for future educational and career opportunities; some instructional items
had to be removed to accommodate for critical maintenance and safety/security
requests

Are recommending a renovation at GHS to provide a career and technology center
for all GCISD high school students and considering ways to consolidate other
requests into the project to maximize dollars for the greatest instructional value

Sports Facilities & Ancillary Facilities

¥

¥

Started with $84.6 million in requests and reduced to $18.4 million in
recommendations (approximate 78 percent reduction)

Priority themes include maintenance, replacement of non-functional equipment,
and safety

Maintained focus on equality between schools and long-term sustainability vs.
short-term repairs



¥

Items for recommendation include maintenance and repairs of roofs, track
surfaces, and pool and deck surfaces at the Swim Center, replacement of
scoreboards that have or will reach the end of their useful life during the bond
cycle, and renovation of Mustang-Panther Stadium to expand the visitor locker
room to accommodate a full team

Also recommended is artificial turf on middle school competition fields ($4.5
million); the subcommittee cited high usage of these fields by many student
groups throughout the year, reduced annual maintenance cost, and equality among
schools as reasons for recommending

Q: What is the replacement cycle on the artificial turfPhe standard is eight years, but
the District is expecting to get at least 10 years out of the artificial turf approved as part
of the 2005 Bond Program.

Furniture, Fixtures & Equipment

¥

¥

¥

Started with $15.9 million in requests and reduced to $8.1 million in
recommendations (approximate 49 percent reduction)

Priority themes are student focus and instructional benefit, efficiency/maintenance
and facilities up-keep, and safety

Items for recommendation include classroom furniture and cafeteria tables, library
books, and replacement of custodial equipment, tractors (25 years old) for
grounds maintenance, and Print Shop equipment of an age where parts and/or
services are no longer available

The subcommittee has decided to recommend propane buses in light of the
District being awarded a grant for a propane refueling station; the subcommittee’s
original recommendation was for diesel buses

Also recommended is replacement/addition of band instruments, which are
funded through bond programs because the District does not have the operational
budget to support ongoing instrument replacements; the subcommittee allocated
$1.25 million for the purchase of traditional (flute, trumpet, etc.) and non-
traditional (bassoon, oboe, tuba, etc.) to be divided as $37,500 per year for each
middle school and $50,000 per year for each high school

The subcommittee reduced the amount for library furniture requested for BCES
and GHE based on feedback from those campuses

Technology (PowerPoint presentation)

¥

¥

¥

Started with $59.2 million in requests and reduced to $32.9 million in
recommendations (approximate 44 percent reduction)

Priority themes are student focus and instructional benefit, efficiency/maintenance
and facilities up-keep, and safety

Items for recommendation include replacement of computers, projectors, mobile
labs, and printers that will reach their end of useful life during the bond cycle,
addition of projectors to complete the projector project initiated in the 2005 Bond
Program, replace/update network infrastructure to handle increased demand, and
implementation of additional technology teaching tools such as interactive
whiteboards, student response systems, and slates.



¥ Also recommended is a 1:1 personal computing initiative (“netbook project”) that
would provide a computing device for secondary students ($11.5 million for
grades 6-12, includes devices, infrastructure, and monitoring and management
software)

¥ Subcommittee discussions centered on the desire to further integrate technology
into the classroom to enhance curriculum, provide support for online testing,
update technology to current standards, upgrade to digital vs. analog for digital
video capability to classrooms, and remain competitive with surrounding districts

¥ Supporting online testing is necessary to transition to state-mandated end-of-
course assessments that will take effect in the 2011-2012 school year; the state is
encouraging districts to conduct these assessments online and current school
computer labs will not accommodate online testing effectively (i.e. CHHS has
three computer labs to serve 2,500 students; will take 6-8 weeks to complete
online testing for all students)

¥ Subcommittee also discussed minimizing the impact on the District’s operating
budget by bundling and packing projects with technical support, warranties, etc.

After the presentations, the committee engaged in a lengthy discussion about the 1:1
personal computing device initiative for secondary students. Key points are available
under Presentations on the Bond 2010 website. Additional discussion questions and
responses are as follows:

Discussionb1:1 Computing Device Initiative and Technology Recommendations

Q: On the netboks, would there be a warrantyThe District would consider two
options: 1) purchasing available warranties, or 2) self-insuring the devices. Both options
would be funded with student fees for the devices. The fee is estimated at $40-$50 and
would serve as insurance to cover repairs or theft.

Q: Would there be a scholarship program to cover the insurance fee for families who
cannot afford the cost?Yes. The Technology Department is looking into a grant to
fund scholarships.

Q: The OC Taylor PTA iduying the clickers and our understanding is that they
decided the whiteboards were not what they wanted them tdMeat did you learn
about the whiteboardshe subcommittee used the interactive whiteboard during its
meetings and tested how it worked. Additionally, administrators who traveled to
Scotland in the fall as part of the Sister City exchange between Grapevine and West
Lothian saw interactive whiteboards being used daily in all their classrooms. It is
technology that is becoming the standard for classrooms across the globe and
subcommittee members expressed that if teachers have the opportunity to use them to
their full capabilities, it will be a great tool for them. Admittedly, some of the first
generation whiteboards were finicky and may have left a negative impression on those
who used them. An alternative to the whiteboard is the interactive slate, which is a
mobile device that uses the same software as the whiteboards.



The District’s Technology Department is gathering information and testing the various
interactive tools currently available.

Q: How will the 1:1 nitiative not increase operating costs to the Districl® terms of
managing, we would partner with the Career and Technology Department. During our
visit to Grand Prairie, we learned that 100 percent of the physical maintenance on the
devices is done by CTE students so the existing PC support staff is not bearing that
additional duty. Also, in terms of software support, we’re looking at virtualization that
would automatically load the software, thus eliminating the need for manual updates.
The “cloud computing” method would make reimaging the devices very fast and
efficient. While some software costs would be absorbed by the existing technology
budget, District personnel do not expect a large hit to the operating budget.

Q: What about the fee? Some students wonOt be able to afford it, so wouldnOt there
still be some impact to the DistrictThe Technology Department is looking into a grant

to fund scholarships. The District also is researching how other districts handle this

situation to determine the best method for GCISD.

Q: Will labs at the secondary campuses go awa&thaps one at CHHS, but most still
will be needed at the secondary campuses. The portable computing devices are not full-
blown laptops; they have less horsepower and would not accommodate high-powered
programs such as Photoshop or CAD programs. Therefore, the stationary computer labs
are still needed. However, the netbook devices will serve the bulk of the computing
needs for the classrooms very well.

Q: What about training for teachers?The subcommittee and the District consider this
to be the biggest and most crucial step in making this initiative a success. Training will
help educators learn how to use these new technology tools for effective and meaningful
instruction. Also, some of our students go to homes without a computer and we want all
our students to have the same kinds of tools they need to be successful in college and
beyond. So providing training for teachers to help bridge that gap is critical.

Q: Will students who have their own laptops be able to use them instead of the District
model to reduce the number needed to purchadéi? District will explore this

possibility strongly. Certain requirements do exist to ensure accessibility and to protect

the integrity of the District network. Requirements would include, but are not limited to,

virus protection, software licensing, and student management controls. Additionally, the
District is considering options for families to rent or purchase the District-issue devices

from GCISD.

Q: Has the subcommittee considered leasing the devicBs2d money must be used
only for capital expenses; therefore, leasing is not an option for the District.

Q: Would doing this initiative at just high school rather than all secondaades (6
12)reduce the cosby about half Refining the scope to high school might save about
$2 million, but would not reduce the cost by half. A 1:1 program would replace other



technology needs and those items could be removed from the bond program. Without a
1:1 program, approximately $9 million would be added back to the cost. Items that
would have to be added back into the bond program include:
¥ Addition of computers and infrastructure to meet online testing requirements
($4.5 million escalated)
¥ Addition of netbook carts to replace outdated mobile technology carts
($754,000 escalated)
¥ Replacement of 2,000 computers on cycle to reach end-of-useful life
($2.2 million escalated)
¥ Addition of interactive instructional devices to increase the ratio to 2:1
($500,000 escalated)
¥ Addition of power contingencies for mobile technology carts
($250,000 escalated).
Also important to remember is that the total cost of $11.5 million for the 1:1 initiative
includes not just the cost of the devices but the required software, infrastructure, etc., that
will be needed regardless of whether the 1:1 initiative is just for high school or includes
all secondary grade levels.

Q: How many students will the $11.5 million accommodatB@tween 7,600 and 8,000
students. The actual devices would cost around $625; the remaining amount would fund
costs such as software and infrastructure.

Q: One reported benefit of the 1:1 program isetlbility to accommodate online
testing, which is a target of the state. However, if online testing is so expensive, how
are districts going to do itnline testing provides the benefit of testing as late as

possible in the course so as to maximize instructional content for students. Most districts
currently do not have the technology in place to accommodate simultaneous testing of
students (i.e. end-of-course exams at secondary levels). This is the case for GCISD.

Without adding technology, one option to accommodate online exams would be to

stagger test times to allow students to use existing computer labs and laptops. Using this
process at GCISD’s high schools, the end-of-course testing process could take 6-8 weeks

to complete online. Such a lengthy testing period would impact instructional time.

Online testing cannot be mandated by the state until at least the next legislative session,
which is summer 2011. State leaders have been discussing this direction for several
years. Most course exams are being piloted online and, while paper testing is still an
option, District leaders anticipate that online testing will be required for all courses in the
foreseeable future. Districts statewide will be determining the most effective means of
accommodating the requirement.

Q: Would the 1:1 program replace textbookd?obably not in this bond cycle, but
expected during the next bond cycle. Currently, not all textbooks are available in
electronic form and some are not in a user-friendly format. The textbook publishing
companies are involved in this process and the quality continues to improve. All new
textbook adoptions for core subjects currently include an electronic version. When the
time comes, electronic textbooks can be loaded directly onto the 1:1 devices.



Q: Does the District pay for the online content of textbook$Re state pays for
textbooks in any format.

Q: Would we see a life cyclen the netboolof 3 years, 5 years, etc., on the devices?
We’re looking at a bond cycle of 5 years.

Q: So at the end of five years, all these devices will be atafrde andthe $11.5
million will have depreciated out anteenused up So four years from now weOre
going to need another bond to replace dikese netbooks and the infrastructu?eThe
personal devices will need to be replaced, but not necessarily all the infrastructure. The
1:1 devices will need replacement on a regular cycle just as desktop or laptop computers
need replacement on a regular cycle, but the foundational infrastructure and software will
not need complete replacement.

Comment:We’re going to electronic books in the future, so we have to position
ourselves with the proper infrastructure to support the devices that will accommodate that
future. There’s an expenditure that is required in order to meet the technology where it is
going. For example, five years ago when we started talking about reading newspapers
online, no one believed it would happen and now that has become common practice. So
we’re going to have to do it eventually and once we make that investment, it should last
for a while.

Q: What about studentsO ability to access and do their work at hofhe Zevices will
be equipped to allow students to access certain software from home. An Internet
connection is required to access the District system, which allows for virtual
collaboration with teachers and among students. For students without Internet
connectivity, one option being considered is a “virtual desktop” that students could check
out (much like a library book) that would allow them to work from home without the
need to access the District network. Once students returned to school and accessed the
network, their files would be uploaded automatically. Additionally, textbooks can be
loaded directly onto the devices.

Q: How much memory do the devices havé@®e current netbooks have 2 gig of RAM.
We are looking at 16-gig, solid-state hard drives.

Q: Is the connectivity going to all the schoold®ew access points would be added in
the middle and high school to accommodate network demands for the 1:1 initiative. This
expense is included in the cost of the initiative. Elementary schools would retain current
connectivity capabilities.

Q: A lot of people in our community have had a reduction in imse and they are
concerned about their taxes going up. They want to make sure that if they vote for
something, it is used effectively and efficiently. What is the turnaround time when a
device is lost, stolen or damageahat if a student is unable to dois or her work; and
how are students going to be able to keep up and learn if they donOt RaVadit



District would purchase extra devices that students could check out if their device is
being repaired by CTE students.

Q: Kids can be pretty hard othings, so what will you do when youOre overrun with
repairs and what is the recourse for the student who is not able to turn in work because
itOs on their netbook that is being repairedtudent work will be housed on a virtual
network rather than on the actual hard drive of the device. Therefore, students will be
able to access their work on any device with network connectivity. As for the repairs,
Districts have been surprised at how little damage has occurred to the devices. Once kids
have it, they want to take care of it just like they do their cell phones and mobile music
devices (mp3 players, etc.) Districts with the cloud model of virtualization have not been
overrun with software repairs/updates because the software is managed on the virtual
network, not on each individual device. Therefore, software updates/imaging/etc. are
completed via the network for all devices.

Q: Can you explain how the students would use these in the classroom and what the
subcommittee and District hopes to achieveti@énms of student performance and
benchmarks?Access to information and project-based learning in real time are two
major benefits. Students using 1:1 devices are incredibly engaged in their class
discussion, work or project and are using their devices to be more efficient and to
enhance their understanding. They are able to use virtualization to collaborate with
teachers and other students in real time, not just during the scheduled class period.
Several state and national studies have been conducted on the effectiveness of 1:1
learning and research indicates that discipline decreases while the levels of engagement,
motivation and academic achievement increase with the use of a 1:1 program. Common
threads among the research indicate engagement and student achievement.

Q: What is the plan for implementation2t would be a phase-in process. First would
be upgrading the District’s technology infrastructure to support the devices. Then an
appropriate management system would be determined and teacher training would begin.
The soonest students would begin using the devices would be the fall of 2011, starting
with high school in the first year then adding middle school in the second year.

Comment: This initiative is such an important piece of this bond and being able to
articulate details to the community is going to be really important.

Q: Alot of research has been done into how other districts approached this. Will we
be able to leverage much off of those experiences and how will that be an tayato

us as we go out to talk to the community about this initiativ8@me people are not as
interested in what other districts are doing while others want GCISD to be as good as or
better than other districts, so it could be a deciding factor for some but not others.

Another question to consider is why should some students in other districts have access to

a tool that our kids do not?

Discussionb General



Q: What do we pay per square for roofingPor built-up roofs (includes roofing,
decking, insulation, etc., standard for commercial structures), the budgeted cost is
approximately $10 per square foot, which would be $1,000 per roofing square (100
square feet). The cost is more for metal roofs. The bond requests include five different
types of roof structures to fit the various types of building structures throughout the
District. Industry standards for school and commercial properties are more restrictive
than residential standards. For example, school buildings must meet the 190 Wind Lift
requirement, which means roofs must be designed to sustain wind speeds up to 90 mph.
School buildings also are subject to energy and compliance codes above what is required
for residential structures.

Q: In the past, canopy replacements at schools have beBm&/PTSA expense. Can
you explainthe thought process behind some schools getting canopies and sorfe not
A: Awnings/canopies were recommended in areas where children are clustered, such as
drop-off and pick-up areas, and were considered a safety/welfare concern. At the

elementary schools, the canopies are over walkways and bus drop-offs or areas where
children gather in groups (i.e. at BES, the canopy would replace a wood composition roof

on the outdoor classroom). At CMS, the recommendation is to replace an existing

canopy over a walkway.

Q: The FF&E subcommittee said they would take another look at the requests for
library furniture. Will all campuses have the opportunity to look at their library
requests again?Yes. Some of the requests are instructional in nature and some are to
meet compliance requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA). The
subcommittee will discuss campus requests with the campus administrators to determine
if further reductions are possible.

Q: The sportgpackage has $4.5 million for turf on the middle school competition
fields, but it seems that would buy an awful lot of netbooks. Thinking of the cost of the
bond, is there another option for the fieldsi you take out the cost for the turf, you
have to put back in dirt fields and the related maintenance costs, drainage needs, etc.
Also to consider is the ability to use turf fields more often as they are less impacted by
rain and are more durable than natural grass. For example, a natural field becomes
muddy and unusable in heavy or sustained rains, which impacts physical education
classes and extra-curricular practices, events and competitions. Additionally, natural
grass fields develop ruts, dips and other imperfections that make the fields unusable and
could increase the possibility of injuries. Currently when fields are unusable, programs
“double up” on the usable fields or are unable to continue with the scheduled activity.
GCISD has three turf fields — Mustang-Panther Stadium, the competition field at CHHS,
and the competition field shared by GHS and CTMS (both were approved by voters in
the 2005 Bond Program) — that also are used when not already scheduled.

Other factors to consider include providing equity across the middle school campuses, the
ability to expand the number of events, maintenance and longevity, and return on
investment. Additionally, GCISD fields are used almost daily and year-round for both
District and non-District events. City Parks and Recreation Departments have a joint



agreement with the District to use GCISD fields for youth leagues and the fields are
available for rental by qualifying non-District groups. To add to the usage, the District is
expanding its soccer program to an intramural league at middle school. The
subcommittee discussed the turf request in detail and indicated that the usage benefit for
all students (both athletes and non-athletes) was a key element in the decision to include
the turf in the recommendation.

Q: Where are we in total dollars and whatumber do we need to get toCurrently the
total cost for the bond program stands at approximately $126 million. A target dollar
amount has not been determined; the Board of Trustees is looking to the committee for a
recommendation. The committee should keep in mind the statistical data from the
community survey conducted in July 2009 indicating various levels of community
support (from $64 million to $120 million).

Q: What is the current breakdown of costs by subcommitt@éi2 breakdowns are as
follows:

¥ Elementary School Renovations and ECDC = $19.3 million

¥ Secondary School Renovations = $42.7 million

¥ Technology = $32.9 million

¥ Sports Facilities and Ancillary Facilities = $18.4 million

¥ Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment = $8.1
The total is approximately $121 million excluding related bond costs. District
administrators are strategizing with the financial advisor on methods to reduce the bond
cost and are reviewing items recommended by each subcommittee to further refine costs.

Q: Inregard to the tdal escalation, is it possible to compile a more detailed timeline of
when the work will be done so as to reduce some of the escalation costs? We can bring
the costs down if we did some early so as to reduce escalation, and wouldnOt it be better
to do tha than have to eliminate some things that are really beneficial and needied?

is possible to save escalation on some projects by doing them earlier in the program.

District officials will work with the architects on packaging the projects and determining

realistic timelines for beginning and completing work. That process involves reviewing

the scope of each project, creating and finalizing drawings, and continuing to refine how

those projects are packaged to contractors. Additionally, irregularities in the marketplace

make it more difficult to project costs and realistic timelines because the timing of when

a bond election will occur has not yet been established. Now that the District has the list

of items being recommended, administrators can begin working with the architects to

develop bid packages and/or recommend projects to be accomplished early in the

program.

Q: If weOre at $120 million already, thatOs a lot to be at the top threshold of what the
community said it would support in the survey@mot really getting anything.The
community is looking to us for fiscal stewardship; they told us through that survey that

they want us to take care of the assets in which they have already invested. In this

economy, patrons may not think that “new” is something they want to pay for right now



but they do want us to maintain what we already have. It will take a group of committed
individuals to educate our community about the bond referendum.

Q: We have not talked tonight about the CTE center anel meed to be well versed in
that project The CTE center received a lot of support on the survey in July. More
specific information will be provided during a subsequent meeting.

Vote

BPC members voted for each subcommittee recommendation with the following results:

¥
¥
¥
¥

¥

Elementary School Renovations and ECDC = 34 approved votes, 0 denials
Secondary School Renovations = 33 approved votes, 0 denials

Technology = 29 approved votes, 5 approved pending clarification (return on
investment and cost benefit analysis for 1:1 Initiative)

Sports Facilities and Ancillary Facilities = 29 approved, 4 approved pending
clarification (return on investment and cost benefit analysis for turf)
Furniture, Fixtures and Equipment = 27 approved, 8 approved pending
clarification (library furniture, filming towers)

The meeting adjourned at 8:31 p.m. The next meeting is scheduled for Thursday,
January 28, 2010, 6-7:30 p.m. at the Professional Development and Education Center.

Handouts provided:

¥
¥
¥

¥

Goals, Process and Priorities PowerPoint presentation by Paula Barbaroux

2010 Bond Program Opinion of Probable Cost — Master Detail by Campus
Elementary Subcommittee: Breakdown of Recommendations by Campus and
Line-Item List of Recommended Items

Secondary Subcommittee: Line-Item List of Recommendations by Priority and
by Campus

Sports and Ancillary Facilities Subcommittee: Summary of Recommendations by
Cost and Line-Item List of Recommended Items

FFE Subcommittee: Summary of Recommendations and Line-Item List of
Recommended Items

Technology Subcommittee: Line-Item List of Recommended Items by Category



