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The district has a long-term requirement to complete the ongoing major repair and replacement (MRR) 
work needed to protect public capital assets and ensure that district school facilities are both safe and 
functional.  The Independent Citizens’ Oversight Committee (ICOC) is tasked with review of the Board 
approved MRR Plan and as a result has, on numerous occasions, advised the Board that an adequate 
source of recurring funds must be secured to support needed MRR work. However, a long-term annually 
recurring source of funding to provide sufficient resources to complete MRR work has yet to be 
identified. More importantly, a process to determine what the annual MRR requirement is has not yet 
been fully developed or implemented. 

 

The MRR Ad Hoc Subcommittee was formed by the ICOC to address this issue.  Numerous 
Subcommittee meetings with staff have shown conclusively that this is a complex and significant issue 
that mandates a comprehensive long-term strategy and commitment.  

 

As a result, the Subcommittee efforts focused on drafting recommended revisions to district policies.  
The Subcommittee’s recommendations were unanimously approved by the ICOC on January 29, 2008.  
The recommendations are designed to ensure that the District commits to providing sufficient resources 
to maintain comprehensive facility condition assessment and MRR planning efforts. These planning 
efforts are critical to provide the Board with information they need to meet their fiduciary responsibility 
to protect the District’s capital assets and assure safe and functional educational facilities. 

 
 

Background and Discussion 
 

The MRR Plan – In 1998 the Board approved the MRR plan, which called for the elimination of a 
$258 million backlog of MRR and a five-fold increase in annual funding for MRR aimed at avoiding 
any future backlog of MRR

1
.  Proposition MM funds were used to complete the backlogged work and to 

provide supplemental funding for the recommended five-fold increase from fiscal year 2001 through 
fiscal year 2007

2
. The five-fold increase in annual funding is funded through fiscal year 2009

3
; however, 

a recurring funding source for the five-fold increase recommended in 1998 has not yet been identified. 

                                                           
1 In 1998 MRR was being funded at about $5 million annually. 
2 Proposition MM provided $258 million to fund completion of backlogged MRR work, and provided $70 million to supplement recurring 
funding for MRR work from FY01 through FY07. 
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Facility Condition Assessment – In 2003, a comprehensive review of all SDUSD facilities was 
completed by 3DI; cost of needed MRR work was estimated to be $500 million.  Based on that review 
and a study of other public organizations, Gafcon’s 2004 report on MRR concluded that annual funding 
of MRR work should be based on 2% of the current replacement value of the district’s school facilities; 
in 2004 this equated to $62 million a year, which is nearly two-and-a-half times the five-fold increase 
called for in 1998

4
.   

• The Facility Condition Assessment is a dynamic database documenting the condition of all district 
buildings and facilities and there is a continuing effort to improve its accuracy and to improve the 
ways in which the data is analyzed.  

o In 2006 the Facility Condition Assessment database estimated the cost of repair and 
replacement needs within the next decade to be about $670 million.  

 The most recent analysis presented to the ICOC on January 29, 2008 includes a 
review of these documented repair and replacement needs against the capital 
improvement needs identified in the current Long Range Facility Master plan: 

• Between a half and two-thirds of the items that will need to be repaired or 
replaced due to normal deterioration will be replaced as part of capital 
improvements identified in the Long Range Facility Master Plan 

• Between a quarter and one-third of the items have a useful life expectancy 
over 20 years 

• Between 10% and 12% are repair and replacement items that have a life 
expectancy under 20 years 

• Current analysis of Facility Condition Assessment cost data suggests a two tiered long-range 
strategy for funding MRR costs: 

o Annually recurring funds for repair and replacement items with a life expectancy less than 20 
years, subsidized by 

o Long-term debt funding about once a decade for MRR work with a life expectancy greater 
than 20 years. 

 Long term debt subsidies could be sustainable if borrowed money is paid off during 
the useful life of completed MRR work 

Measuring Facility Condition – The facility condition assessment software/database developed by 3DI 
in 2003 uses the Facilities Condition Index to measure the condition of a facility. The index is calculated 
based on the replacement value of the facility and the cost of needed repairs and replacements. A 
reliable measurement of this sort is critical to accurately assessing the condition of facilities and 
building systems across the district. 

                                                                                                                                                                                                                 
3 In June 2005, the staff recommended, and the Board approved, funding of MRR at $25 million per year through FY09.  This would be 
supported by $20M each year from State grants resulting from Prop MM funded modernization and new construction projects, and $5 million 
from annually recurring District funds. 
4 Data included in the 2004 Gafcon report shows that other public organizations studied provided annual MRR funding between 2% and 4% of 
the current plant value. 
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• Facilities Condition Indices for district facilities currently range from 0.18 to 0.26 (as reported to the 
Board in Jul ‘07 when the five-Year Deferred Maintenance Plan was presented). These Facilities 
Condition Indices are in the poor range by industry standards

5
. 

• The ability to use a comprehensive evaluation of facility conditions is critical when allocating 
limited resources, and there is an ongoing effort within the district to update and reassess the 
comprehensive Facilities Condition Assessment of district facilities completed by 3DI in 2003. 

o While it has been reported to the Board that an in-house Facilities Condition Assessment 
team visits every district site on a 3-year cycle, it has been reported to the ICOC that just 
over 60% of the costs identified in the Facilities Condition Assessment database by 3DI in 
2003 have been reassessed by in-house staff.  

 This is an indication that the effort may be understaffed.   

o The strategy for the timing of reassessment of facilities conditions must be further developed 
and refined to ensure a cost effective process.  Example: 

 Assuming there are no reported problems, it is reasonable to reassess the condition of 
a roofing system expected to last 30 years on a 5-year cycle. However exterior 
painted surfaces expected to last only 7 years should be reassessed at least every 3 
years.  

o There clearly needs to be a long-term district commitment to provide adequate resources 
required to support this planning effort. 

The Facilities Condition Index is a reasonable measurement of facility condition that provides for 
systematic evaluation and prioritization of limited resources for MRR. Meaningful application of the 
Facilities Condition Index requires a full and recurring assessment of all district facilities using an 
effective strategy for the timing of reassessments. There must be a long-term commitment of the school 
district to develop and maintain programs designed to achieve the requirement that school facilities be 
maintained in “good repair”. 

Are We Re-Inventing the Wheel? – It is reasonable to expect that school facilities built using tax dollars 
should be maintained in “good repair,” and requirements to do so have long been included in the 
California Education Code (EC). However, the term “good repair” has only recently been defined by the 
Office of Public School Construction (OPSC).  The Good Repair Report: Options for a Permanent State 
Standard published by OPSC in March 2006 compares the methods used, by numerous public school 
systems within the United States to determine if school facilities are in “good repair”: 

“The SAB and the OPSC played a role in implementing the elements of legislation 
impacting school facilities. Specifically, EC Section 17002, modified by Senate Bill 
550 (Chapter 900, Statutes of 2004, Vasconcellos), required the OPSC to develop an 
instrument to be used on an interim basis, which would identify if a school facility is 
in good repair, meaning it is clean, safe and functional. …This tool, known as the 
Interim Evaluation Instrument (IEI), was created and made operational by the end of 
January 2005, and is the current definition of good repair. Good repair had 
consistently been used in various school facility sections of the EC; however, this is 
the first time it has been defined in statute.” 

                                                           
5 A Facilities Condition Index less then 0.1 is considered good to fair. 
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These recent efforts by the State of California are directly related to court mandates resulting from the 
settlement of a lawsuit that in part alleged that the State was not meeting fiduciary responsibilities to 
ensure that publicly funded school facilities were maintained in “good repair”.  The District is ahead of 
the State in recognizing these challenges; however, unlike the State, the District has reached this 
position without being sued. 

 
 

Subcommittee Recommendations reviewed by the ICOC on September 18, 2007 
 

• A sufficient recurring funding source must be acquired to support annual MRR requirements with 
limited reliance on bond funding. 

o Annual recurring funding must be sufficient to pay for MRR work that cannot be funded by 
long-term debt. 

o Bond funding is long-term debt.  The use of long-term debt must be limited to work that will 
outlive the time it takes to pay off that debt. 

• A comprehensive MRR planning effort must be maintained in order to prioritize, schedule and 
complete required MRR work using both annually recurring funding streams and long-term debt in a 
fiscally responsible manner. 

o A reliable measurement of facility condition is critical to fiscally responsible MRR planning. 

o The condition of capital facilities must be comprehensively assessed on a recurring basis to 
ensure effective long-term MRR planning. 

o A comprehensive listing of facility conditions must be maintained and used to prioritize and 
schedule needed MRR work. 

o MRR planning data should be an integral part of any long-range facility plan. 

• A concise and easy-to-communicate definition of MRR, and other forms of facility maintenance and 
repair, needs to be developed. 

 
 

ICOC Recommended Definition of MRR 
 

The ICOC recommends that the term “major repair and replacement”, or MRR, be used to refer to 
recurring repair or replacement of facilities and/or building systems where the completed repair or 
replacement work has an expected useful life exceeding 20 years. 

• While it would be better to fund MRR work from annually recurring sources, it would be acceptable 
to fund MRR using long-term debt mechanisms such as general obligation bonds. 

• Maintenance, repair or replacement work not qualifying under the above definition must be funded 
from an annually recurring funding source. 
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ICOC Recommended Changes to District Policies 

 
The ICOC recommends that the Board of Education make the following changes and additions to 
District Policies regarding school facilities: 

• District Policies, Facilities Policy Statements – Goals/Priorities 

o Add the requirement for coordinated property management programs consisting of the Long 
Range Plan, Annual Short-Range Adjustment, and the Major Repair and Replacement 
(MRR) plan.  These coordinated programs:  

 extend the useful life of existing school facilities, 

 enhance the physical environment of existing school facilities,  

 provide for efficient use of existing school facilities, and  

 provide new facilities as needed to address enrollment growth  

 maintain existing school facilities in a safe and functional condition, 

• District Policies, Facilities Policy Statements – Planning 

o Revise E-2400 to specifically include MRR planning elements 

 Proposed revisions6: “The district shall strive to maintain and modernize its 
buildings, emphasizing the importance of education, creating an environment for 
student success and protecting the district’s capital investment. Planning for, and 
modernization of, each school shall include, but not be limited to routine maintenance 
needs, facility condition, long term repair and replacement needs, capital 
improvements, deferred maintenance needs and site layout, structures, playgrounds, 
utilities, technology, joint use features, and landscaping, and maintainability.” 

o Add requirement for a long-term MRR plan 

 The acronym, MRR is used to refer to recurring repair or replacement of facilities 
and/or building systems where the completed repair or replacement work has an 
expected life exceeding 20 years. 

 The MRR Plan shall consist of: 

• Assessment and rating of the condition of all district facilities and/or building 
systems 

• Current and anticipated MRR funding needs 

• Status and adequacy of annual recurring funding for maintenance, repair and 
replacement work, and MRR 

• Status of debt mechanisms used to finance MRR work 

 The MRR Plan shall be updated annually: 

                                                           
6 Underlined portions indicate inserts to existing wording; strike-through portions indicate deletions to existing wording. 
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• Updates to the MRR Plan shall be submitted annually to the standing bond 
oversight committee, prior to submission to the Board.  Based on such review the 
bond oversight committee shall provide recommendations to the Board 

• Updates to the MRR Plan shall be presented annually to the Board at a regular 
public Board meeting 

o Revise E-2500 to specifically include MRR needs and facility condition 

 Proposed revisions6: “Long-range facilities planning shall address enrollment growth 
and decline, facility condition, repair and replacement needs, capital improvement 
needs, maintenance requirements, code compliance, modernization needs, the use of 
surplus property, equity issues, and long-term facilities funding strategies.” 

o Revise E-2550 to specifically include MRR strategies 

 Proposed revisions6: “Procedures for determining school capacity shall be 
established. Annual reports will be made on the status of school in relation to 
facilities standards and condition. Recommendations for short-term changes to 
accommodate enrollment and program needs will be reported annually. Short-range 
solutions shall consider long-range facility and MRR strategies.” 

• District Policies, Facilities Policy Statements – Buildings, Grounds, and Equipment 
Management 

o Revise G-3000 to specifically include MRR 

 Proposed revisions6: “Board of Education policies and district procedures govern the 
service, maintenance, repair, and/or replacement of all district-owned property and 
equipment. These policies and procedures cover emergency, routine scheduled 
maintenance, repair, replacement or upgrade of buildings or building systems, on 
buildings, equipment, or grounds necessary to: (a) protect children, staff, and public 
against injury or loss of life; (b) protect the district against severe loss or damage to 
property or serious disruption to the school program: and (c) keep all district-owned 
buildings, grounds, and equipment in a usable and safe condition.” 

o Add the requirement for a recurring facility condition assessment. 

 Facilities include all district-owned property and equipment, consisting of buildings 
and building systems, equipment, grounds and site improvements. 

 At a minimum, all district facilities should be assessed on a cycle not to exceed 5 
years. 

 At minimum, the facility condition assessment shall implement standards and a rating 
system that meets or exceeds the facility evaluation standards and ratings defined by 
the Office of Public School Construction (OPSC). 

 Facility condition assessments shall be part of the MRR plan and used in short-range 
and long-range planning regarding district facilities. 

 


