MINUTES
NEW SCHOOL DISTRICT TRANSITION TEAM
Sandy City Hall — Multi-Purpose Room
10000 Centennial Parkway
Sandy, UT 84070

FEBRUARY 11, 2008

JOINT SESSION WITH THE REMAINING JSD TRANSITION TEAM
Meeting commenced at 4:07 p.m.

PRESENT:

Remaining Stool District Transition Team Members (RSDTT): Chair Ralph Haws, Rick
Horst, Dennis Higbee, Peggy Jo Kennett, Sterling Nielsen, Melissa Johnson

New School District Transition Team Members (NSDTT): Chair Steve Newton, Vice-Chair
Devon Sanderson, Mike Shelton, LaMont Smith, Bob Day, David Doty, and Michael Petersen.
Jason Burningham arrived at 4:25 p.m.

Others in Attendance: Superintendent Dr. Barry Newbold, Deputy Superintendent for
Business Services Burke Jolley, RSDTT Staff Support Sharon Auger, NSDTT Staff Support
Linda Bullough, Deseret Morning News Reporter Rebecca Palmer, Valley Journals Reporter
Marie Mischel, Administrative Secretary Auxiliary Services/Sandy Resident Michelle Nelson,
Interlocal Committee Staff Support Melanie Dansie, Interlocal Committee Staff Support/Sandy
Resident Pat Casaday, and Brett Reeves (citizen).

1. WELCOME N CHAIR NSDTT STEVE NEWTON
Steve Newton welcomed and thanked all those in attendance. He indicated that the NSDTT is
anxious to make progress on the task at hand.

2. WELCOME N CHAIR RSDTT RALPH HAWS
Ralph Haws said he and the RSDTT are also eager to make progress. He said they are also
anxious to review and discuss the Foundations and Guiding Principles document to identify
areas of agreement as well as to identify areas of disagreement.

3. PRESENTATION BY DAVE DOTY, NSDTT LEGAL COUNSEL, OF THE NSDTTOS
FOUNDATION/GUIDING PRINCIPLES DRAFT
Steve Newton introduced Dave Doty and requested that transition team members hold their
questions until the end of the Power Point presentation.

a. Introduction
1) Decisions made must be consistent with state law.
2) Civility must be a first priority.
3) Overall goal is to reach a consensus outcome that encompasses fairness,
equity, and sustainability.
b. Body of Presentation: Mr. Doty compared principle by principle the respective
Foundation and Guiding Principles documents drafted by each transition team. He




outlined both areas of agreement and disagreement, and discussed how State Statute
affects each principles.

4:25 p.m. Jason Burningham arrived

c. Summary
1) Noted that areas of agreement are much greater than areas of disagreement.

2) Identified two major areas of disagreement: (a) valuation of school properties,
and (b) valuation and consideration of fund balances.

3) Indicated that once agreement can be reached on these two items, it will be
possible to divide the district assets fairly and equitably.

4. DISCUSSIONN POINTS OF AGREEMENT AND DISAG REEMENT WITH
RESPECT TO THE NSDTTOFOUNDATION/GUIDING PRINCIPLES DRAFT
Steve Newton asked if team members had any questions. At Rick Horst’s suggestion, Mr.
Newton agreed to review the documents item by item to identify areas of needed discussion.

a. ldentification of Principles of Full Agreement
1) NSDTT Draft Foundation Principles 1 and 2
2) NSDTT Draft Guiding Principles 1, 3, and 4

b. Identification and Discussion of Principles of Minor Disagreement
1) NSDTT Draft Foundation Principle 3
Discusson: Dennis Higbee felt that the last portion of the sentence was
redundant and proposed that it be deleted. The RSDTT indicated unanimous
approval of the proposed change.
Motion: Devon Sanderson moved to accept the proposed change.
Seond: Mike Petersen
Vote/Motion Approved: Unanimous vote in favor of the proposed change.

2) NSDTT Draft Foundation Principle 4

Discussion Steve Newton pointed out that the State Statute is inconsistent in this
area by directing elections of new boards in June 2008 yet directing the current
board to run the day-to-day affairs of the district until June 2009. Rick Horst
agreed and indicated that all three boards will have to work together and are bound
by the asset division worked out by the transition teams. Both Mr. Newton and
Mr. Horst encouraged Superintendent Newbold to continue to urge district
personnel to help move the asset division process along by cooperating with
transition teams. Mr. Horst suggested the change of one word—"required” to
“expected”. It was further discussed that RSDTT 4 be combined with the NSDTT
4, but change the word “law” to “statute”. Mr. Horst also proposed that the last

part of the sentence be deleted: “...as though the new district had not been
created” (53A-2-118). The RSDTT indicated unanimous approval of the
changes.

Motion: Mike Shelton moved to accept the proposed changes.
Second Jason Burningham
Vote/Motion Approved: Unanimous vote in favor of the proposed changes.



3) NSDTT Draft Foundation Principle 5

4)

5)

6)

7)

Discussion Rick Horst felt that a phrase referring to Utah Statute should be
added. The RSDTT indicated unanimous approval of the change.

Motion: Jason Burningham moved to accept the proposed change.
Second: Mike Shelton

Vote/Motion Approved: Unanimous vote in favor of the proposed change.

NSDTT Draft Foundation Principle 6

Discussion Rick Horst felt that including this principle sends the message that
the transition teams don’t think they can make the process work. Jason
Burningham noted that this is covered under State Statute. Devon Sanderson
expressed concern regarding the need to educate the public about the process.
David Doty said that people would much rather see other forms of conflict
resolution, e.g. mediation, before going to arbitration. Ralph Haws felt it is
included in State Statute and, therefore, redundant as a Foundation Principle.
Motion: Mike Shelton moved to delete NSDTT Foundation Principle 6.
Second Bob Day

Vote/Motion Approved: Unanimous vote in favor of the proposed change.

NSDTT Draft Guiding Principle 5

Discussion Mr. Newton suggested that the teams might want to add wording to
assure teachers and employees that retirement and insurance funds will be
protected. Burke Jolley cautioned about having these funds “follow the
employee” as differences arise between estimated benefits and benefits actually
earned. Dr. Newbold indicated that retirement benefits are determined by district
policy rather than a negotiated agreement, and emphasized the importance of
protecting the integrity of these funds. After much discussion it was determined
that RSDTT Guiding Principles 5 and 6 could be combined. When compared
with NSDTT Guiding Principle 5, it was decided after input by team members,
that an additional sentence be added to the NSDTT principle 5: “The transition
teams will protect the integrity of fund balances designated for employee
benefits.” The RSDTT indicated unanimous approval of these changes.

Motion: LaMont Smith moved to accept the proposed changes.

Second Mike Petersen

Vote/Motion Approved: Unanimous vote in favor the proposed changes.

RSDTT Draft Guiding Principle 7

Discussion It was generally felt that this principle is determined by State Statute
and doesn’t need to be restated. However, Dennis Higbee indicated he would like
to reserve the right to put this back on the table for discussion depending on the
resolution of NSDTT Guiding Principle 2.

5:50 p.m. Dave Doty left the meeting

NSDTT Draft Guiding Principle 2
Discussion Melissa Johnson stated that the fundamental difference between the



teams is not whether to value the assets but zow to value them. Rick Horst
expressed concern about accepting the values in the documents that have been
provided rather than spending lots of money to derive new values. Steve Newton
indicated that the NSDTT is disinclined to spend large amounts of money getting
appraisals on schools that aren’t being sold. However, he said the NSDTT
strongly feels that it is necessary to consider the condition differences between
east and west schools in the valuation process. He pointed out that the Westside
has student problems and the Eastside has building condition problems. He
encourage both teams not to ignore one another’s challenges. Mr. Horst and Mr.
Higbee both suggested that the issue required further discussion and proposed that
the discussion be tabled until the next meeting allowing both teams time to
consider how assets might be valued.

8) A revised draft reflecting the changes approved to the Foundation and Guiding
Principles document follows:

WORKING DRAFT BFOUNDATION AN D GUIDING PRINCIPLES
Remaining JSD Transition Team/New School District Transition Team

February 11, 2008

REMAINING JSD
TRANSITION TEAM INITIAL
DRAFT

NEW DISTRICT
TRANSITION TEAM
INITIAL DRAFT

JOINT DRAFT

Foundation Principles

Foundation Principles

Foundation Principles

1. A legal election has been held
wherein qualified voters decided
to split the school district.

1. A legal election has been held
wherein qualified voters decided
to create a new school district by
dividing the existing Jordan
School District.

1. A legal election has been
held wherein qualified voters
decided to create a new school
district by dividing the existing
Jordan School District.

2. State Statute (53A-2) charges
the transition teams with the
responsibility of “dividing the
property in a fair and equitable
manner’...nothing more.

2. State Statute (53A-2)
stipulates that transition teams
will be appointed and given the
responsibility of allocating all of
the property of the existing
Jordan School District, “both
tangible and intangible, real and
person” between the existing
district and the new district in a
way that is “fair and equitable to
both the existing district and the
new district.”

2. State Statute (53A-2)
stipulates that transition teams
will be appointed and given the
responsibility of allocating all of
the property of the existing
Jordan School District, “both
tangible and intangible, real and
person” between the existing
district and the new district in a
way that is “fair and equitable to
both the existing district and the
new district.”

3. It is not the role of the
transition teams to modify, expand
or formulate laws or school board

policy.

3. Itis the role of the transition
teams to operate within the
applicable state and federal laws
to “provide for any arrangement
with respect to the existing
district property that is beneficial
to and in the best interests of the
remaining district and new

3. Itis the role of the transition
teams to operate within the
applicable state and federal laws
to “provide for any arrangement
with respect to the existing
district property that is
beneficial to and in the best
interests of the remaining




district,” and to use “any factors
that the transition teams consider
relevant in dividing the property
in a fair and equitable manner”’.

district and new district”.

4. By law, the current Jordan
School District Board of
Education has the responsibility
through June 30, 2009, “to
function and exercise authority as
a board to the extent necessary to
continue to provide educational
services to the entire district as
though the new district had not
been created.” (53A-2-118)

4. The Jordan School District is
required to be impartial and to
provide transition teams with all
information pertinent to making
fair and equitable property
allocations.

4. The Jordan School District is
expected to be impartial and to
provide transition teams with all
information pertinent to making
fair and equitable property
allocations. By Statute, the
current Jordan School District
Board of Education has the
responsibility through June 30,
2009, “to function and exercise
authority as a board to the extent
necessary to continue to provide
educational services to the entire
existing district.”

5. Transition teams shall have
the authority and responsibility to
“provide that [the] existing
district’s property be shared by

5. Transition teams shall have
the authority and responsibility
to “provide that [the] existing

district’s property be shared by

None [the] remaining district and [the] | [the] remaining district and [the]
new district” in any way or new district” in any way or
proportion that is deemed by proportion that is deemed by
mutual agreement to be in the mutual agreement to be in the
best interests of both the existing | best interests of both the
district and the new district. existing district and the new

district, or as required by Utah
Statute.
6. “Each disagreement between
the transition teams about the
None proper allocation of property None

between the districts shall be
resolved by binding arbitration to
a three-member arbitration
panel.”

Guiding Principles

Guiding Principles

Guiding Principles

1. Schools and their related assets
used to provide educational
services to a local community
shall remain in the District where
they are physically located.

1. “The transition teams shall
allocate each school building and
associated property used
primarily to provide educational
services to local residents...to the
school district that would best
serve the existing student
population of that school
building and associated

property.”

1. “The transition teams shall
allocate each school building
and associated property used
primarily to provide educational
services to local residents...to
the school district that would
best serve the existing student
population of that school
building and associated

property.”

2. All other District school
facilities and assets that serve the
entire District are divisible by the

2. All Jordan School District
property, “both tangible and
intangible, real and personal” is




transition team per the criteria
outlined by Utah Code 53A-2.
Valuations will only be considered
for these facilities and assets.

divisible by the transition team
per the criteria outlined by Utah
Code 53A-2. In order to
accomplish a “fair and equitable”
division, values will be
considered for all property,
including but not limited to all
school buildings, information
systems, know-how programs,
and fund balances. Both the new
district and the remaining district
are entitled by law to their fair
and equitable portion of every
property of the existing Jordan
School District.

Discussion of this Guiding
Principle to be an agenda
item at the 02-18-08
Meeting.

3. Where other guiding principles
do not obvious apply, assets and
liabilities should be divided
between districts taking into
account:

a. student populations

b. assessed value of
taxable property.

c. historical amount of
property used to deliver
educational services to
students.

d. other factors considered
relevant by both
transition teams (53 A-2-
118).

3. The following factors must be
taken into account in order to
determine a “fair and equitable”
result:
a. student populations
b. assessed value of
taxable property
c. historical amount of
property used to
deliver educational
services to students
d. any other factors
considered relevant by
both transition teams
(53A-2-118).

3. The following factors must
be taken into account in order to
determine a “fair and equitable”
result:
a. student populations
b. assessed value of
taxable property
c. historical amount of
property used to
deliver educational
services to students
d. any other factors
considered relevant by
both transition teams
(53A-2-118).

4. Items purchased with funds
raised by students shall remain
with the school and become assets
of the respective school district.

4. Items purchased with funds
raised by students, parents or
other private sources shall remain
with the school and become
assets of the respective school
district.

4. Items purchased with funds
raised by students, parents or
other private sources shall
remain with the school and
become assets of the respective
school district.

5. We recognize that the Jordan
School District Board of
Education has designated certain
fund balances for specific
programs and obligations. We
respect those designations and it is
our intent that those reserves be
protected for their intended
purposes.

5. Statutorily restricted state and
federal funds will require a
unique formula for division that
is consistent with the laws
governing the use of those funds.

5. The transition teams will
protect the integrity of fund
balances designated for
employee benefits. Statutorily
restricted state and federal funds
will require a unique formula
for division that is consistent
with the laws governing the use
of those funds.

6. Statutorily restricted state and
federal funds will require a unique
formula for division that is
consistent with the laws governing
the use of those funds.

Combined in 5

Combined in 5




7. Each district will assume its
portion of general obligation debt
as outlined in Utah Code 53A-2-
121.

None

None for the time being

5. DISCUSSION OF RSDTTOS PROPOSERULES OF GOVERNANCE

Due to time constraints, both teams agreed to table this discussion until the next meeting.

6. FEUTURE MEETINGS

a. Dr. Haws expressed concern that Senate Bill 71 might affect the transition team’s efforts.

Ms. Johnson pointed out that SB 71 might not be resolved until April. It was generally
felt that the transition teams should go forward with their business and not delay.

b. Agenda Items for the Next Meeting:

1) NSDTT Guiding Principle 2

2) Schedule Mr. Burke Jolley to discuss and explain in detail (include a hard copy
handout) JSD information systems

3) Discussion of RSDTT’s Rules of Governance
4) NSDTT Guiding Principle 5 with the idea of adding more explicit language about
the possibility of “shared” arrangements
c. Location and Time: Monday, February 18, 2008, at 4:00 p.m. Since the JSD offices will

not be open due to the Presidents’ Day holiday, the teams agreed to meet at Sandy City

Hall. It was noted that it is the RSDTT’s turn to “host” the meeting, that the RSDTT will

construct the agenda, and Dr. Haws will host the meeting. NSDTT team members
indicated they would work with Sandy City to coordinate the physical requirements of

the meeting.

Motion: Devon Sanderson moved to adjourn the joint session and break for dinner.

Second Mike Shelton

Vote/Motion Approved: Unanimous vote in favor of the motion.

6:15 p.m. Meeting adjourned for dinner

NEW SCHOOL DISTRICT TRANSITION TEAM SESSION

Meeting commenced at 6:50 p.m. with the NSDTT remaining in the Multi-Purpose room and a
noticed being posted at Room 221 giving notice of the change of location.

PRESENT:

Chair Steve Newton, Bob Day, Michael Petersen, LaMont Smith, Mike Shelton, Jason

Burningham, and Devon Sanderson

Others in Attendance Interlocal Committee Staff Support Melanie Dansie, NSDTT Staff
Support Linda Bullough, Consultant Doug West

1. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Linda Bullough reviewed two changes suggested by Devon Sanderson to the 02-04-08
minutes previously distributed to team members.
Motion: Bob Day moved that the 02-04-08 minutes be approved with the changes noted.




Second Mike Shelton
VotdMotion Approved: Motion was unanimously approved.

7:15 p.m. Mike Petersen left the meeting

2. OTHER ITEMS

a. Office Arrangements: Linda Bullough reported that progress is being made to set up

temporary office space at Sandy City Hall to accommodate the work of the NSDTT. This
space will be shared with John Bennion, the New District’s Interim Superintendent, along
with his support staff of Ricky McCandless, Sandy Peterson, and Cindy Ford.

b. Discussion for Need of Additional Personnel

.

Conducted a discussion concerning information that is needed to accomplish the
transition team’s task. Steve Newton felt that much of the information the team

gathers will be useful to the new board as it begins its work. Jason Burningham
encouraged team members to think through what information still needs to be gathered,
and the time it will take to get it and analyze it. Bob Day noted that while he was
involved with the district substantial school funds were spent to maintain eastside and
westside schools without regard to location and that no school was allowed to “fall
apart.” Steve Newton agreed but noted that the FCI shows a substantial difference
between the eastside schools and westside schools on certain safety and utility issues that
result from the older standards to which eastside schools were built, including such
problems as seismic design and bus drop off design. Jason Burningham noted that his
analysis indicated the district had, in recent years, moved their attention and resources
from repair and replace to new construction. Steve Newton noted that seismic numbers
reflected in the FCI are outdated but that the FCI does reflect other safety issue
differences. Devon Sanderson said that a seismic engineering study performed in the
mid-90’s has not been updated. New safety issues are reflected in the newer schools, but
this is not the case for the older buildings.

Interlocal Meeting: Melanie Dansie reported that Mayor Cullimore met with UEA
representatives to discuss retirement questions, and that it is felt more information about
fund balances is necessary.

Information Systems: Mike Shelton feels more information about information systems is
required to determine if term contracts are assignable, what options exist for splitting
contracts, and the ability to establish new contracts.

Subcommittee Reports: The team decided to delay the one page subcommittee reports
until the NSDTT’s meeting on February 25, 2008.

Motion: Jason Burningham moved to adjourn the meeting.
Second: Bob Day
Vote/Motion Approved: Motion was unanimously approved

Meeting adjourned at 8:40 p.m.

Minutes submitted by Linda Bullough.



