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Facilities Master Planning Committee 
Minority Status Report 

Executive Summary: The Los Altos School district Board of Trustees and Staff is now seeking a 

recommendation from the Facilities Master Planning Committee (FMPC).  The FMPC should make two 

recommendations on how to move forward: 

1. The best scenario with a new land purchase. 

2. The best scenario using existing district land and no land purchase.  

The FMPC needs more information and access to experts in order to finish their analysis.  The FMPC meetings 

should be more accessible to the public, including recording the meetings and more detailed meeting minutes. 

The district needs to provide the FMPC with detailed facility requirements for the use of the new site.  

Background: The Facilities Master Planning Committee is required as part of Measure N bond passage. The 

bond language required its formation.  School Districts and Municipalities have used such a committee in 

different ways from a box-checking exercise to an integral source of recommendations, planning and strong 

fiscal management.  There is an opportunity to leverage this committee to be a partner in the planning and 

education of the greater community as stated in Resolution #14/15-01, Exhibit B:  

 
An advisory committee of citizens, appointed or designated by the Board to provide input to 
the Board regarding the Facilities Master Plan and the projects to be completed consistent 
with the Master Plan and the Bond Project List described herein. The committee shall gather 
input from a cross section of the Los Altos community. The Board shall provide by resolution for 
the composition, duties, funding, and other necessary information regarding the committee's 
formation and operation, consistent with Board Policy/Administrative Regulation 1220. The 
existing advisory committee, with additional community representation, shall form the nucleus 
of this committee in the initial implementation of its duties.  
  

Committee Structure and Discussion:  In general, the committee should be viewed as a direct extension of the 

school district, rather than independent or impartial committee.  Generally, less than half of the committee 

attends each meeting.  The committee make-up and communication has been heavily influenced by strong 

attendance and participation at the meetings of district employees and District vendors.  The meetings to date 

have been highly controlled.  Open discussion to date has been limited and controlled. 

Meeting Format and Access:  No single committee member is able to work on all parts of the analysis as the 

pieces of each puzzle are spread around to groups and then reassembled.  Meeting agendas and format were 

determined by the chairperson and the district office employees.  The meeting materials were shared during 

the meeting, not allowing any review or comment by the members in advance of the meetings.  The capture 

of the meeting minutes, by district staff, have been high level summaries, removing much of the detailed 

discussion and individual comments by the committee members.  

Summary of To Date:  The committee has held bi-monthly meetings since mid September 2014.  The two key 

outputs of the committee work to date has been to rank repairs at existing campuses and to analyze 7 

facilities scenarios.  Most of the 7 scenarios were given to the committee by the district.  A further 13 

scenarios were proposed by the committee and are yet to be analyzed.  Scenarios have been analyzed using 

criteria from the district or from the Enrollment Growth Task Force (a district sponsored committee).  The 

criteria has been provided to the committee by the district or the Enrollment Growth Task Force.     



 

 

The committee voted on which scenarios were more complicated and required additional definition.  

Those more complicated scenarios were analyzed first and the committee’s work was put on hold by the 

Board of Trustees of the district prior to completion of the ranking exercise for the remaining scenarios.  The 

committee has not analyzed several workable and obvious scenarios which do not involve any land purchase.   

 

Sharing Sites to be explored: At the last meeting several FMPC members agreed that exploration of sharing 

existing school sites should be discussed and analyzed in the same way as the other criteria. Specifically, the 

committee nearly unanimously requested to have a discussion and analyze the scenario of co-locating two 

schools at Covington.  [NOTE: The interim report delivered on 3/9 to the district omits the desire of the 

committee to analysis this scenario] 

Transparency Needed:  Several times the members of the committee have asked the FMPC meetings be more 

accessible to the public via recordings (audio or video).  The committee was told on several occasions that 

recording the meetings was too difficult.  No recordings of the meetings have been made available to the 

public thru the district.  At least one independent press/private entity has recorded the meetings successfully 

and those recordings are available with limited distribution to the public.  

 

Attendance (general makeup of committee members at each of the meetings): Attendance at the meeting 

has been generally limited to less than 10 people total per meeting.  The observers have been a high 

concentration of current and former LASD board members or BCS board members, or active PTA parents, 

members of the press, and the remaining few are community members.  At one meeting, there were between 

50 and 100 parents from the Oak attendance boundary who turned out to share that they did not want their 

school to be closed.  With more than 20,000 registered voters in our school district, these meetings are truly 

sparsely attended and making the meetings more accessible to the community should be a high priority going 

forward.  

Public input has been limited to individuals requesting to speak during the first few minutes of each 

meeting.  To date there has been limited public participation in any of the ranking exercises, determination of 

any of the scenarios, or discussions with the committee.   

 

Partnerships with City: In discussions of possible partnerships with other entities (The City of Los Altos, The 

Town of Los Altos Hills, The City of Mountain View and the Archdiocese of San Jose/ Catholic Church) , the 

committee has asked (on several occasions) to understand the history of discussions and the parameters of 

potential partnerships, including, but not limited to, the use of parks and other public or private land which 

might be available for use during the school day for parking or as play space during the day.   Priority has been 

placed on asking about spaces adjacent to existing school sites.  However, the district has not provided any 

information to the committee in this regard. However, CEQA documents published in support of the 2015-

2016 school year refers to formal contractual agreements executed between the district and the City of Los 

Altos. The committee would benefit from a deeper understanding of these agreements.  

  

Additional data and experts requested by the committee: The committee has asked staff to share the 

benefits and drawbacks of a 6-8 vs 7-8 grade split.  Staff indicated there were studies on such topics and would 

share the studies; however, no information has been shared to date.    

The committee has requested additional information to understanding traffic and the impact 

scenarios have with respect to traffic.  The committee would benefit from being able to engage a traffic 

engineer with whom to consult on scenarios and in order to “improve traffic flow around schools for student 

and neighborhood safety”.  


