Comments on the I1st Informal DRAFT

Chapter 246-366 WAC

PRIMARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS

The Washington State Department of Health sought and received comments on the 1% Informal DRAFT of proposed changes
to Chapter 246-366 Washington Administrative Code (WAC), State Board of Health School Rule for Environmental Health and
Safety, Kindergarten -Twelfth Grade. The following table presents the comments in the order of the proposed new Section
and Subsection numbering sequence.

Updated: May 31, 2006 / 5:00 PM

Comments Received on the 1°' Informal Draft Rule for School Environmental Health & Safety

Sorting Code
A

B
C
D
E

Tn

Section 1 (246-366-)

Comment Category

Capacity of Schools and LHJs to Implement
Cost of Implementation for Schools and LHJs
Compliance and Enforceability

General or Miscellaneous

Water Quality / General

Air Quality / General

General Provisions

100 Applicability
110 Introduction and Purpose.
120 Definitions and Acronyms
Section 2 (246-366-) School Facility Development
200 Applicability.
210 Site Approval.
220 Plan Review And_Pre-Opening Inspection Of Schools.
230 Buildings Facility Design—General.
240 Heating, Ventilation And Air Conditioning Design.
250 Lighting: Natural And Artificial.
260 Sound Control.
270 Food Handling Service Facilities Design.
280 Plambing-Water Supply, Plumbing And Fixtures
290 Sewage Treatment And Disposal.
295 Playgrounds—Design & Construction.
Section 3 (246-366-) School Facility Operation
300 Applicability.
310 School Facility Operation—General.
320 Heating, Ventilation and Air Conditioning Operation.
330 Mold Prevention & Remediation.
340 Food Service Facilities Operation.
350 Water Quality Monitoring for Lead.
360 Onsite Sewage Treatment And Disposal Systems.
370 Pest Management.
380 Safety.
390 Playgrounds—Operations.
Section 4 (246-366-) Environmental Health & Safety Administration
400 Applicability.
410 School Officials’ Responsibility.
420 Local Health Officers’ Responsibility.
430 Department of Health’'s Responsibilities.
440 Exemption.
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With respect to proposed WAC 246-366-040, which identifies what the Local Health Officer "shall" do, please be advised
that in Klickitat County the LHO shall continue to assess the needs of our own communities, and determine how to apply
our extremely limited resources to best meet these needs. Be further advised that this is very unlikely to include annual
inspections of all school facilities, regardless of what the Dept. of Health and the State Board of Health dictate we "shall"
do. We will continue to be unresponsive to unfunded mandates. | request that the language in this section be amended
to reflect a more cooperative and less dictatorial relationship between the State and LHJs. Thank you for considering
this matter.

Clark County LHJ doesn’t have enough staff or trained staff to do annual inspections. This would take at least 1 FTE.
Are there qualified people to do the annual inspections?
There is not capacity at LHJ's to do annual inspections.

References to Other Regulations, Standards, Procedures. The proposed rule includes many references to other
regulations, procedures, standards, etc. An example occurs in WAC 246-366-350 (1) (b), Water Quality Monitoring for
Lead, which states that “school officials shall use the Environmental Protection Agency’s 3Ts For Reducing Lead in
Drinking Water in Schools (EPA publication 816-B-05-008)....” Our concern is that we are unfamiliar with a number of
the procedures, rules and standards referenced and do not have the capacity to become trained to evaluate compliance
with them. Schools have expressed concerns as to which agency is responsible to enforce those particular codes. We
request clarification as to expectations and responsibilities of local health jurisdictions when such things are referenced,
especially regulations and/or procedures generated by an agency other than DOH.

If school plans come in one every three years, LHJ's loose the expertise to review them.

The proposed air quality and sound requirements are out of reach. There is no equipment for LHJs to use so
recommend going to L&l for response.

The annual inspection requirement of each school facility; though entirely in favor of; is not practical or even attainable at
this point due to the huge time and financial burden. Our local health department is already budget strapped, and if they
approve self-inspections, our District as well as other districts clearly do not have the personnel or budget to do
ourselves or to even outsource the inspections. We must comply with numerous governing bodies and hundreds of
regulations with extremely limited resources. And than there is fixing the identified problems or compliance issues
requiring even greater resources. | believe the State needs to step in and earmark dollars for environmental, health and
safety improvements and compliance

Would need training/certification of LHJ staff since we do not have expertise or related equipment in some of the areas
cited (measuring noise levels), and our one person who is a certified school safety inspector is about to retire.

Would need an additional FTE to serve the 165+ schools in Clark County...no funding to support it unless we charge fees
to the school, and schools here are very broke (and they would also have to bear the cost of lead testing etc.). This
would be an expensive service given the amount of coordination, plan review, types of inspections, and formal reports to
school boards, etc. throughout the process.

Where are they supposed to come up with air quality equipment?

What exactly does “periodic” mean? Now it's annually. How are they supposed to do this after 1-901? They need
funding. Both the LHJs and the school districts. Funding, funding, funding. What are the minimum standards for an
inspection?

Annual inspection of schools by LHJs... Capacity?
Districts and LHO don't currently have the capacity to successfully implement these rules.

Local Health districts don't have the FTEs (staffing) to do the job, nor do they have the training or time...many simply are
not interested...or consider it "fictional jurisdiction"

More time is needed to determine the impact of the new rules on school operations. Neither the school districts nor the
Local Health Officials currently have the capacity to successfully implement this plan.

There was a comment made that questioned if the Local Health Officer, or their designee, would have the expertise
needed to provide meaningful comment in site planning process. These regulations again provide an opportunity for the
Environmental Health Specialist to address basic environmental concerns in the early stages of planning, as we
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commonly do in all restaurant construction, hazardous waste cleanup projects, public swimming pool construction,
sewage system design, solid waste facilities and other important projects in our community. Environmental Health
Specialists are registered with the state through examination and are required to have a minimum education of a
Bachelor of Science Degree along with continual education. Typically, in their career, an Environmental Health Specialist
will see many examples where architects or engineers have overlooked items important to environmental health and they
were able to work with them and the building department to work out solutions. | have had several occasions where
school site reviews have proved to be beneficial. For example, | corrected a situation where a school would have been
operating on a site with highly contaminated soil. | was also able to address a situation where a school was proposed to
be built over a high-pressure gas main. With property values rising, communities may be tempted to place schools on
questionable property, in which case, professional Environment Health Specialists should be utilized to evaluate the
conditions.

The total days needed for the routine inspections for the public schools in Kitsap County = 47. This would not include
follow-up inspections, may or may not include writing the report or unusual situations at the school that would make the
inspection longer in length. Also, the inspector may or may not be able to do two elementary schools in a day. It looks
like at a minimum a 0.25 FTE EHS and in reality it may be 0.5 FTE for a school program with the HD inspector doing the
inspections. If the HD just did a review of the annual reports submitted by the schools, it may be less than a 0.25 FTE
EHS. Also to conduct the inspections we would possibly need some more equipment and training by DOH.

As you can see this is a fairly large block of time for us to devote to a program that unless funded will most likely not
happen in our local jurisdiction. We have many other mandated programs that are funded through our fees. Our BOH
has said it will not have us doing programs that are unfunded. The other item that | see as a problem, even if we were to
get the funding, is the fact that schools have never been able to take care of the problems we find when we do come in
and perform an inspection. They are just as strapped for funding as is public health. So the other big question is, are we
going to be wasting our time if we do try and develop and implement a school program? This is exactly what happened
25 years ago and is the reason we only do plan reviews and kitchen inspections in our schools today.

Who will be enforcing this rule? Make the schools responsible for ensuring that inspections are done, not the health
department. This will require that Grays Harbor obtain an additional .25 FTE .

I would like any reference to mandatory school inspections by the local health jurisdiction removed from the regulations.
It amounts to another unfunded mandate. Most LHJ don't perform routine comprehensive school inspections now. Why?
Because we do not have qualified personnel or the funding to carry out a comprehensive program. Make the school
districts responsible. Their ESD risk managers or a private party can conduct the inspections. Better yet, maybe DOH
needs to start a school inspection program.

Additional testing, inspections and monitoring are resource issues for both schools and local health officials. Local
health departments frequently charge fees for service, which is a difficult situation for many school districts. It is
imperative that there is work done to find resources for both agencies to implement this rule in a meaningful and
cooperative manner.

Funding Concerns: There are a variety of hidden costs that should be considered along with these rules. Staff will need
training (Certified Playground Inspectors, WDOH school training, topic specific training (mold, indoor air, etc.)), and
equipment (light meters, noise meter, playground safety tool kits, thermometers, CO2 meter, flashlights, smoke tubes,
etc.) to fulfill the requirements of these rules.

This appears to be another unfunded mandate.

There are several changes in these WAC that result in added costs to local school districts. Has anyone though through
how these added costs to schools are going to be funded?

The raising the heating requirement from 65 to 68 degrees. A three degree increase in required room temperatures.
What does that cost and who pays?

Developing a mold prevention and remediation plan. What is that going to cost? Who is going to do it at what cost?
Water quality monitoring? Okay, sounds good, but where is the money to pay staff and fees to develop plans and carry
them out?

Pest management plan appears to be dictating school district policy. | thought that was the job of the school board. We
take care of things like that without a specific policy or plan. Developing policy and plans are not done without costs.

Certified playground safety inspectors, who is going to pay for them?

We're now going to have the LHO do an annual inspection of all schools? What are you doing developing jobs?
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Record keeping? Are we now being mandated to hire additional staff to do recordkeeping for the DOH without any
additional funding?

This proposed WAC is full of additional cost items to schools and | bet you don't have a plan to fund them?

Proposed 246-366-320(1) "--maintain a minimum temperature of 68 degrees----" Has anyone calculated the amount this
is going to cost each district per 1000 SF of floor space? We are maxing our taxpayers to limit now and this requires us
to go even further.

WAC 246-366-420 requires the local health officer to inspect each school at least annually for compliance with the
regulations. THIS IS ANOTHER UNFUNDED MANDATE for local health jurisdictions. Some will say, "charge a fee to
pay for the inspections”. This will not work in Walla Walla County because fees will NOT PAY FOR AN ADDITIONAL
SANITARIAN. So the extra workload falls on existing staff. Existing staff are currently maxed out - period! If the
regulations are adopted with the annual inspection requirement, the inspections will not be done in Walla Walla County.
Rewrite the regulations and place total responsibility for compliance on the school districts without a requirement for
annual inspections by the local health officer.

| note several items that will impose costs on districts:

Written mold prevention and mediation plans- who pays?

Updating of plumbing profiles each time a fixture is changed-

Triennial lead in water sampling (or 2 X per year for flushing)

Written IPM plan

Sealing treated wood- this will lead to playground removal and lowered health for students

Annual playground inspections by Certified inspectors

Required environmental health communication plans

Required record keeping

All these will cost our district $10,000- 25,000 per year. This is money directly removed from educational processes. We
value children's health and do everything possible to protect it in our District. We take pride in the effort we put into our
facilities, but unfunded mandates drain the limited pool of funds available to educate kids. Perhaps the LHO will refund
all the fees they charge for inspecting our schools to help pay for these mandates!?

Unfunded mandates are a great burden on already cash strapped districts.

For the proposals involving already constructed buildings, more money for M&O by the legislature and a simple majority
on levy elections would help take care of problem areas. | can see having a guide to follow that outlines the proposals
and then allocating the money for schools to be able to afford to make repairs or replace worn out systems and
equipment as needed.

Need to work closely with Legislature for securing funding for sampling.
For enforcement to be viable, need sufficient funds so schools can be successful to do what the rules say they must do.

The rule doesn’t speak to LHJ's charging fees. Also there will be costs incurred for record keeping and responses, lead
testing, and data collection. Smaller schools have only one individual to do all of this and schools will be strapped to do
it all.

Another unfunded mandate just like WSALS, No Child Left Behind, etc. Leaves local tax payer stuck to cover the costs.
For annual inspections to occur, LHJ's would have to charge a fee.

Need to consider the cost to implement.

Funding needs to be available for any of this to occur.

Not financially possible to do annual inspections if funding doesn’t occur so drop this requirement completely. There are
already several agencies involved with school inspections.

We are concerned that the Department is using the rule making process to create unfunded regulations that have been
previously rejected by the Legislature. School maintenance costs are under-funded by the state funding formula and the
amount of funding many schools can generate through voted local levies is already capped by law. Any additional
unfunded mandates will directly impact some aspect of the educational program. Local concerns should prioritize these
limited funds, not generalized state-wide rules which while nice in the ideal, give no guarantee of improved student or
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employee health.

Finally, any requirements in this proposed rule which add costs to school districts without providing funding for those
costs should be removed or listed as recommendations. For example, the lead testing rule should be advisory to
districts who want to implement a water testing program unless funding is provided for the program. Creating unfunded
mandates in the rule making process — especially on topics which have been heard and dismissed by the Legislature —
undermines the public trust in government.

Having reviewed the draft of the proposed rule changes for Washington State schools concerns me and forces some
fundamental questions towards the implantation and fiscal impacts throughout all the schools in Washington. The new
draft has a significant amount of new rules / regulations that will bring many school districts into a position that
enforcement would create an undue hardship upon the school.

Through a process of this magnitude brings some questions toward a stable funding source for maintenance &
operations. Districts that have had health and safety issues in the past could possibly have been avoided if a stable
funding source was in place for maintenance & operations. | would think, rather then create rules & enforcement that will
lead to fines & litigation costs, we should be collectively identifying a solution that will help every school in the State Of
Washington, and one idea is a stable funding source for maintenance & operations. Most everyone understands that
M&O are subject to general fund cuts when a financial situation is placed before a school organization. Everyone needs
to understand this reality and apply the concept to these rule revisions.

I would ask that the Washington State Health Department Board of Directors take a serious look at all the information
you receive and weight the individual situations with the fiscal impact throughout all schools (large & small) within the
State Of Washington. We should seek a solution rather then another unfunded mandate that local districts &
communities (NOT THE STATE OF WASHINGTON) will have to fund.

Central Valley School District pays around $5000.00 for school inspections. They are based on $70.00 per hour. An
example of my frustration is we were written up for not having CO2 monitors in the schools which was a
recommendation. | am paying someone $70.00 to inspect and write something that is a recommendation. Further more, |
have several schools that do in fact have CO2 monitors however the same recommendation was written. | feel if the LHO
is going to inspect for CO2 monitors and | am paying them to do so they need to have the knowledge to determine if in
fact if the site has the monitors. There are other issues that fall into the same area as well. The other issue is why do
some charge by the hour and others charge a flat fee?

Was there an economic impact analysis done for this? We are trying to tally the number of hours it will take to perform
the required annual inspection of each mandated item. It appears that either the LHO or the District will need to add 2 or
3 full time staff just for the inspections of our District's 100 school buildings. If additional funding is being provided to
either DOH budgets or to school district budgets, it will not rob any additional resources from our classrooms. Otherwise,
it just expands the gap between State funding levels and what is needed to provide a quality public education.

It also will have a big impact on capital projects, adding at least 2 to 5% to construction costs based on our early review.

Wait till you start computing the cost of water samples -- every three years -- perhaps Seattle can guide us there since
they have done some of that recently. Be sure to download the EPA doc cited in this -- It is 100 pages of details that they
want to adopt with one small entry.

Finally and most notably, the annual inspection requirement of each school facility; though entirely in favor of; is not
practical or even attainable at this point due to the huge time and financial burden. Our Seattle-King County local health
department is already budget strapped, and if they approve self-inspections, our District as well as other districts clearly
do not have the personnel or budget to do ourselves or to even outsource the inspections. We must comply with
numerous governing bodies and hundreds of regulations with extremely limited resources. And than there is fixing the
identified problems or compliance issues requiring even greater resources. | believe the State needs to step in and
earmark dollars for environmental, health and safety improvements and compliance. But then | am preaching to the
choir....

In closing, the Department must consider all of the costs associated with the implementation of the draft rule as soon as
possible. These are sweeping changes which will not only impact school operations budgets but will divert employee
time from other important activities. | also remain concerned that the draft does not contain reference to any
enforcement and/or penalty provisions that the Department is considering.

Specifically, the rule changes will create costly unfunded mandates that will impact Maintenance, Facilities &
Construction, Custodial and Administration budgets and take education dollars directly from the classroom.
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Specifically, the rule changes will create another layer of bureaucracy in the school construction process, along with fees
attached to all school design and construction document review, driving up the cost and length of time to construct
schools.

Some health depts. charge for inspections. School districts may have to reduce teaching staff in order to pay for this.
There should be no charge for inspections.

On a general note, | would like to emphasize our concern related to changes that imply a financial impact to school
districts. As you are aware, every additional dollar spent on facilities is one that is withheld from addressing
classroom activities in support of our core mission to improve academic achievement for students. Certainly, we
believe in providing safe and healthy environments for students and staff. However, we are struggling to accomplish
our mission and current requirements at the present time. We simply need state funding to follow any new rules that
have a cost attached to their implementation. | know this is a tired old mantra related to "unfunded mandates," but it
is a pragmatic reality for us in the school business.

In my opinion unless there is funding by the State; examples like requiring plumbing profiles, annual inspections of
playground equipment, mold remediation plans should be recommendations and not mandates.

One school district estimates 6800 hours to comply with these regulations. AT $150/ hr for LHO, this will reduce
teachers in the classroom. Where we have estimated 6800 hours, that is for the draft rules as they currently stand. As
the intent is better clarified, that may be lessened. Given the requirement to inspect each facility at least annually for
compliance "with these rules" [pg. 22 4 (a)], our understanding is that a lot of things that were right when built would need
to be reinspected each year. If it were made clear that the inspection does not apply to section 2, we would be able to
reduce our estimate significantly.

WAMOA said the language should be reconsidered,; it cannot support one more unfunded mandate.

Some of these rule changes are worthy goals but how we get there is another story; do a fiscal analysis sooner rather
than later.

The need for fiscal information as soon as possible is reiterated.
Two issues: individual cost for the work; potential cost of delay.
Need fiscal impact and project impact, and also a functional impact for its influence on operations.

| heard the comment there would be a cost to benefit analysis done on the plan. It would be good if when this occurs that
the benefit measurement is measurable and not something subjective or an obvious attempt to make it look like a zero
budget impact regulation.

The above comment leads me to speculate that the implementation of these new rules would be very costly and of
course another unfunded mandate. The continuous stream of unfunded rules and requirements are an extreme hardship
for smaller school districts.

While the Coalitions have specific concerns regarding a number of the Proposed Rules, the Coalitions are extremely
concerned about the fiscal impacts of the Proposed Rules on the school districts. As discussed below, before any
meaningful review can be performed, the Department of Health must prepare a fiscal impact analysis based on the
Proposed Rules. This analysis should consider the impacts of the Proposal on the State, local health departments, and
individual school districts. In addition, the Department should prepare a project impact analysis and an operational impact
analysis in order to assess whether the requirements are even feasible.

The Proposed Rules must consider school district funding limitations.

As you know, school districts are required by state law to provide educational services to families residing within the
districts' boundaries. Despite this mandate, funding for school construction continues to be problematic for school districts
statewide, particularly for school districts in our region --- many of whom have recently faced or continue to face significant
growth. On the operating side, state funding of K-12 continues to decline as a portion of the overall State operating
budget: K-12's portion of the budget was 47 % in 1995-97, but declined to 42 % in the 2005-07 Operating Budget.
Nonetheless, as public trustees, school districts have the duty to spend public funds appropriately and to
maximize the funds that have been allocated for educational purposes.

In this context, school districts must carefully analyze the Proposed Rules in terms of relevance, authority, efficiency, and
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expertise. Coalition members recognize our duty to ensure safe and healthy conditions for the students and district staff.
However, various aspects of the Proposed Rules will require unnecessary expenditures of funds from school district
operating and capital budgets. For example, some expenditures require health department reviews that duplicate the
reviews required by other qualified agencies and mandate reviews by the Local Health Officer ("LHO") in areas where he or
she may not possess any expertise. Under Proposed Rule 246-366-220, school districts must obtain the LHO's approval of
school construction plans and specifications. This includes the review of ventilation systems. These same systems
are designed by qualified and licensed architects and engineers, reviewed and approved by local building officials who
possesses unique qualifications to review such systems, and regulated by relevant provisions of the International Building
Code ("IBC"), as adopted pursuant to Chapter 19.27 RCW, and the Washington State Energy Code (Chapter 19.27A
RCW). In addition, under State law, school districts must also have these same systems reviewed by independent, outside
commissioning agents. Paying for a fourth review by LHOs, who in many cases have no technical training relating to
ventilation systems, seems neither appropriate nor cost-effective.

Notably, the Proposed Rules do not include a fiscal impact analysis. However, based on preliminary review by school
districts and our consultants, the Proposed Rules could add significant project-specific and operational costs. Using a new
50,000 square foot elementary school as the basis, district consultants have determined the following cost impacts resulting
from the proposed changes to the Rules:

Design/Study/Consulting: $295,200
Construction: $892,700
Review/Approval Process: $111,150
Total Additional Project Costs: $1,296,050
Additional Annual Operations Costs: $58,000

Please note that these costs are in addition to the costs normally budgeted for such an elementary school project. Also
note that these cost projections assume no delays resulting from the separate LHO review process. For example, school
construction projects generally commence in the spring in order to meet critical school opening dates. If the LHO review were
to delay the start of the project by even a few weeks, it could delay construction for a full year. With construction inflation
costs currently around 7% per year, a $19 million elementary school project would cost an additional $1.33 million. These
delay costs do not consider the operational and educational costs that a school district would incur if a school was not
opened on time. The BOH should consider these significant impacts.

At a minimum, the Proposed Rules must recognize that voters have already approved funding for specific school
construction projects. For these projects, the increased capital costs associated with implementing the Proposed Rules
were not considered in the cost projections and thus, have not been funded by the voters. Therefore, the unforeseen
increase in project costs could jeopardize these voter-approved projects and mean that districts could not deliver the
schools they discussed in their bond presentations to the voters. Similarly, some districts are using limited levy funds to
complete projects. We suggest that the Proposed Rules exempt previously funded projects from application of Section 2
("School Facility Development") of the Proposed Rules.

The alarmist attitude of "there is no money" is unfounded as districts are infamous for finding money to deny claims,
increase salaries for the district office or fund other pet projects when schools are experiencing major IEQ issues.

The majority of these proposals are an exercise in unfunded mandated redundancies. Contrary to popular belief school
districts are usually in a state of financial stress just because of such mandates, it is amazing what we do accomplish
with the limited funds afforded to us. For example, we spent over $20,000 dollars about 9 months ago because we
wanted to be proactive in testing all of our fixtures and potable water systems for lead, corrosivity and turbidity. Now, we
find out we might have to budget that every three years. The same department that does the testing, changes fixtures all
with lead free brass and fixtures, so why would testing need to be so often when we know our potable water system
better than anyone, especially when our concerns are identical with our parents. We do not take risks, we do not take
chances.

It is extremely expensive to alter humidity in new buildings, and would be prohibitively so in existing construction. This
reference should be deleted unless specific monies to address this ‘problem’ are allocated for all schools.

Fiscal analysis is very much needed. The new rules put a huge financial burden on schools already struggling financially.
Financial data from OSPI needs to be consulted to have a clear picture on how much of the total school budget is
dedicated to operations and maintenance. These new rules look like another unfounded mandate that will put excessive
burden on schools. Some large school districts estimate that thousands of hours will be needed to merely complete
yearly facility inspections, not to mention compliance with the new regulations and fees charged for the visits of Local
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Health Officials (LHO). Not only the direct cost needs to be considered, but also the significant cost of delays caused by
the review and approval process for new construction. Where will this money come from? Will districts need to reduce
staff?

Some local health departments are charging a fee for school inspections. Why should schools pay an agency to do a job
that the legislature mandates should be done?

Example of excessive financial/time burden: plumbing profile for all buildings (section 1)

The requirements for “School Facility Development” and the ongoing involvement of the LHO will significantly increase
the cost of and time of development and construction. Delay is and excessive cost impact to school districts, especially
given the time frames for construction (school year).

School maintenance departments throughout the state continue to struggle due to declining budgets. Recently over
one hundred thirty school districts applied for state assistance through the Small School Emergency Repair Grant
Program that the state legislature initiated last year. Due to limited availability of funding, only twenty six school
districts actually were provided funding for their repairs. Out of the twenty six districts selected, twenty four were
districts with less than two thousand students. These were districts falling on hard times with budget shortages that
require extra funding to repair roofs that were leaking, HVAC systems that were over forty years old, asbestos
abatement, lighting replacements, mold and mildew. If the proposed rules are adopted and these new mandates
imposed upon school facilities, compliance will require unnecessary expenditures of funds from school districts
maintenance and operation budgets that could otherwise be spent on making the very repairs that the rules are
proposing.

To date, there has not been a fiscal analysis on the proposed rule changes and how they will affect school districts
budgets. We believe strongly that such fiscal analysis, when it does take place, must take into account the hidden
and often overlooked costs associated with increased maintenance and other financial burdens proposed on school
districts when these types of rules are mandated.

Another unfunded mandate.

There were several comments that these rules are yet another un-funded mandate. However, it should be clear to
everyone that child safety and maintenance of schools are already mandated. Parents are required by law to send their
children to these public buildings and they likely assume that the highest level of safety is maintained. Therefore, the
schools should always be kept clean and in good repair. Student work areas should at least meet the minimum safety
requirements of adult work place safety. In our community, there appears to be very little shortage of building funds for
new schools, with plans for the construction of 4 new multimillion-dollar high schools now in the works. Despite this
funding for new schools, schools without operational funding cut back on maintenance. School administrators with limited
budgets cannot always be trusted to keep schools from sliding into disrepair. For example, it is now common that floors
are not cleaned daily in classrooms or important repairs are put off, even when problems are pointed out to
administration during our inspections.

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the proposed changes to the WAC. The cost implications involved with
many of the changes will have a definite negative impact on our school. We are a small rural school with our own water
& sewer system. We currently are required to test for lead periodically in our system. Those tests results have been
fine. The new requirements will affect us as we have sinks w/drinking fountains & separate faucets in each elementary
room. Itis my understanding both water supplies will need to be tested. The lab we use charges $25 per sample (10%
less if 10 or more are turned in at the same time). Where do you feel funds for these expenses will be coming from?
Teaching & classroom supplies needed to educate children (our main priority) are only increasing in cost. Please give
consideration to additional expenses that have no additional revenues tied to them.

The plan review & pre-opening inspection I'm sure will not be done for free by the LHO. It sounds like there is a duplicate
of the "required annual inspection" possibly both for playgrounds & for buildings which will also be charged for.

Moreover, since LHOs will not be funded to perform the newly required annual Health and Safety inspections this work
will of necessity be accomplished on a fee for service basis with the school district paying. In some areas this fee for
service has been $149 per hour. My quick math, based on the estimated time to conduct an inspection discussed at a
recent workshop, predicts a new annual inspection cost to our district of between $22,000 and $36,000.

My Third and final idea is funding. | suggest that the state Health Department, Regional Health Departments and the
Local Health Departments across the state, lobby our Legislators to establish an adequate emergency repair fund for
public school districts. This fund could be in the form of grants or interest free loans. | know that we have had some grant
money in the last few years become available however it took a lot of paperwork and time to apply for the grants and
many School districts did not qualify for the grants. If there was a fund or a way to get emergency state funding when an
environmental or health issue arises, without all of the red tape, we as maintenance personnel could respond much
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faster and effectively to eliminate these problems.

We all are working toward providing the safest environment for the students and staff we serve, however with the rising
cost of fuel, power and building materials there is no money left to work with. We need funding from the State
Legislator’s to keep up with the rising costs of operations. This burden has to stop being placed on the local school
district’'s and their taxpayer’s.

The Informal Draft is an extensive effort to improve health and safety, for which you are to be commended. Because of
the extent of the changes proposed, the impact on school district projects, finances and operations could be very
significant, especially for small school districts. As you know, the financial and operational strains on school districts are
already at a high level. School districts must carefully guard the funding that goes toward our primary objective,
educating students, since we are limited by state law 