Misinformation and Misleading Statements contained in Letters to the Editor by HBCSD school board members.

Greg Breen former HBCSD School Board member, 
Letters to the Editor 07/30/15, Easy Reader News:

“The Hermosa Beach School District would have to purchase the property”. “Contrary to persistent local myth, the school district does not have the right to continued use of the facility, having reserved only the right to use the tennis courts and gym for two hours per day and the auditorium for 10 days a year, with even that limited use subject to a series of renewable three-year leases that expired 30 years ago.  And contrary to other myths, the city cannot give the facility back since the California state constitutions prohibits “any gift, of any public money or thing of value.”  See Correct Information #1

“The building itself would have to undergo substantial reconstruction.”  See Correct Information #2

“Most of the existing rooms in the building are smaller than the 960 square feet state standard for classrooms;…”   See Correct Information #3

“…there is no play space (although there’s plenty of parking for all the kids who drive their cars to school).”   See Correct Information #4

“The building does not meet disability access standards.”  See Correct Information #5

“The building, although possibly compliant with general building code standards, probably does not meet the stricter standards set by the Division of State Architect for schools.”…  See Correct Information #6

“Given its age the building is undoubtedly contaminated with asbestos.”  See Correct Information #7

…”And the building does not meet current fire/life/safety standards.”  See Correct Information #8

“These are all surmountable with plenty of money and time, two commodities in short supply.”   See Correct Information #9

“All the school district would have to do is re-purchase the building from the city (anyone looked at the price of real estate, compared with values in 1978?),…”  See Correct Information #10

…”gut the building (or bulldoze it),…”  See Correct Information #11

…”resize all the classrooms,…”  See Correct Information #12

…”add American Disabilities Act compliant elevators and bathrooms,…”  See Correct Information #13

…”add play space (probably by removing parking, since parking is never an issue in our community);”…
See Correct Information #14

…”and reconstruct the school.”  See Correct Information #15

“Architects have advised the board that it’d be cheaper to bulldoze the Community Center than to rehabilitate it.”  See Correct Information #16

“None of this is new information.  The district has had this information available for anyone to review since I was on the board a decade ago.“  See Correct Information #17






































DISCUSSION AND FACTS
Misinformation and Misleading Statements contained in Letters to the Editor #2.

Greg Breen former HBCSD School Board member, 
Letters to the Editor 07/30/15, Easy Reader News:

“The Hermosa Beach School District would have to purchase the property.”  “Contrary to persistent local myth, the school district does not have the right to continued use of the facility, having reserved only the right to use the tennis courts and gym for two hours per day and the auditorium for 10 days a year, with even that limited use subject to a series of renewable three-year leases that expired 30 years ago.  And contrary to other myths, the city cannot give the facility back since the California state constitutions prohibits “any gift, of any public money or thing of value”.”

CORRECT INFORMATION #1:
Greg Breen’s statement above is INCORRECT AND MISLEADING.
Greg Breen only describes Exhibit K, the district’s use of the auditorium, gymnasium, tennis courts and changing rooms.  He ignores Exhibit G, The Resolution of Intention to Sell… and Prescribing the Terms Thereof, and its attached Memorandum of Understanding, Article 4.  The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) was accepted by the City of Hermosa Beach at their City Council meeting of June 14, 1977, the day after receiving it from HBCSD.  (TL-1977Jun14 CC Meeting Mins)

NOTE:  Exhibit K was the last exhibit to be added to the Agreement.  Although it was entitled Lease Agreement for Future Use of Pier Avenue School, the original exhibit was referred to as the Recreation Agreement.  In no way was Exhibit K meant to supersede the provisions for district use of classrooms specified in the MOU.   See Minutes from the 12/14/77 Regular Meeting of the City Council (aka Workshop #6 for negotiations for the Purchase and Sale Agreement for Pier Avenue School).  (TL-1977Dec14 joint workshop #6)

According to the Memorandum of Understanding (Article 4), the HB City Council meeting minutes of June 14, 1977 and June 28, 1977 and the letter from the City Attorney, Exhibit J, and many other documents, HBCSD does NOT need to purchase the Community Center in order to use classrooms, office space and storage space there.  The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) provides for the district use of classrooms, office and storage space when district enrollment surpasses 1,266 students. 

Please see: Lie #1: Purposely misleading the public regarding HBCSD’s contractual provisions for use of 
classrooms, office and storage space at the Pier Avenue School/Community Center.

Greg Breen incorrectly states that the three-year lease for Exhibit K expired 30 years ago.   See Article 3 Option to Renew, section 3.01 (e).  Use of the gymnasium, auditorium, tennis courts, showers and changing room expires in 2028.  

NOTE: In April 2014, HBCSD Superintendent Pat Escalante sent a letter to the City of Hermosa Beach requesting that the lease on Exhibit K be renewed.  See April 30, 2014, letter from Patricia Escalante to Tom Bakaly, City Manager.  (TL-2014Apr30 PE letter to renew Exhibit K)

Greg Breen also incorrectly states that according to the Agreement “the district only reserved the right to use the tennis courts and gym for two hours per day”.  According to Exhibit K, Article 5 Use of the Gymnasium, Showers, Lockers and Tennis Courts, Section 5.02:  (TL-1978Feb28 Exhibit K)
“In addition to the use set forth immediately above, the District shall have the right to use the facilities, set forth in this paragraph, ten additional days per year at times other than school days and hours.”*

*HBCSD had contractual rights to use the gymnasium at the Community Center two hours a day, plus 10 extra days throughout the year.  How often is the district’s $11 million dollar gymnasium complex at Valley School used now?   Is it used more than two hours a day?  If so, could the city and the school district have negotiated longer hours for the school district use?  The gymnasium at the Community Center could have been used by HBCSD middle school basketball and volleyball practice and tournaments after school.

NOTE:  In addition to the provisions of Exhibit K, HBCSD and the City of Hermosa Beach had a Joint Use Agreement for district and city facilities dating back to October 2008. (TL-2008Oct City and District Joint Use Agreement)

The $11 million dollars could have been used to renovate North School from 2004 through 2008.   North School campus could have been made ready for the predicted temporary increase in students before 2021.

Instead, school board members failed to provide 14 additional classrooms as recommended by the 2002 Facilities Master Plan.  School Board members spent millions of dollars of taxpayer funds to temporarily house students at Valley School and View School which created years of unnecessarily overcrowded conditions which negatively affected students, staff, parents and nearby residents.

“And contrary to other myths, the city cannot give the facility back since the California state constitutions prohibits “any gift, of any public money or thing of value”.”

The City of Hermosa Beach does NOT need to “give the facility back” to HBCSD.  HBCSD has valid priority rights to use classrooms at the Community Center when district enrollment exceeds 1,266 students.

NOTE: The City of Hermosa Beach and the school district also have a long history of swapping city and district properties and selling district properties to the city.  There did not have to be a “gift” of public property involved.  (TL-2014Oct27 email McCurdy & Escalante land swap)


“The building itself would have to undergo substantial reconstruction.”

CORRECT INFORMATION #2:
Greg Breen’s statement above has NOT been verified by available documents/reports.

It is unclear how Greg Breen is making this determination.
1. Pier Avenue School (aka the Community Center) passed with flying colors the Phase 1 Structural Seismic Evaluation performed by John A. Martin & Associates (consultants retained by the City of Hermosa Beach) in the summer of 2015.  (TL-2015Aug12 Seismic Evaluation)
2. Pier Avenue School (aka the Community Center) also passed a conditions assessment in the summer 2015.  The Community Center was declared to be “in very good condition” according to the CivilSource, Inc. Facilities Condition Assessment CIP 13 665.  (TL-2015Jul9 Civil Source Conditions Assessment)
3. Pier Avenue School is structurally safe for public school students and can be used as a school according to Ed Code 17280.5.   (TL-CDE Code 17280.5 Field Act)
“Most of the existing rooms in the building are smaller than the 960 square feet state standard for classrooms;…”

CORRECT INFORMATION #3:
1. Some of the original classrooms at Pier Avenue School have been partitioned into small rooms.  The partitions can be removed to create larger rooms for HBCSD student temporary use.
2. Title 5 standards recommend that new classrooms be 960 sq ft.  The classrooms in the community center that are smaller than Title 5 standards are only 900 sq ft to 930 sq ft: the equivalent of a 30’X30’ or 30’X31’ classroom versus a 31’X31’ classroom.  Should that be the reason for the district to reject the Community Center to temporarily relieve overcrowding?
3. Title 5 Regulations are STANDARDS not requirements.
4. Title 5 Regulations only apply to NEW CONSTRUCTION, not to leased and current school buildings.
5. Title 5 standards were adopted in 1993.   (JM-9a Title 5 standards wide discretion) The CDE does not require school districts to make all existing schools meet relatively new Title 5 standards (codes).  Requiring that all school districts be responsible for bringing all their schools up to current Title 5 standards would cost taxpayers BILLIONS of dollars.  
6. Title 5 Regulations are not required if a new project does NOT use State matching funds, i.e. is locally funded.  Given the entire cost of building or renovating an existing campus, State new construction or modernization funds are minimal.
7. Title 5 Regulations give school districts substantial leeway as to their application.  (JM-9a Title 5 standards wide discretion)
8. Rebuilding North School would require adherence to Title 5 Standards, an Environmental Impact Report AND Coastal Commission approval.
9. Renovating the Community Center would NOT require a lengthy and expensive Environmental Impact Report NOR Coastal Commission approval.
10. The Community Center is located outside the Coastal Zone.  (TT-Coastal Zone)
11. Any standard can be exempted, see Item u. in Section 14010 Standards for School Site Selection states:  “At the request of the governing board of a school district, the State Superintendent of Public Instruction may grant exemptions to any of the standards in this section if the district can demonstrate that mitigation of specific circumstances overrides a standard without compromising a safe and supportive school environment.”  (JM-6 Title 5 Regulations)
12. NOTE: According to the Existing Space Inventory on page 43 of the 2014 Facilities Master Plan, there are six classrooms at Valley School that are less than the Title 5 standard of 960 square feet for students grades 1st – 8th.  Rooms #12 and #13 are listed as being 949 sq ft each.  Room #14 is listed as being 931 sq ft.  Rooms #22, #23, #24 are listed as being only 900 sq ft each.  The fact that these six classrooms are less than the CDE Title 5 recommended 960 sq ft has not diminish or prevented their use for students at Valley School.  (TL-2014 FMP p43, clsrms less than 960sq ft)
13. NOTE: According to the View School - Existing Space Inventory on page 53 of the 2014 Facilities Master Plan, there are four kindergarten classes that are held in classrooms that are less than the Title 5 recommendation of 1,350 sq ft for transitional kindergarten and kindergarten.  The four kindergarten classes are held in classrooms that are 960 sq ft each. 
14. HBCSD has no problem ignoring CDE Title 5 standards for classroom size and campus size when in suits them: 
A. HBCSD put 5-6 classes of pre-kindergarten and kindergarten students in classrooms designed for 3rd & 4th grade students at Vista School (aka North School) in 2021 – 2022.  Classrooms designed for kindergarten students are supposed to be larger (1,350 square feet) and with attached bathrooms and easy access and supervision to a connected outdoor play space.  Classrooms for 3rd & 4th grade students are designated to be 960 square feet.  This decision by HBCSD violated Title 5 standards.
B. Vista School campus is only 27% of the recommended size for 425 students, even as the campus was built for 510 students.  (TL-2019Apr11 CDE NS 27%)  This decision by HBCSD violated Title 5 standards.  
C. Keeping students in overcrowded conditions for years should violate Title 5 standards.  Putting two classrooms of students in the Multipurpose room at Valley and View schools should also violate Title 5 standards.  Greg Breen ignores these violations of Title 5 standards and only mentions the fact that some of the classrooms at the Community Center are smaller than what is recommended by the CDE.
15. According to the Arbitration Agreement Exhibit D of the Agreement, Article 4.d:  (TL-1978Feb28 Exhibit D)
“It is the intent of the parties that Hermosa Beach residents and property owners shall be given priority in the use of the facilities.”

16. Many of the current occupants using the Community Center classrooms are NOT from Hermosa Beach. At their most congested, HBCSD campuses would have benefited from moving 150 students to the Community Center.  150 students would require about six classrooms.
A. There are four classrooms in the south wing that are leased out to adults with disabilities that are 920 square feet each.  (TL-PAS South wing clsrms)  There are six classrooms in the north wing: four of the rooms are 900 square feet each.  (TL-PAS North wing clsrms)  There are four others that appear to be at least 900 square feet each or more.  Any non-structural partitions that have been erected in existing classrooms could be removed and reinstalled after the district could move students to North School.  Does it make sense for the district to forego using the Community Center and instead purchase/lease $1.14M in temporary facility “solutions” which are not long-term improvements to a community asset and do nothing to stop overcrowding on district campuses?   The Community Center classrooms could temporarily accommodate any grade of middle school (5th  grade through 8th grader) students to relieve overcrowding on Valley or View campuses.  See Pier Avenue School floor plan (TL-1935-1939 PAS floor plans) and classroom sizes. 
B. Although some of the rooms are smaller than the recommended 960 sq ft., HBCSD could put less students in each classroom.  For example, put 24 students instead of 30 students in a classroom.  The rooms are still large and bright.
NOTE: Use of the Community Center was intended as a temporary district facility when district enrollment exceeded 1,266 students.  Enrollment exceeded 1,266 students from 2010 to 2020.  There were no new housing developments planned for Hermosa Beach which would have permanently increased the enrollment for the district and require the building of a new campus for $29M as was done with the $59M Measure S bond.
  
“…there is no play space (although there’s plenty of parking for all the kids who drive their cars to school).”

CORRECT INFORMATION #4:
Greg Breen’s statement is INCORRECT AND MISLEADING.
The parking lot can be used as a temporary play space during the day and used by the city for parking after school hours (Monday through Friday after 4pm and all-day during the summer.).   The city and the school district would SHARE the Community Center until North School could be renovated OR district enrollment dropped below 1,266 students.

There are schools that use parking areas for play space during school.  District use of the Community Center would only be on a temporary basis until North School could be renovated.

The Community Center has plenty of space for off-street drop-off and pick-up of students versus HBCSD other campuses. 

The Community Center is situated on major feeder streets and located in the center of town.  North School, on the other hand, is surrounded by very narrow residential streets with multiple unsafe crossings that require crossing guards.  HBCSD and the city already supply crossing guards at several intersections around the Community Center during school hours that services students crossing Pier Avenue and Pacific Coast Highway to attend Valley and View campuses.


“The building does not meet disability access standards.”

CORRECT INFORMATION #5:
OF COURSE THE COMMUNITY CENTER MEETS ADA DISABIITY ACCESS STANDARDS.  The Americans with Disabilities Act was passed in July 1990.  ALL PUBLIC BUILDINGS ARE REQUIRED TO BE ADA (Americans with Disabilities Act) ACCESSIBLE.  (TL-ADA requirements) If the Community Center is NOT ADA accessible, then the city of Hermosa Beach could potentially face expensive lawsuits   There is no excuse for the Community Center NOT to be up to ADA standards.  It seems more likely that the Community Center is indeed ADA accessible, but Greg Breen is just searching for ways to disqualify the use of the Community Center for district use so the cabal can keep the Community Center for city use.  The same reason was given by Superintendent Pat Escalante and others for the need to tear down and rebuild North School.  This is not a reason that the Community Center should be disqualified for district use, this is a reason to make improvements at the Community Center.

KNOWN COMMUNITY CENTER ADA UPGRADES MADE BY THE CITY OF HERMOSA BEACH:
1. In 2003 the City of Hermosa Beach made ADA upgrades to the Community Center Theater for a cost of $197,600.  (Exhibit TL-2003Nov12 CC ADA upgrades)
2. In 2006 and 2009 the City of Hermosa Beach made ADA upgrades to all 1st floor bathrooms and to south wing restrooms to make them ADA compliant.  (Exhibit PA-33), (TL-2006Jun to 2013Feb CC Improvements)
3. In 2013-2014 the City of Hermosa Beach used a Community Development Block Grant of $63,054 to make ADA improvements to the Civic Center, Community Center and Clark Building. (TL-2013Dec10 Block Grant for CC), (Exhibit PA-32)
4. According to the 2014 Facilities Master Plan all HBCSD schools need ADA upgrades.

“The building, although possibly compliant with general building code standards, probably does not meet the stricter standards set by the Division of State Architect for schools.”…*

CORRECT INFORMATION #6:
Greg Breen’s statement is INCORRECT.
1. The only building standard that the Division of State Architect would require for school students is the Field Act.  The Community Center was built to Field Act specification after the 1933 Long Beach Earthquake.   Pier Avenue School is structurally safe for public school students and can be used as a school according to Ed Code 17280.5(e).   (TL-CDE Code 17280.5 Field Act)

“Notwithstanding any law, a leased or purchased building that is determined to have the equivalent pupil safety performance standard as a building constructed according to the Field Act and implementing regulations is hereby deemed to be in full compliance with the safety requirements of a school building as set forth in Section 17280, and is hereby deemed to be in full compliance with the Field Act.”
2. The DSA uses the same building code as do government buildings.  All public buildings use Title 24 building standards.  See Overview Title 24 Building Standards Code as Adopted by the Division of the State Architects.  https://www.dgs.ca.gov/DSA/Resources/Page-Content/Resources-List-Folder/Overview-Title-24-Building-Standards-Code#:~:text=Learn%20about%20Title%2024%20of,essential%20services%20buildings%3B%20sustainability%20for
3. Because the Community Center was built to be a school (Pier Avenue School) all construction has already been approved and overseen by the Division of State Architect.  
4. Pier Avenue School WAS evaluated by John A. Martin and Associates in June 2015.  John A. Martin & Associates, Inc. are qualified structural engineers who performed a ASCE 31-03 Phase 1 Structural assessment of Pier Avenue School.  They determined that Pier Avenue School classrooms were structurally safe and required NO retrofit. The gymnasium at Pier Avenue School was estimated to need $300k to $500k in seismic retrofitting.   (TL-2015Aug12 Seismic Evaluation)
4. Martin & Associates, without reviewing Pier Avenue School architect, Samuel E. Lunden’s, blueprints and specifications for the building of the Auditorium at Pier Avenue School, assumed a $2 million cost to seismically reinforce the Auditorium.  
5. Pier Avenue School WAS evaluated by CivilSource, Inc. in the summer of 2015.  CivilSource gave the Community Center a fair to good condition rating.  The grand total for the recommended Community Center building upgrades was estimated to be only $270,558.   See Comprehensive City Wide Building & Facilities Condition Assessment CIP 13-665 for the City of Hermosa Beach.  (TL-2015Jul9 Civil Source Conditions Assessment)
*NOTE:  Unfortunately school board members did NOT give the Facility Planning and Advisory Committee (FPAC) the authority to thoroughly vet the Community Center for student use in 2013 to 2014.  Therefore, Greg Breen can question the use and safety of the Community Center, even though all available documents/reports show that the Community Center could indeed be used as is for students.

“Given its age the building is undoubtedly contaminated with asbestos.”

CORRECT INFORMATION #7:
Greg Breen’s statement is MISLEADING.
Where is the study that confirms asbestos at the Community Center?  Why hasn’t it already been removed by the city if it’s a problem?  Asbestos is only a problem if it is released into the air, it is not a problem if asbestos is covered by carpeting, etc.

NOTE:  The North School asbestos study contained in the 2017-2019 Environmental Impact Report recommended that the district NOT tear down North School.   (TL-EIR Asbestos report)  According to  David Lucero an Environmental Assessor for Terra Petra Environmental Engineering everything that appears to have asbestos could be removed during renovations.  All the additions of asbestos were added in the late 50’s which are easy to remove.  Nothing about the North School buildings themselves have any issues.   The same architects and engineers who built North School also built the Community Center, therefore it is likely that asbestos is not a problem at the Community Center either.

If the Community Center is contaminated with asbestos, whether it is being used as a temporary school site or not, any asbestos should be dealt with for the safety of all occupants.  This is NOT a reason that the Community Center should be disqualified for district use, this is a reason to make improvements at the Community Center.


…”And the building does not meet current fire/life/safety standards.”

CORRECT INFORMATION #8:
Greg Breen’s statement is NOT VERIFIED BY FACTS.
If the Community Center does NOT meet current “fire/life/safety standards”, it should be brought up to code, whether or not it is being used as a temporary school site.  Any lapse in safety should be dealt with for the benefit of all occupants.  A lapse in safety standards would expose the city to expensive lawsuits.  This is not a reason that the Community Center should be disqualified for district use.  This is a reason to make improvements at the Community Center either through a city bond or a school district bond.

In addition, the Community Center (aka Pier Avenue School) also passed a conditions assessment performed by CivilSource, Inc. in the summer of 2015.  Civil Source gave the Community Center a “very good” conditions assessment rating.   It is believed that if there were issues regarding the fire/life/safety standards of the Community Center the CivilSource conditions assessment would have identified them.  To our knowledge no fire/life/safety issues were identified at the Community Center in the CivilSource report.  Please see:  Facilities Condition Assessment CIP 13 665 (TL-2015Jul9 Civil Source Conditions Assessment)

“These are all surmountable with plenty of money and time, two commodities in short supply.”  

CORRECT INFORMATION #9:
Greg Breen’s statement is MISLEADING.
1. As a former school board member from 2002 to 2008, Greg Breen decided to build an $11 million dollar gymnasium complex at Valley School with Measure J funds instead of providing needed classrooms.  At the time the 2002 Facility Master Plan had recommended that HBCSD provide 16 classrooms in 10 years (by 2012).  Given this information, members of the community suggested that the Measure J funds should be used to either renovate the Community Center or North School for HBCSD students.  School board member Greg Breen had attacked and ignored these suggestions thus resulting in the district overcrowding from 2010 to 2020.  
2. Between 2013 and 2015 HBCSD spent more than $1,149,000.00 on temporary classroom facilities that did NOTHTING to relieve overcrowding at Valley or View school campuses.  (TL-2012-2015 Temp facilities costs)
3. According to HBCSD audited financial returns from 2014-2016, HBCSD had approximately $3 million dollars in reserves that could have been used to renovate the Community Center classrooms.
4. The city or the school district could pass a facilities bond to renovate the Community Center for student use while North School was being renovated.  It is likely that any improvements to the Community Center for student use would cost less than the $24 million dollars and five years to rebuild North School.
5. The Community Center is NOT located in the Coastal Zone and so would not require Coastal Commission approval.  (TT-Coastal Zone)  An expensive Environmental Impact Report would not be necessary if the Community Center was simply renovated for students.  
6. Estimated cost to tear down and rebuild North School: $29,000,000.00
7. Estimate cost to fully renovate North School and add an administration building: $6.1 million
8. HBCSD did not open the rebuilt North School campus until April 2021.  Nearly five years after the passage of the $59 million dollar Measure S bond.
9. According to the Arbitration Agreement Exhibit D of the Agreement, Article 4.d:
“It is the intent of the parties that Hermosa Beach residents and property owners shall be given priority in the use of the facilities.”  Many of the current occupants using the Community Center classrooms are NOT from Hermosa Beach.  

“All the school district would have to do is re-purchase the building from the city (anyone looked at the price of real estate, compared with values in 1978?),…”

CORRECT INFORMATION #10:
Greg Breen’s statement above is INCORRECT AND MISLEADING.
According to the Agreement for Sale and Purchase of Pier Avenue School, Exhibit G, The Resolution of Intention to Sell … and Prescribing the Terms There Of, HBCSD has contractual rights to use classrooms at the Community Center when enrollment surpasses 1,266 students.  HBCSD DOES NOT NEED TO RE-PURCHASE THE COMMUNITY CENTER in order to use classrooms, office space and storage space there.  Please see:  Lie #3: Claiming that the Community Center needs to be purchased by HBCSD in order for it to be used by the district:

NOTE:  In 2014, former Hermosa Beach Mayor, Michael DiVirgillio confirmed that the City of Hermosa Beach could indeed lease Community Center classrooms to the school district.  (TL-2014Jul19 email from DiVirgilio)

“The city is not aware of any prohibition that would prevent us from entertaining requests about the Community Center from the District, or from any other entity for that matter.”

“However, as you saw during the meeting, neither the City nor the District are interested in considering the Community Center [to relieve overcrowding for HBCSD students and staff or save taxpayers millions of dollars].

NOTE:  Former City Council member and signer on the Purchase and Sales Agreement in 1978 wrote in a Letter to the Editor in 2017 that:

“To set the record straight, as a former city councilmember during the time of the sale of the Pier Avenue School to the City, I can attest first-hand that when this issue came before the council, we absolutely guaranteed that the students could return to use the school if needed in the future.  A simple lease-back option was included within the contract between the district and the city.  As I have always said: “Why wouldn’t the City Council allow Hermosa students priority use of Pier Avenue classrooms and facilities?”

…”gut the building (or bulldoze it),…”
See CORRECT INFORMATION for #2 and #3:

…”resize all the classrooms,…”
See CORRECT INFORMATION #3:

…”add American Disabilities Act compliant elevators and bathrooms,…”
See CORRECT INFORMATION #5:

…”add play space (probably by removing parking, since parking is never an issue in our community);”…

See CORRECT INFORMATION for #4 and CORRECT INFORMATION #11 here:
Greg Breen’s statement above is INCORRECT AND MISLEADING
The play space for Pier Avenue School are the basketball courts, tennis courts, baseball diamond and soccer field located adjacent to the school on Valley Drive.  Pier Avenue School also contains a middle school sized gymnasium, changing rooms and an auditorium.

If the Community Center is used for middle school students (grade 6h through grade 8) then there is less of a need for “play time” during breaks and lunch.  There are plenty of areas and a courtyard where older students can hang out during school.  During physical education classes, middle school students can use the tennis courts, basketball courts, soccer field, baseball field and gymnasium.
   
The City of Hermosa Beach could share the Community Center with HBCSD.  The term of the lease would be until HBCSD enrollment drops below 1,266 students.  In 2010 HBCSD enrollment surpassed 1,266 students for the first time since Pier Avenue School was sold to the city.  HBCSD enrollment dropped back below 1,266 students in 2020.  Therefore, HBCSD would only have needed to lease classrooms at the Community Center for ten years or until North School (renamed Vista School in 2021) campus was renovated (not rebuilt) for students. 
  
Between 2013 and 2015 HBCSD spent more than $1,149,000.00 on temporary classroom facilities (TL-2012-2015 Temp facilities costs) that did NOTHTING to relieve overcrowding at Valley or View school campuses.  Spending $1M on temporary solutions does NOT make lasting asset improvements to either district or city facilities as renovating the Community Center or North School would have.

…”and reconstruct the school.”

See CORRECT INFORMATION for #2 and CORRECT INFORMATION for #12 here:
Greg Breen’s statement above is INCORRECT, UNVERIFIED AND MISLEADING.
Why would the Community Center need to be reconstructed?  Some non-structural walls/partitions that had been set up in the existing classrooms can be removed temporarily to accommodate district students.  It is likely that renovating the Community Center for students would be cheaper and quicker than the five years and $29 million dollars it took to tear down and rebuild North School.

NOTE:  If the renovation of the Community Center for students are locally funded (i.e. no state funds used), HBCSD does not need to follow Title 5 standards.  Title 5 codes are new construction and modernization design standards that were developed in 1993.  Schools and buildings built before 1993 are not required to upgrade to current Title 5 standards.  It would possibly cost taxpayers billions of dollars to upgrade all current school buildings and campuses to current Title 5 standards.  (TL-Title 5, DSA and OPSC funding info)

“Architects have advised the board that it’d be cheaper to bulldoze the Community Center than to rehabilitate it.”

CORRECT INFORMATION #13:
Greg Breen’s statement above is INCORRECT AND UNVERIFIED.

On its face, this is a ridiculous statement.

When did “architects” (what architects?) advise the “board” (which board?) that it would be cheaper to bulldoze the Community Center than to rehabilitate it?   How did the “architects” make their assessment?  Architects are designers, they are NOT structural engineers.  What were the “architects” basing their analysis on?    Why hasn’t anyone ever seen this “architect’s assessment” that Greg Breen is alluding to?   Why wasn’t it shown to Facility Planning and Advisory Committee members in 2013 or uploaded to the school district’s website?  Why wasn’t the “architect’s” assessment report given to Superintendent Pat Escalante or current school board members?  Please see TL-2015Aug14 email to Pat re GB LTTE.  The architects Dougherty and Dougherty that HBCSD used in 2002-2009 are NOT engineers and are NOT qualified to make statements about the structural integrity of Pier Avenue School.  In addition, any architects advising HBCSD would have a vested interest in designing and building new buildings versus using existing facilities.  Many HBCSD consultants have seemed to skew their information depending on what school boards wanted to do, rather than an unbiased examination of the facts.
 
NOTE: According to the Civilsource Facilities Condition Assessment of the Community Center in 2015, the Community Center is in VERY GOOD condition.  (TL-2015Jul9 Civil Source Conditions Assessment)


NOTE: According to the John Martin & Associates Seismic assessment of the Community Center is estimated to only cost $300,000 to $500,000 to retrofit the Community Center classrooms. (TL-2015Aug12 Seismic Evaluation)

“None of this is new information.  The district has had this information available for anyone to review since I was on the board a decade ago.“

CORRECT INFORMATION #14:
Greg Breen’s statement above is INCORRECT AND MISLEADING.
Greg Breen was a school board member from 2002 to 2008.  He along with other school board members Lance Widman and Kathy McCurdy were responsible for making the gymnasium the priority of the 2002 $13.6 million-dollar Measure J bond.   School board members ultimately spent $19.5 million on facilities between 2003-2008.

The 2002 Facilities Master Plan (TL-2002Jun26 FMP future growth) recommend that HBCSD plan for annual enrollment increases of 2.6%.  This would require that HBCSD provide 14 additional classrooms, meeting space, parking, lunch facilities, etc. by 2012.  Greg Breen, Lance Widman and Kathy McCurdy ignored the recommendations from their own Facilities Master Plan.   The school board’s failure to provide 14 additional classrooms after spending $19.5M from 2003 – 2008 resulted in the egregious overcrowding at Valley and View schools from 2010 to 2019. 

From 2003 to 2006, Greg Breen and Lance Widman denied the district’s use of the Community Center in several Letters to the Editor in local newspapers.

Lance Widman was on the City Council in 1977 and 1978 and was present during the negotiations between the City of Hermosa Beach and HBCSD for the sale of Pier Avenue School.  Lance Widman voted to accept the MOU that contained a lease agreement for district use of classrooms at the June 14, 1977 City Council meeting.  He also voted to execute the MOU (thus making it binding) at the city meeting of June 28, 1977 when the city took out the escrow for Pier Avenue School following the instructions contained in Article 3 of the MOU.

Lance Widman knew of the provisions for district use of classrooms contained in the Agreement.   Yet he and fellow former city council member George Schmeltzer hid the information and the existence of the MOU from residents.

Did Greg Breen or any other HBCSD school board member or superintendent ever read the entire Agreement for the Sale and Purchase of Pier Avenue School on his own or investigate city council meeting minutes before he eagerly and often told the community that there were no provisions for district use of the community center classrooms contained in the Agreement? 

The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), which specifies district contractual use of classrooms, office space and storage space when enrollment exceeds 1,266 students, was discovered* by a Facilities Planning and Committee member in October 2013.  Document uncovers details about 1978 Pier Avenue School sale, by Alana Garrigues, November 20, 2013 (TL-2013Nov 20 Document uncovers details).  Prior to 2013 the MOU was “missing” from available copies of the Agreement for the Sale and Purchase of Real Property.

*Why had the MOU been removed from available copies of the Sales and Purchase Agreement for Pier Avenue School?  Why did it fall on an FPAC member to find the MOU at the County Registrar’s Office?  Why didn’t Superintendent Pat Escalante or City Manager Tom Bakaly know anything about the MOU as they claim in Ms. Garrigues article?  Isn’t it their JOB to find out this information for Hermosa Beach taxpayers and the school district?  Why didn’t either Lance Widman (former school board member from 2002-2008) or George Schmeltzer, both of whom had been signers on the original Agreement and had accepted the MOU, alert either Pat Escalante or Tom Bakaly as to its existence?  Shouldn’t the FPAC members be given all the information regarding district facilities in order to make an informed decision for future facilities? 

It is believed that all HBCSD facility decisions made from 2002-2020 had to do with keeping the district out of the Community Center, not what made most sense for HBCSD students, staff and taxpayers.  Hermosa Beach residents and taxpayers were never given the correct facts.  The decision to keep the school district out of the Community Center was not given to taxpayers.  It was made entirely by the members of the cabal intent on keeping HBCSD out of the Community Center.


