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Introduction

Good morning, Chair Schweyer, Chair Cutler, and esteemed members of the House
Education Committee. My name is Jessica Sites; | am the Director of the Bureau of
Financial Operations (BFO) for the Pennsylvania Department of Education (PDE). The
Division of School Facilities falls within BFO, and | am here to testify on the topic of
school facilities.

Currently, there is no standard statewide school facilities assessment, and the
information available to the Commonwealth on the status of our public school buildings
is very limited. Regardless, we know there is need. Local education leaders throughout
the Commonwealth have shared that many school buildings require extensive
renovations and urgent upgrades, and in some cases, entire schools need to be rebuilt
due to imminent environmental and structural concerns.

Current and Past Investment

Since the beginning of the Shapiro Administration, a total of $250 million has been
invested in school facilities upgrades, including heating and air conditioning, window
replacement, lead and asbestos abatement, and other improvement projects. In 2024,
$175 million was distributed to 186 local education agencies (LEA) through the
Department of Community and Economic Development’s (DCED) Public School Facility
Improvement Grant Program, which is administered through the Commonwealth
Finance Authority. PDE awarded an additional $75 million to 109 LEAs through the
Public School Environmental Repairs Grant Program, which enables schools throughout
the state to make important facilities improvements.

One of the Public School Environmental Repairs Grant awards went to Antietam School
District in Berks County. In 2023, severe flooding devastated the Antietam Middle-
Senior High School and rendered the building unusable due to mold growth and



significant damage. PDE awarded the school district $7.8 million to support demolition
and construction, a project that is currently underway.

Schools all across Pennsylvania, in rural, urban, and suburban communities, are using
these grants to create safer facilities for students and educators through the elimination
of lead, mold, asbestos, and other environmental hazards. The Philadelphia School
District, for example, recently reopened Frankford High School, a school which first
opened in northeast Philadelphia in 1910, following an asbestos abatement project
funded in part by PDE’s grant program. Because of this funding, students and teachers
returned to Frankford High School in August after a two-year closure.

Pittsburgh Public Schools is removing lead from drinking fountains using a $4.1 million
grant. With a $2.2 million grant, the Penn Hills School District is eliminating asbestos
and making HVAC upgrades. Sto-Rox School District is using $700,000 in grant money
to repair roofs, and the West Branch Area School District utilized a $1.7 million grant to
improve their indoor air quality by upgrading their HVAC systems.

Planning and Construction Workbook (PlanCon)

PlanCon, a program that has not received funding for new projects, helps LEAs
document planning processes, justify a project to the public, and determine compliance
with state laws and regulations. When funded and operational, the PlanCon process is
initiated when a school district or career and technical center (CTC) undertakes a major
construction project and seeks reimbursement from the Commonwealth to assist in off-
setting costs.

Articles VII and XXV of the Public School Code contain the statutory requirements for
the school construction reimbursement process. The Commonwealth has been
providing school district construction reimbursement since the 1950s, but the origins of
the current reimbursement system date back to Act 34 of 1973. This Act required school
districts to ensure their school buildings conformed to the standards of the State Board
of Education. Following the passage of Act 34, PDE also began to further define the
program by developing and implementing additional standards and processes through
policy, guidance, and regulation.

The PlanCon program provides a level of Commonweatlth reimbursement for school
facilities upgrades between 10 and 20 percent of their construction indebtedness for
both principal and interest on capital bonds or cash outlays. The percentage was based
on many factors, including interest rate of amortized bond, student enrollment, and the
aid ratio (poverty metric) of the school district or CTC.

PlanCon received dedicated funding from the General Assembly from its inception in
the 1950s through the 2011-2012 fiscal year. The PlanCon program is currently in a
moratorium, and no new projects are authorized to be reviewed or approved. PlanCon
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was suspended, not because of inadequate need for public school financial support, but
because the program experienced overwhelming demand and became unsustainable.
However, the Commonwealth currently maintains reimbursement on over 570 projects
that began prior to the moratorium being put into place.

PlanCon 2.0

In Act 70 of 2019, the General Assembly reformed the PlanCon reimbursement program
to help ensure that the program would be economically viable. PDE was tasked with
creating a new PlanCon process and maintenance program by July 2020. Act 70
streamlined the PlanCon formula so that LEAs would receive a uniform amount over 20
years regardless of how their bond refinancing, aid ratios, and cash contributions
changed over the years. The General Assembly also codified an adjustment factor so
that the program would remain fiscally stable even when demand increased. In other
words, as the number of funded projects would go up, the amount of funding for each
project would go down — ensuring that high demand did not cause the program to
exhaust its resources. Act 70 also opened PlanCon to applications for funding of smaller
maintenance projects, not just major ones.

The maintenance program was to be funded at 25 percent of the level of PlanCon
appropriation request and award. PDE established the new electronic application
system in March 2020. The upgraded version of PlanCon developed under Act 70 of
2019 has not been funded by the General Assembly.

Supporting America’s School Infrastructure Grant (SASI)

In 2023, PDE was awarded a $2.7 million Supporting America’s School Infrastructure
grant (SASI) by the U.S. Department of Education. The award focuses on building
capacity and connecting high-poverty and low-income school districts with resources
that could support facility assessments.

SASI is a voluntary program, and of the 46 identified school districts, 31 have expressed
interest in participating. A portion of the grant is being used for a uniform third party
facility assessment at no charge to school districts. One hundred twenty-five buildings
are being assessed in the participating school districts. PDE is currently procuring this
service and plans to begin the process in November 2025.

Determining Need

PDE has made several attempts to quantify the level of deferred maintenance and
comprehensive building upgrades needed in the Commonwealth’s public school
buildings. Without a statewide school facilities assessment, determining need is based
on prior PlanCon submissions, which is insufficient given existing PlanCon submissions
only capture large projects and ongoing maintenance costs are not captured. While a



third-party building assessment must be conducted by a certified professional architect
and engineer of record during the PlanCon process, the assessment data is not uniform
from building to building.

Applications submitted for the 2024-25 Public School Environmental Repairs Grant
Program and DCED’s Public School Facility Improvement Grant Program outpaced
available funding and signals a need for additional investments in school facilities. For
example, under the Environmental Repairs Grant Program, the total funds requested by
the 109 applying LEAs totaled over $95 million. Since the grant requires a 50 percent
local match, schools that were able to secure sufficient local funds demonstrated a need
for $190 million in environmental improvements. Due to the limited amount of funding
available, PDE made awards to all 109 applicants at a uniform prorated amount to
ensure that all applicants received funding.

Additionally, the Public School Facility Improvement Grant Program received
applications to fund 380 eligible projects totaling more than $820 million. The Public
School Facility Improvement Grant requires a local match, bringing the total need
represented by the grant to over $1.3 billion. The grant funded 208 projects with the
available $175 million.

Without a statewide school facilities assessment, there are very few reliable sources of
information available on the status of our school buildings. Establishing a uniform,
comprehensive, and statewide public school facilities assessment and inventory is
important for policymakers to truly understand the full scope of our schools’ needs.
Despite the challenges posed, the Shapiro Administration continues to advocate for
continued investment in school facilities to ensure Pennsylvania’s students are learning
in safe, healthy environments.
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Good morning. My name is Tim Shrom, and | am the Director of Research for the Pennsylvania
Association of School Business Officials (PASBO). Thank you for the opportunity to discuss school
facilities in Pennsylvania public schools. School facilities and the learning and community environments
they provide are invaluable to students, staff, and the local taxpayers they serve. Planning for the
ongoing maintenance and required upgrades requires a thoughtful multi-year vision with consistently
applied diligence each and every year.

For the past four decades, | have served in school business operations and have worked to develop
resources and programming related to school facilities. | served on the National Center for Education
Statistics (NCES) School Facilities Maintenance Task force in the early 2000s, and the baseline work of
that task force remain valid and in use across the nation today.

At PASBO, our courses, workshops, and training programs for LEA facilities staff cover a wide range from
daily physical plant operations to more long-term capital planning and construction management. Our
programs range from introductory material for those new to school facilities operations to highly
sophisticated and weedy topics including the diverse knowledge required for various HVAC systems and
HVAC software controls, indoor air quality and filtration, cleaning and sanitation solutions,
humidification control, roof care and maintenance of many roof systems, and lawn care and athletic turf
and pitch care. We also offer programs on construction and construction project management, which
are led by experienced school business and other professionals.

Currently in Pennsylvania, there is virtually no direct or dedicated overarching policy to incent, guide, or
support local school boards in their efforts to operate, plan for, or fund facility maintenance needs and
infrastructure upgrades.

It has been nearly a decade since Pennsylvania had a prospective school facility reimbursement
program—PlanCon—that at least acknowledged a shared state and local responsibility for school
facilities. The closure of the PlanCon program has resulted in several significant impacts.

For example, the 20-year window within the PlanCon program served to incentivize school districts to
plan for needed upgrades. Under the PlanCon moratorium, we continue to observe increased deferred
major maintenance within building systems. Without PlanCon, many school districts waited or deferred
projects hoping for program restoration; those who could leverage resources forged ahead, and those
who could not divert internal resources to cover growing physical plant needs waited for system failure
to react.



While school districts were deferring projects awaiting a revival of the PlanCon program, they faced
significant growth in mandated costs as well as inflationary impacts of materials in general and
construction and major facility equipment specifically--all of which is constrained by the never-ending
pressures not to raise property taxes. '

While some were able to use ESSER funding for HVAC projects that were long-overdue, with no state
policy for facilities, with the end of the ESSER funds, school districts have no state partner in school
constructions and facility upgrades.

As a result of the lack of state partnership, many school districts now rely solely on local resources to
fund 100% of their facility needs, which means a growing number of school districts are struggling to pay
for needed renovations, construction, and facility upgrades. School districts are leveraging property tax
increases, internal resource reallocations, and capital reserve funds for the multi-year windows that are
required to do this work. These efforts for pay-as-you-go project prioritization require capital formation
and reserve commitments that cross over multiple fiscal years.

Beyond the impacts, the data strongly suggests that school districts have positively leveraged the
historic lows of the bond market over the past five years. School districts have taken advantage of
refinancing opportunities to lower the carrying cost of existing debt and added new debt where needed
at historically low rates. As a share of total school district expenditures, school districts are at historic
lows for debt and capital formation.
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Source: PDE AFR reports for the 800 and 900 object codes for school districts. These codes predominately
capture the interest and principal payments for capital and debt. (NOTE: 2016-17 was the delayed
PlanCon payment year.)

For many school districts, this low-rate environment window was a one-time opportunity, and they took
advantage of it, but they did so without the state as a partner. In many ways, the state’s PlanCon
moratorium was somewhat mitigated by both the ESSER funding and the historic low interest rates of



the era. Without those coinciding and intervening events, our school infrastructure would be in much
worse shape than it is today.

Given all of this, we are optimistic that school facility policy conversation can lead to a renewed
opportunity for state support of school facilities projects and a policy of partnership and accountability
for the thousands of Schools across the commonwealth.

Act 70 of 2019

Brief Review

The PlanCon Advisory Committee—which was created by Act 25 of 2016 and was tasked with reviewing
and making findings and recommendations related to the state’s PlanCon program. The Committee held
eight public hearings, which included testimony from nearly 50 individuals, and included six tours of
school facilities across the Commonwealth.

Through almost two years of work, the Committee came to consensus on recommendations for the
future of a PlanCon-like program, and the Committee’s recommendations were eventually approved by
the General Assembly and codified in Act 70 of 2019. It was a great effort in its compromising work to
address facility needs more realistically than the original complex Plan Con process. That said, it simply
was passed, and it was not funded.

From our perspective, one solid pathway forward on this critical issue is to recognize the good work
already done. Act 70 created a structure and a backbone for a revised PlanCon program and also for a
maintenance grant program for small projects, and we would encourage policymakers to pick up where
we left off in 2019 to modify the existing statutory language, where necessary, and to fund these
valuable programs to get them off the ground as soon as possible.

The Administrative Process

In developing the recommendations that led to Act 70, the PlanCon Advisory Committee heard
testimony from school officials, architects, and others regarding the complexity and resulting burden of
the 11-step administrative process of the existing PlanCon program. As a result, Act 70 reduced the 11-
step process to a four-step process, significantly reducing the burden as well as the back-and-forth with
PDE. This reduction included combining several of the previous steps as well as eliminating several of
the steps altogether. it a PlanCon 2.0 so to speak.

Additionally, Act 70 required PDE to develop an online application and to allow LEAs to submit
documentation electronically. This work has already been completed by PDE, and the “new” PlanCon
program has been automated and ready to go pursuant to Act 70 for some time.

Reimbursement Formula

The PlanCon Advisory Committee also made recommendations about major adjustments to the
reimbursement formula, as depicted below from the PlanCon Advisory Committee’s final report. These
recommendations were critical to building a program that struck a balance between providing LEAs with
needed support for critical renovations and construction projects and providing for sustainability and
budgetary control of the needed appropriation from the state perspective. All of the recommendations
of the Committee were codified into Act 70.



Moving away from the previous formula that contained per-pupil amounts and rated capacities specific
to elementary, secondary and CTCs, the Committee recommended, and Act 70 included, the use of one
single per-pupil amount across all LEAs. This amount would be the state median structural cost of
completed school building projects over the last five years. This amount would be calculated by PDE and
updated every five years.

Act 70 also included the Committee’s recommendation to use one building capacity schedule for both
elementary and secondary, providing uniformity and simplicity, and providing some recognition, via
weights, that some types of rooms, such as science labs, are more expensive to build.

PROPOSED COST BASED ROOM CAPAGITY SCHEDULE

Ali School Bulidings
Name of Space Unit FTE Capacity | Weighting Factor | Unit FTE Capacity X Weighting Factor
Pra-K/Kindergarten (lassroom 25 1 25
Special Educaton Classroom | 15 1 . 15
~ Special E0 Res | 10 ' R 0
Altematne Ed Classroem i 20 i 1 1 . j[l 7
Regular (lassroom ] 25 ] 1 F= 5
ArMusic Classroom 25 ! 1 b b
CargerTech-E4TV Studin . 20 i 18 | 32
Labs’ | % 13 5 £e
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Source: Public Schoo! Building Construction and Reconstruction Advisory Committee Final Report, May 23, 2018

Maintenance Grant Program

One of the most important components of the PlanCon Advisory Committee’s recommendations that
made it into Act 70 is a grant program to provide state funding for maintenance and repair projects that
were not eligible for state participation in the past. LEA maintenance and repair needs in school facilities
across the state are substantial, and without state support, many LEAs don’t have the resources

to proactively address these issues on a routine basis. Further, they do not have the predictability of
shared cost policy nor the state as a partner to incent planning ahead with reasonable knowns and
process. In many project ventures LEAs may need to front tens of thousands of dollars just to find out
what a project will cost, and the multi-year steps involved. The result is that these projects are deferred
until a much larger and more expensive problem forces their hand.

This program is targeted to roof repairs and replacements, heating, ventilation, and air conditioning
equipment, boilers and controls, plumbing systems, energy savings projects, health and safety upgrades
(which could include efforts to address indoor air quality concerns, ashestos abatement, lead
remediation, etc.), emergency repairs, and other projects approved by the Secretary of PDE.

Act 70 recognizes the benefits of incentivizing routine building maintenance and repairs in terms of
prolonging the life of facilities and systems and currently provides for a 25% set-aside of any funds
appropriated for a new PlanCon program to be put into a competitive grant program for small projects.
PDE is required to develop a rubric to evaluate projects for grant funding—based on the condition of the
facilities, school district wealth, prior grant award funding and whether the project is in response to an
emergency that prevents occupation of the school facility. Act 70 currently defines a maximum grant



award amount at $1 million per project, with a school district providing a 50% match of any grant funds
received.

This portion of Act 70 has tremendous merit and promise, especially as ESSER funds are coming to an
end, and with borrowing rates locked in at historic lows, they are unlikely to get lower. With enrollment
decline in many regions of our state, it is more critical than ever to maintain existing infrastructure
inventory with upgrades for safer, more cost efficient, and improved learning opportunity design for the
next generations. While the need across LEAs is significant, adjustments could be made to the language
passed in Act 70 to increase, as necessary the total award amount, the eligibility or priority of LEAs in
the program, and/or the match amount.

Facility Condition Assessment

Act 70 also contained language regarding a facility condition assessment to gauge the condition of
school facilities across the Commonwealth and provide a financial picture of the construction,
renovation, maintenance and repair needs of those facilities.

PDE was tasked with developing an assessment that school districts could complete to better inform the
state about school facilities and their conditions.

Data collection and metric analytics for facility needs also serve to incent good governance to address
safe and well-operating infrastructure in a prospective manner. It serves to mitigate an after-the-fact or
a complete deferral approach to school facilities, which can mortgage future school boards, their
communities, and their students. It is also a lynch pin in identifying both physical plant operational
performance and long-term capital formation needs on a wider state level lens for accountability at the
state level.

PASBO Recommendations
PASBO believes any state policy and funding program addressing LEA facility maintenance and
infrastructure needs should include:

1. Predictable Funding: To plan out multi-year construction, renovation, and maintenance
projects, school districts and the state should be able to discern their share of state resources
that can be dedicated to a facility project so that the school district can plan far in advance.
When funded, the expenditure of those funds must remain flexible and accumulate over
multiple fiscal years. Accountability and data reporting associated with any state funds in this
space would be required and expected. Additionally, it is critical that this funding is transparent
(i.e. the process is defined, the priority in determining school district need is set, and the state
allocation to eligible school districts is clear) and the awards are non-competitive to the
greatest extent possible.

2. A Sustainable State Partnership: Even a modest state investment will help signal to school
districts that there is a policy to share responsibility for needed facility upgrades. Progress
could be made immediately by starting to fund the new PlanCon program.



3. Facility Assessments: The state already collects a lot of data that, if properly utilized, could
inform much about facility operations. It could also tease out clarifying areas for deeper
investigation and review at not just district levels but at school site levels.

Currently PDE, with support from a federal grant (Supporting America’s School Infrastructure
(SASI)) is working with a selected cohort of school districts to develop facility data collection
criteria as well as investigate the needs for training and support in facility assessment work.
Several bills have been introduced to require certain data collection through a facility
assessment process.

PASBO supports these conversations and efforts to collect facility data, and if the collection is
done and data used correctly, it will help inform policy, funding needs, training needs, and will
open doors to leverage state and local responsibly to be accountable for the facility
infrastructure the taxpayers have paid for, and that they expect to be cared for in a responsible
manner.

However, PASBO would caution making this assessment and data collection process so
burdensome and complex that it inhibits clean data collection and goes way beyond what the
state may need at its governance level. Even at a reasonable person test of high value data
collection standards, we may be three to five years out in getting there.

While this facility assessment process develops, we would strongly urge a parallel process to
use the data we already have supplemented by additional information to drive out analytics to
help inform the process as we move forward. Additionally, standard metric analytics of data we
already have across our school districts will serve to drive better understanding of building
anomalies and needs within the school district, across its schools, and across the state. The cost
to use the data we already have is minimal, and the cost to collect a few immediate needed
pieces is minimal. The benefit from the effort will be invaluable.

4. Collect Square Footage Data: Square footage analytics can provide a wide range of insight for
projected costs for operations and operational efficiencies including energy use, building
construction, roof replacements, HVAC installation, brick face, and even tile flooring. It would
be easy to include a requirement to collect this information as a schedule on the Annual
Financial Report—something that could then be adjusted and updated annually only when
there has been a change.

Overall, we remain optimistic about the possibility of moving forward on a policy of state support for
school facilities operations and infrastructure, and we recognize that an ever-greater number of school
districts are in critical need of this partnership. Ensuring that routine maintenance and needed health
and safety upgrades can be completed in school districts across the commonwealth is essential to
ensuring equity across school facilities. Funding this, even with a targeted appropriation, would be a
welcome start.

| appreciated the opportunity to testify this morning, and we stand ready to assist in the effort.

Thank you for your time and attention.
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For a single school district, Table | assembles multiple fiscal years with total expenditures and runs
simple analytics on its maintenance and operations expenses within that total. It shows the total dollars
as well as the total share of spend for each object and the corresponding per student amount. Table |
observes those trends over time by function and by object to reveal patterns over time.

It shows maintenance and operations as a percentage share of the total general fund and current
expenditures (see highlighted row). For example, in column 4 the 2600 maintenance and operations
function expenditure share of total general fund expenditures is 6.74% in 2013-14, and by 2021-22
(column 12) it has increased to 8.35%).

Table | also brings in capital spend functions (4000 and 5230) to observe district patterns and use of
other budgeting strategies for capital funding. While this table is generating per student data, the same
concept applies if validated square footage data were available as the metrics could be both in square
foot and per student. This model version allowed for selection of a peer district for comparison
(reflected in the visuals below).



From Table I, visual and graphic output examples:

Visual 1
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Visual 1 reflects a stable/predictable maintenance and operations program with supplementing and
complimentary capital programs in function 4000 as well as 5230 capital reserve utilization. Not looking
at these data over time would serve to mislead assumptions about facility spending as it cycles with
budgetary and project planning and even leveraging budget opportunity.



Visual 2

Object-Level Expenditures as a Share of Total 2600
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Visual 2 trends three key objects for the 2600 maintenance and operations function: salary, benefits,
and operational supplies (which includes all energy costs) are shown as a percentage share of the
maintenance and operations total 2600 spend. For 2021-22, note these three objects for this school
district were 71.6% of their maintenance and operations spend. Salary share is observed to be trending
lower with benefit costs following that same trend even if at a slower pace. Supply costs remained fairly
flat for a time but reflect a sharp upward turn.



Visual 3

Object-Level Expenditures as a Share of Total 2600
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Visual 3 brings in other maintenance and operations object codes as noted and depicts trends on
spending shares that can be observed over time. Property services at the highest share include repairs
and maintenance costs, especially for contractors brought in to maintain and repair infrastructure. The
upward share increases for the 300s and 700s are most likely due to ESSER spend needs or initiatives.
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Visual 4

Facility Spending per Students
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Visual 4 looks at the per student spending data for the three function codes listed. It is important to
observe normal maintenance and operations along with capturing capital formation approaches as not
all districts do this in the same manner. Nor will fiscal years align as many projects may cross over three
or more fiscal years. The appearance of what may seem to be an erratic funding program may be
indicating a well thought out capital “pay-as-you-go” program, and the erratic nature is due to the
timing and multi-year approval and implementation crossover. In some cases, it can be the result of a
good budget year presenting revenue greater than expenditure opportunity versus one where
unanticipated costs pressured the budget.



Visual 5
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Visual 5 shows the school district’s total maintenance and operations supply total dollar spend next the
energy cost spends within that object total. Energy rates of often-varied mix of heating and cooling
sources in the school district along with utilization drive significant costs. This visual is a district
aggregate, and such an evaluation should be performed at the site level as well.



Visual 6

Annual Facility Spending per Students (Actual Enroliment versus
Adjusted Enroilment)
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Visual 6 represents an example to discern the level that enroliment change as a denominator in per
pupil cost may be exerting in the trends. It removes the mathematical impact of enroliment change to
look at trend with actual enrollment versus a theoretical enrollment if held constant from a beginning
point in time. The actual cost per stundent is clearly higher here as enroliment declined, however, when
holding enroliment constant, we can still observe that facility costs themselves still increased at trend.
The comination of the two with numerator/denomoniator effect can lead to false assumptions.



Visual 7

Cumulative Spending Change per Students (Students
vs. Cost)
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Visual 7 captures the theoretical enrollment held contant from Visual 6 and posits that (in theroy)
approximatley 72% of the facility per pupil cost increase was actual cost increase while nearly 28% of it
was numerator/denomointor math of lost enroliment. This concept is important when two school
districts are compared at a per pupil cost even over time—first, they are in a cost trend so a snapshot in
time does not inform the direction of trend (as each district may actually be trending in opposite
directions) —and two—it does not inform which way enrollment has been heading for either school
district.



Visuals that reflect the target school district, a selected peer school district, the county of the target
school district, and the Statewide averages.

Visual 8
2600 per Students
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Visual 8 plots the 2600s maintenance and operations spending per pupil. It reflects the target school
district compared to a selected peer, the school district county averages of the county in which the
target school district resides, and the state averages, all are trended over time. At the total function
(2600) level, it aggregates the typical wide range of individual object share differentials and provides a
total maintenance and operations lens. In the example, the ESSER impact is playing a role in the trend
change in 2020-21 and 2021-22.



Visual 9
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Visual 9 corresponds to the concept of understanding the enroliment numerator/denominator math for
any per student comparisons discussed in Visuals 6 and 7. Visual 9 trends enrollment change for the
target school district on the same scale as the selected peer, county and state to better inform
understanding and data interpretation.



Visual 10

Comparison SD to SD Object codes
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Visual 10 plots the target school district with the peer selected by select object codes within the 2600
maintenance and operations function. Unlike Visual 8, which rolls all these up to a total, this visual
informs where they spend their funds to perform the maintenance and operations required
responsibilities. It can be observed that the districts approach this role differently in that one spends
more in compensation (in-house staff) while the peer selected relies much more heavily on contracted
services. Further, this visual to a trained observer indicates that the school districts are most likely
recording energy costs to different object codes (400s vs 600s). Grounded and solid-state policy on
facility data collection will address this comparative variance to help align reporting and improved
benchmarking objectives.



Visual 11

County Objects to SD
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Visual 11 is the target district compared to the average of all districts within its PDE assigned county.



Visual 12
State Object Codes to SD
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Visual 12 is the target district compared to the statewide averages.



Table Il
1 1 3

AUNESSA  LEA
dzta2020-21 Name

113367003 Solanco’StLancaster

" 113367003 SfancoSLanaster
" 1337003  SofancoLancaster
" 1337003  SofancoSLancastr
1337003 SolancoSLancaster
" 11397003 SofancoSLancaster
" 113367003  Stanco S Lancaster
" 113367003 Solanco Sl Lancaster

11 I 13

2020-202

Federal
001

4 5 b 1 § 9 10
Buildi -0 00201 2020-2021 2020201
Lildin - 2020-20 0301 oc 0202001 2020-20 0
g Buldng Local N State State Federal
Numbe ~ Name  Personnel : Personnel  NonPersonnel  Personnel ~ NonPersonnel
' expenditures expenditures - expenditures  expenditures  expenditures

§USHM0 §  5A519 § 12484790 § 338001 § 23N § LS8 0333 § 403

2654 Providence El' § 2,254,480 §
2655 QuarmilleEl! § 2,651,203 §
2656 Bart-Coleraint § 1,400,278 §
2657 SmithMS 2888224 §
2658 SolancoHS  § 6,393,833 §
SOS4SwitMs  § 2770229 §
7354 Clermont E1S¢ § 2,594,013 §

563912 § 1305975 § 326663 §
698626 § 1535788 & 398907 §
00030 § 810053 & ;e

T35 § 1673090 § 4B §
2133762 § 4051387 § 1,236,046 §
693492 § 1,604738: dL726 §
647520 § 1502659 § 375,085 §

564477 §
3997 §
25,183 §
85,265 §
356,954 §
101,60 §
630,538 §

W 308S 53BN
750 39945'§ 6035200
150206 4§ 38108
1815 402018 518485
869 S5L30'S 155067
118668 34778 5690480
B 488 59138

" 5 1%

ESSA2020 Solanco

" Total CEESSA TotalSchool 21 SD:Sgt

SitesSqFt p/instructi per ADM
onal Sqft Per school

T5M7 § 6540 § 2300

65,048 § 8039 §2008
60560 § 99.66 § 15161
52431 § 6159 § 2608
114825 § 5154 § 8583
20564 § 6340 $ 5287
16759 § 4874 § 3856
74259 § 8044 §178.00

Table Il takes the individual building-level data reported pursuant to federal ESSA requirements (and
included as part of the AFR data each year) and runs analytics based on square footage for each site.
ESSA data reports six categories: personnel and non-personnel costs for local (6 & 7), state (8 & 9), and
federal expenditures (10 & 11).

While Table | observed the data at a district aggregate level, Table Il observes the data at the school site
level. The reported AFR data are total expenditures (as defined for ESSA) allocated to each column. The
yellow highlighted column (14, 15, & 16) uses known square footage of each school site to run metrics
on the total site spend per square foot. The distinct aggregate number is also shown which allows for
site comparison and the variance among the sites.



Visuals from Table 1

Visual 13
Solanco SD: ESSA 2020-21 Total CE p/instructional Sq ft
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Visual 13 plots column 15 from Table Il for the school sites. That column is the total current expenditure
(as defined in ESSA) per student (based on enroliment at each site) per square foot of that instructional
building. The aggregate school district number is $65.40 compared to the individual sites. Aggregate
data lens for a school district is helpful; however, school site data will greatly improve resource
allocation needs and need prioritization. Understanding and interpreting data is critical to making better
decisions at the school district level, and even more so at the state policy level.



Visual 14
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To close the Table Il example, Visual 14 shows the square feet per student for each school site.
Enrollment boundaries, physical boundaries, and even distance boundaries are real. Enroliment will
never be perfectly even, and schools are built at different times with different instructional objectives,
different boards, and different resource constraints. Virtually by math rule each school site will have
different square footage numbers and space provisions. Further, as enroliment in one isolated
enrollment region grows—the square footage per student will reduce accordingly and it is the reverse
impact with a declining enroliment school district.

School site metrics by square footage for energy costs, total maintenance and operations costs, roofing
area (and types) cost estimates open up critical conversations and can serve to guide investigations and
learning about what is driving costs—and how to do something about it.

Selected square foot data would allow for various appropriate metric use that will inform for cost
projections and estimations for budget planning. A system of data collection that includes information
from bid/project results for roof work, HVAC, macadam, new construction etc., can be utilized to
estimate replacement costs and future projects, track cost trends, and identify anomalies.

For example:

Known roof square footage of 75,000 sq ft: Cost value/estimate for Modified Bituminous Asphalt Roof =
$45 per sq ft. or $3,375,000.

Known total square footage of a school building of 75,000 sq ft: Current cost of school construction at
target design = $300 per sq ft or $22,500,000 in value. Plus, an additional $60 per sq ft for site work.

The concept is that with the Commonwealth’s 2024-25 expenditure reporting by school site, a simple
state metric review and standardized observations can drive out significant insights for building
operation data as well as inform for trends and outliers to help direct and prioritize resource allocations.
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Good morning/afternoon, to Chair Schweyer and

members of the House Education Committee.

My name is LeShawna Coleman, chief of staff and
Chief Trustee of the PFT Health and Welfare Fund,
which operates the facilities and building
environmental program for the PFT. We represent
14,000 unionized education professionals who work
in the School District of Philadelphia. On behalf of
our members, thank you for holding this

informational hearing in South Philadelphia, and for

1816 Chestnut Street, Philadelphia, PA 19103-4999 | phone 215-587-6738 | fax 215-665-1903 | web www.pft.org



the opportunity to speak on HB 1701, authored by
Rep. Elizabeth Fiedler, who is one of our most
consistent advocates for fully funded and resourced

public education in the Commonwealth.

The PFT supports HB 1701, which requires that
school districts submit annual facilities inventories to
the Commonwealth, with several caveats — which |
will get into in a few minutes. But first, it should come
as no surprise that the PFT supports measures {o
hold school districts accountable for honest and
comprehensive disclosures of building conditions
that may endanger staff and students. After all, we
pride ourselves on being national leaders on school

facilities health and safety.

Our members were first to raise alarms on toxic and

hazardous conditions such as mold, lead, and

1816 Chestnut Street, Philadelphia, PA 19103-4999 | phone 215-587-6738 | fax 215-665-1903 | web www.pft.org



asbestos in Philadelphia’s aging facilities. The PFT's
advocacy on behalf of our members and students
forced the District to admit facts they’d have

preferred hidden, and compelled City Hall to act.

Today, every school operated by the School District
of Philadelphia has filtered water fountains, helping
to ensure that what should be sanctuaries of
learning are not also poisoning developing young
bodies. Our members are able to notify us of
potentially hazardous conditions in their buildings in
mere seconds, using the PFT’s Healthy Schools
Tracker app, so that we can begin investigating
issues and elevating them to District administrators

as necessary.
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We are among a handful of teachers unions in the
nation with an environmental scientist on staff — Mr.

Jerry Roseman, who you will also hear from today.

We agree that comprehensive data on the condition
of public school buildings are essential for members
of the General Assembly to make informed decisions

about long-overdue facility repairs and investments.

However, any discussion of imposing additional
mandates on school districts must acknowledge that
the Pennsylvania legislature has over decades failed
to provide appropriate, constitutional levels of
funding for public schools. And that every school
district in the Commonwealth right now is under
enormous strain because the General Assembly still
has not delivered a state budget, nearly three

months into the current fiscal year.

1816 Chestnut Street, Philadelphia, PA 19103-4999 | phone 215-587-6738 | fax 215-665-1903 | web www.pft.org



| will also state for the record that the Pennsylvania
House did their jobs and passed a budget that would
further narrow the adequacy gap between rich and
poor school districts, and passed a bill to reform
cyber charter school payments, which would help
districts keep tens of millions of dollars in
classrooms where those revenues belong. Thank
you to the members of this committee for taking your
positions seriously, and for putting pre-K to 12th

grade students ahead of politics.

Now, for the caveats. The PFT supports this new
mandate for school districts, so long as they receive
resources from the state that enable them to comply.
While the bill states that the Pennsylvania
Department of Education (PDE) will assist school

entities in securing federal, state, and local
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resources, there is no guarantee that this support
will be available on an ongoing basis. Without a
dedicated and recurring appropriation in the state
budget, this initiative will result in an unfunded

mandate.

Additionally, the prospect of federal assistance

remains uncertain given the current national fiscal

landscape.

Despite this concern, we believe this legislation has
merit. A uniform and up-to-date understanding of
school facility needs will help prioritize state
investments and elevate the conversation about
public infrastructure. However, its success will hinge
on a firm commitment from the legislature to fund
both the assessments and the improvements that

follow.
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We urge thoughtful consideration of implementation
challenges and the need for long-term fiscal
planning. We encourage the inclusion of an ongoing
dedicated funding source in this worthwhile

legislation.
Thank you for the opportunity to come before you

today. | am happy to answer any questions the

members of this committee may have for me.
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Date: September 22, 2025
Pennsylvania House Committee on Education
RE: Support of House Bill 1701

Testimony of Jeremiah Woodring, AlA, CPHC®, LEED AP® BD+C, WELL AP®, CDT® on
behalf of The American Institute of Architects, Pennsylvania (AIA PA)

Good morning, Chairman Schweyer, Chairman Cutler, and members of the
Pennsylvania House Education Committee. Thank you for the opportunity to provide
testimony today regarding Chair Fiedler’s legislation, House Bill 1701. As you know, this
legislation creates a Public Schools Facilities Office within the Pennsylvania Department
of Education, an advisory committee, and a process through referendum or hearing
before construction and renovation of buildings by school entities takes place, among
other things.

My name is Jeremiah Woodring. | am a registered architect and AIA member here in the
Commonwealth. | currently sit on the Government Affairs Committee and the School
Construction Task Force for AlA Pennsylvania, the state component of the American
Institute of Architects, which represents nearly 3,000 registered architects and associate
members throughout the Commonwealth.

As we are all aware, we face critical challenges regarding Pennsylvania’s public-school
buildings. As an architect, | see firsthand and have heard from colleagues how outdated
facilities hinder student achievement, teacher retention, and school safety. Many of our
schools were built decades ago and lack adequate ventilation, natural lighting,
accessibility, and modern safety features. These deficiencies are not just inconvenient,
they are detrimental to health, safety, and academic success.

Additionally, the costs facing our schools when deciding on new buildings or renovation
can be staggering to most school districts. These decisions are often made by
well-intentioned people who may not have the expertise to fully understand the scope of
the issues faced, the costs for acting or not acting, and the benefits of the options
available.

This bill's proposal to establish a Public-School Facility Advisory Committee is
especially welcome. Architects, engineers, educators, elected officials, and community
stakeholders must collaborate to establish standards that balance fiscal responsibility,



student productivity, sustainability, and resiliency. Such standards help ensure we are
providing solutions that best serve the communities impacted by outdated facilities.
Establishing such a committee will provide a much-needed forum for sharing best
practices as well as a resource for making informed decisions. Evaluations of building
conditions must be conducted by experts familiar with educational settings to guide
investments toward greatest need. A quick low-cost fix is not always the best way
forward. Likewise, the most expensive route is not always the most impactful option. A
balance must be struck. Expertise driven guidance provides that balance between cost
and impact.

School districts across our state encourage public dialog when considering their best
options for building improvements. This ensures that each community's goals and fiscal
abilities are considered when considering a renovation or new construction investment.
This committee should be a resource and can provide additional information and
guidance to these school districts on how best to invest in their students’ learning
environments.

The case for action is clear. Pennsylvania’s public schools are facing a facilities crisis.
The real risks to inaction are the risks to student and teacher health, teacher retention,
and educational equity. Many school buildings were constructed before the 1970s,
predating bans on lead paint and PCBs. Without intervention, these hazards will
continue to disproportionately affect low-income and minority communities.

AIA Pennsylvania continues to support all efforts to improve the educational
environment where our students and teachers reside. Since the PlanCon
reimbursement program was placed into moratorium over a decade ago, many school
buildings have continued to be neglected. We believe HB 1701 will help to shine a light
on the drastic need for our school buildings to be updated to current safety and building
codes. We endorse the establishment of a statewide school construction committee of
diverse experts with vast experience in education to help guide school districts and
state lawmakers in their goals to improve our school buildings.

The 1972 Act 34 law required one public meeting to present a proposed school
construction project. Today, school districts include many design presentations on their
websites and hold public listening sessions throughout a project’s design phases to
ensure the public is both informed and engaged in the process. However, this
50-year-old law also.includes 50-year-old standards when it comes to educational
spaces and the limitations it places on building construction. Ironically, this bill, created
to reduce construction costs, now creates an environment where building larger school
buildings is often the only way to comply with this decade’s old formula. This is just one
example of ways our team of educational planners can share our experiences in school
construction to help your committee meet your goals of improving school environments
throughout the Commonwealth. Our members have been managing state school
building requirements for decades and want to continue to be a reference and partner
with you in this effort.



Our goal is to ensure that all Pennsylvania’s students, regardless of zip code, have
access to safe, healthy, and inspiring places to learn. The future of our children depends
not only on curriculum and instruction but on the very buildings in which they fearn. Let
us build that future together with vision, integrity, and care.

We thank the committee today and stand ready to help your team.

Thank you.

If you have any questions about this testimony or the position of AIA Pennsylvania on
this bill, or other legislation, please contact Stephen Swarney, EVP/CEO, AlA
Pennsylvania at sswarney@aiapa.orq or 717-236-4055
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REGARDING SCHOOL FACILITIES AND HB 1701
Rick Evans, President, SitelogiQ Northeast
Garrett Lewis, Executive Vice President, SiteloglQ Northeast

Good Morning, Chairman Schweyer, Chairman Cutler, members of the House
Committee on Education. On behalf of SiteloglQ, thank you for inviting us to testify on
school facilities and Pennsylvania House Bill 1701. My name is Garrett Lewis. | am the
Executive Vice President for Sitelog!Q Northeast. | am joined by Rick Evans, President
of SiteloglQ Northeast. We are both proud products of the Pennsylvania public school
system, graduating from Camp Hill and Abington Heights and | am the son of a
Pennsylvania public school teacher. We appreciate the opportunity to provide
testimony on this very important issue and the dedication to improving the

environments of our students and teachers.

SiteloglQ is dedicated to delivering comprehensive facility solutions that support the
resiliency, futureproofing, energy savings, operating efficiency, and sustainability
goals of our clients. While doing so, we are creating healthy, comfortable indoor
environments that promote productivity and improved experiences. We are not
strictly architects or engineers nor are we solely a construction management firm. Our
over 130 employees are facility experts made up of educational consultants, retired
superintendents, facility analysts, master planners, certified energy managers,
controls specialists, lighting specialists, commissioning agents, estimators, and

construction managers.

Today, we serve nearly 50 Pennsylvania public school districts from our offices in
Harrisburg, Oakmont, King of Prussia, and Forty Fort. Our focus is education. With over
$1.7 billion worth of construction under management we are the preeminent building
partner for Pennsylvania's public schools. We serve school districts in a variety of
capacities through planning and design, implementation, building optimization,

operation and maintenance, and full-facility renovations.

3300 North 3rd Street | Harrisburg, PA 17110
Ph: 717.238.5737 | Fx: 717.238.9410 siteloglQ.com
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The origin for SiteloglQ began in Harrisburg in 1994, by providing innovative building
solutions to Pennsylvania's public schools. Over twenty years ago we served as the

construction manager for the Capitol restoration project.

In 2023, SiteloglQ had the privilege of testifying before your colleagues on the Senate
Education committee, where we advocated for the approval of the Public School
Facilities Improvement Grant. Act 34 of 2023 created this program, which for the first
time since 2016, provided much needed funding dedicated to improving the
infrastructure of the Commonwealth's public schools and career centers. These funds
are dedicated to improving the educational experience of all our students and
teachers. Focused on improving heating, cooling, and ventilation systems, windows
and doors and security systems, as well as building envelope and accessibility, the
Public School! Facility Improvement Grant was a much-needed first step to helping

improve our schools.

The need for funding continues. Based upon information provided by the Department
of Community and Economic Development, there were over 450 applications,
totaling $950 million in requests. This data is also supported by the Pennsylvania
School Boards Association (PSBA) State of Education report, whereby 71.4% of survey
respondents indicated that one or more of their buildings needed major repair or
replacement. In the PSBA report, the survey respondents listed HVAC, Building
Envelope, and Energy Efficiency upgrades as their top areas of need. Given the
fiduciary responsibilities of state policymakers and public-school boards, we must

focus our limited resources on the most pressing physical needs of our schools.

There is no disputing the aging infrastructure of schools across the Commonwealth.
However, bettering our understanding of the overall need for Pennsylvania public
schools is what brings us here today. SiteloglQ can confidently say that in the absence
of PlanCon funding and the creation of the Public School Facility Improvement Grant,
districts have shifted their priorities away from new construction and toward long-

term facility maintenance. Before discussing long-term facility maintenance, it is
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important to contextualize what drives major facilities projects for Pennsylvania’'s

public schools. The three most common factors are:

1. Deferred maintenance.

a. Repairs, or replacement to building assets and infrastructure that are
delayed or rescheduled due to limited resources.
2. Capacity constraints.
a. Increased enrollment causing classrooms, gymnasiums, cafeterias, and
shared spaces to reach capacity.
3. Programmatic and functionality changes.

a. Providing our schools with a 21 century learning environment.

How does SiteloglQ deliver long-term facility maintenance planning? This begins with
properly assessing your building, beginning with a physical conditions assessment, as
well as a review of the educational or functional needs. Through this effort we create
an index of all building systems to determine the useful life remaining on the
equipment. The Penn State University's School of Architectural Engineering and
partnering research institutions completed a study as recently as 2022 concluding
educational performance was directly tied to indoor air quality. The result from this
assessment allows school districts to plan and prioritize a long-term facility

maintenance schedule and budget for their facility needs.

SiteloglQ has invested heavily into a proprietary tool called mysitelQ, a web-based
facility maintenance and planning tool that allows your traditional feasibility study to
come to life. This tool gives the user, business managers, superintendents, facility
managers, and administrators the ability to review their plan and see the costs

associated with each facility improvement measure.

SiteloglQ strives to bring private sector solutions to public agencies through
Guaranteed Energy Savings Agreements and the positive outcomes that come with
this project delivery method. Through Guaranteed Energy Savings Agreements
school districts can implement major renovations with no change orders; leverage an

expedited construction schedule by limiting project related disturbances to summer
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months: and reduce the school district's exposure to litigious contractors, cost
overruns, and schedule delays. This approach also promotes sustainability by

targeting systems in need of replacement versus wholesale renovations.

The health systems in this state are an example of a proper long-term facility
maintenance planning. Penn State's Hershey Medical Center was originally
constructed in 1963 but continues to offer world-class medical services. Life-saving
technologies are incorporated into the original structure as well as throughout the
recently constructed portions of the hospital. It is this type of sustainable approach

that is necessary for our Pennsylvania public schools.

The value in responsible long-term facility planning is part of what SiteloglQ provides
through our mysitelQ tool. This information is consistent with the intent behind HB
1701 and a similar bill sponsored by Senator Argall, SB 84. The spirit of these bills is to
learn more about the current state of our public education facilities through data

collection. SiteloglQ applauds the legislative intent behind HB 1701.

In relation to HB 1701, we have a few strategic revisions that would greatly streamline
the process, reduce compliance costs, and more effectively engage with industry

professionals:

1. SiteloglQ fully supports the need for school administrations and boards to
develop long-range facility maintenance, renovation, and construction plans
and that those plans be reported to the Pennsylvania Department of
Education. We also support making these reports publicly accessible, while also
protecting any information that could lead to safety or security breaches of a
facility. This requirement would add transparency and accountability to the
process and ensure that school leaders would prioritize the health and safety of
existing assets.

2. Section 1. Section 7011 “Referendum” adds additional hurdles to the
construction and renovation process that are duplicative to existing
procurement law and could lead to costly delays, especially in a catastrophic

emergency situation that could lead to a school building needing to be closed
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for an extended period of time. School districts traditionally lack the capacity to
move students to additional facilities, leaving families to juggle online learning
while the school is complying with these mandated timeframes. School
districts are currently required to vote on these contracts at public meetings
and have mandated requirements in existing procurement law.

3. We support (a), in part, related to the provision that would designate the
Pennsylvania Department of Education as the central point of contact for
school districts to seek unbiased guidance and verify that they are properly
engaging in state procurement processes. SitelogiQ seeks to educate all of our
district clients as to the lawful procedure to procure construction and
renovation services. We have recently become aware of competitors
purposefully misinforming districts to skirt transparency and fairness.
Currently, the only recourse to fix this issue is alerting the district to the illegal
procedure and hope they correct their actions or for the reputable contractors
to sue the district.

4. We have additional concerns related to (b) about the limits to school facility
construction costs identified under Section 701.1. As Pennsylvania is one of only
three states that does not allow for design build for new public construction,
this expressly limits the ability for a school district to enforce the standard
detailed in the legislation on contractors and subcontractors who have the
legal ability win the work as the lowest responsible bidder and then execute
change orders. School districts can set the price of a renovation project if they
utilize the Guaranteed Energy Saving Act procurement method which
guarantees the price at the beginning of the project, but this method currently
cannot be used for new construction.

5. We oppose the need to create a Public School Facility Advisory Committee.
This Committee would be duplicative to many of the existing professional
organizations that already advise the department and the school districts. As
previously stated, we support designating a resource school districts can

engage with to ensure they are properly following procurement law. The
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legislature and the Governor's office should designate a lead state agency to
ensure procurement rules are being properly and uniformly interpreted by all
local governments and under state grant programs.

a. The vast majority of Pennsylvania school districts are not growing, and
our population is not projected to grow substantially in the next 10-20
years. Therefore, a focus on constructing new facilities is not a cost-
effective or necessary solution to the problem. Districts should seek to
invest and maintain existing facilities before seeking to construct new,
wherever possible.

b. Solicitor education through the Pennsylvania Bar Association should
also be part of this conversation. School boards and administrators
heavily rely on their solicitors to know these issues and thousands more.
The Bar should be requiring members engaging in solicitor service to
public institutions are receiving Continuing Legal Education credits in
the field of Pennsylvania procurement law to maintain knowledge of
current practices and applicable case law. Another option for school
districts is to engage in a special solicitor for construction projects that
specializes in this field of law.

6. Instead of creating a committee, the Pennsylvania Department of Education
can engage with existing stakeholders in the architecture, construction
management, and energy services contractor industry to develop standard
facility condition assessment protocol. We would recommend that not all
school districts be required to have a new third-party assessment at this time
and should be permitted to submit a report that is no older than five years from
the date of compliance so as to not duplicate work or waste state resources. If
a district is already engaged with an accredited Energy Services Contractor,
Construction Manager, or Architect, the information for this report could be
complied by that vendor at no or minimal cost to the district and the state. The
district should also be permitted to utilize existing facility staff to fill out portions

of this report to further reduce costs related to this process.
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SiteloglQ believes that the legislature and Governor should continue to fund school
construction reimbursement that prioritizes and emphasizes long-term facility
maintenance. PlanCon funding, as it was administered prior to the 2016 moratorium’,
incentivized the disposable approach to public facilities. Instead of rewarding proper
maintenance and operation, it rewarded those who were patient. Districts were
instructed to budget and plan around the twenty-year window for reimbursement
when state funding for new construction would become available again. With that
condition in mind, the incentive to properly maintain was not appropriately
encouraged. Leading school districts toward more costly projects that replaced all

systems and finishes, instead of evaluating the remaining useful life.

The absence of PlanCon reimbursement has not led to school districts stopping their
facility needs conversation. But has led to creative and budget conscious decision-
making that should be celebrated. Our Pennsylvania public schools are still electing
to renovate, add-on, and build new educational facilities. Directing funding toward
planning and construction is a worthy public policy consideration. Mandating that
process to be directed solely by an architect is limiting school district’s decision-

making powers.

If the intent behind enhancing the commonwealth's public education facilities is to
improve test scores, increase student and teacher performance, reduce absenteeism,
and provide energy efficient buildings that control operation and maintenance costs,
we must recognize that new and costly construction limits the school district's ability

to put education funding where it is most needed, in the classroom.

1 With mounting debt, Act 25 of 2016, authorized the Commonwealth Financing Authority to issue bonds
not to exceed $2.5 billion. The total obligation in 2016 was $5.3 billion. Many of the projects with pending
status remained unapproved due to a lack of state funding. The goal of the bond financing was to fund
the state’s share of the funding by 2044-2045 for all the projects either awaiting approval or in the process
of obtaining approval. The inefficiency to timely reimburse school districts and fund new projects was a
symptom of the level of funding in the PDE budget. The result of this program was unpaid debts and
PlanCon obligations become a luxury the Commonwealth could not afford.
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SiteloglQ stands ready to support the direction of the legislature and Governor and
appreciates the opportunity to convey our opinion on school construction in
Pennsylvania. Through Guaranteed Energy Savings Agreements and mysitelQ
SiteloglQ strives to bring competitive solutions to Pennsylvania’s public schools that
responsibly measures educational needs and tax-payer investments. We thank the
committee for allowing us to testify and will be happy to answer any questions you

may have.
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HOUSE EDUCATION COMMITTEE
House Bill 1701 — Public School Facility Assessments

Thank you for soliciting PSEA’s feedback on HB 1701, sponsored by Rep. Elizabeth Fielder, as well as school
facility issues in general. We are encouraged that the House Education Committee is pivoting its focus to school
facilities — a key component of both the 2023 Commonwealth Court ruling on school funding, as well as the
2024 Basic Education Funding Commission (BEFC). The court and the commission recognized that all public
schools should be conducive to teaching and learning. PSEA would add that safe and healthy school facilities
are beneficial in ensuring higher student achievement, employee morale, and staff retention. Perhaps equally
important, safe and healthy facilities are critical to the long-term wellbeing of school employees, who face
myriad health concerns as a result of outdated and unsafe conditions.

Unfortunately, Pennsylvania lacks a comprehensive statewide strategy to improve school facilities.
Pennsylvania hasn’t had a school construction reimbursement program since 2016, which has delayed or
restricted districts from making substantive renovations to their buildings. The Public School Facility
Improvement Grant program, adopted in 2023 and focused on maintenance, was an important step forward after
almost a decade of inaction. Pennsylvania will need to go far beyond a maintenance grant program if we
seek to comply with the Commonwealth Court ruling and address long-standing inequities in the quality

of school buildings.
Judge Jubelirer’s opinion was clear:

e The State Constitution requires that “every student” must receive a “meaningful opportunity to succeed
academically, socially, and civically, which requires that all students have access to a comprehensive,

effective, and contemporary system of public education. "l

e The Pennsylvania Constitution “imposes upon Respondents an obligation 1o provide a system of public
education that does not discriminate against students based on the level of income and value of taxable
property in their school districts. "2

e Respondents® have not fulfilled their obligations under the Education Clause.

e As aresult of disparities — “students attending low-wealth districts are being deprived of equal
protection of law.”™

As with any policy, one should design it to meet the intended purpose. The Court made it clear that a remedy
must focus on creating a constitutional system — one that does not force districts to “deprive” students of their
constitutional right to a “comprehensive effective, and contemporary system of public education” due to
inadequate and inequitable State funding.

U William Penn School District. et al. v. Pa. Department of Education, et al., 294 A.3d 537, 886 (Pa. Cmwlth. 2023) (emphasis added)
2 Id. at 964.

1d. at 965.

‘1d.




The Court’s ruling highlighted specific “inputs” that are essential to afford students the opportunity to meet
State-determined “outcomes” - with facilities identified as one of the inputs.®

In 2023, PSEA’s President, Aaron Chapin, testified before the BEFC and part of his testimony focused on

facilities. This is what he said in 2023:
“To reach equity in school facilities, three things must occur at the statewide level with absolute haste.
First. policymakers need to understand what facility needs currently exist. PSEA urges the Commission
to recommend a comprehensive facilities assessment. Second, the Commonwealth should establish
appropriate minimum expectations for what makes a school facility safe and conducive for teaching and
learning and specifically seek to redress the inequities identified in Judge Jubelirer’s opinion. Third, the
State should once again partner with local communities in financially supporting school construction
and renovations.”

PSEA views HB 1701 as the starting point for a statewide school facilities strategy and we urge support for HB
1701 with amendment A01644. We were pleased to work with Chairman Schweyer and Rep. Fielder on the
development of and refinement to HB 1701 since last session. In our feedback, PSEA’s members sought to
prioritize the following:

1. Recognition that student learning environments are employees’” working conditions.
Projected enrollment growth for each public school facility in the school facility inventory.
Inclusion of charter and cyber charter schools in the definition of “school entity.”
Inclusion of all types of school buildings in the definition of “public school facility.”
Periodic updates to the school facility inventory.
A requirement for the creation of individual school entity facility assessment executive summaries that
can be shared with the employees and the public.
7. A requirement for local modernization plans.

AN

PSEA’s members are anxious for the commonwealth to begin the proposed facility assessment proposed by
House Bill 1701. It is vitally important to them that all school facility buildings. including non-instructional
buildings. are recognized in this process. In addition to traditional instructional buildings that serve students,
members’ elevated concerns about school maintenance personnel who work in buildings that could present
hazards to employees. Additionally, our members want as much information as possible on their working
conditions that are safe to share without breaching security protocols. As those who face the consequences of
unhealthy conditions, employees have a right to understand if their working conditions are dangerous or unsafe,
inform the public, and hold school boards accountable.

This comprehensive work is so critical because, as you know, some schools have new HVAC systems, and
some don’t. Some buildings don’t have sufficient restrooms for staff and students. Some have outdated
plumbing that can leak sewage smells into the buildings. We should strive for universal asbestos-free
classrooms and gymnasiums, reliable roofs, safe outdoor space for recess, ADA-compliant buildings, science
labs, libraries, and offices that aren’t closets. All these things seem like they should be foundational for every
school. And yet we have students and teachers in facilities that are unsafe and/or don’t facilitate learning. While
we are uncertain why some school districts didn’t address facility problems in the past, we can say that there
needs to be accountability for ensuring that school districts take action on school facilities moving forward.

And that work begins with House Bill 1701.

We expect the public to be shocked to learn about some of learning and working conditions of Pennsylvania’s
students and school employees. That is why PSEA urged for some form of the school facility assessment report

5 Id. at 909, 920,



to be provided to the local employee organizations and/or the public. The executive summary proposed by
Amendment A01644 is an appropriate compromise that provides accountability and notification to employees
for important issues, including: ADA compliance, temperature, building accommodation for projected
enrollment figures, and air quality.

While not an immediate issue for today, PSEA questions whether we can leave these decisions entirely in the
hands of school boards. Districts should not be able to allow foundational facilities inadequacies to linger for
decades. There should be something to force the hands of districts and the State to ensure that school facilities
are properly outfitted and safe for learning.

Finally, we would urge policymakers to extend to critical Occupational Safety and Health Administration
(OSHA) protections to public employees in Pennsylvania. House Bill 308, sponsored by Rep. Pat Harkins,
would ensure that individuals employed by state and local government entities receive the same
workplace protections as their counterparts working in the private sector. Even though OSHA regulations
have protected private sector workers for more than half a century, public sector workers in Pennsylvania are
not covered by federal guidelines for on-the-job safety. It is long past time for Pennsylvania to join most states
in adopting rules to protect public sector employees.

If enacted, the common-sense protections contained in House Bill 308 will also ensure that our students have a
safe and healthy educational environment - which is the most basic and indispensable factor in fostering
academic excellence. School employees’ working conditions are students’ learning conditions. Health
hazards caused by the disrepair of school facilities can have a profound impact on student and staff health,
behavior, and overall engagement in teaching and learning. PSEA believes that clean air, proper ventilation,
appropriate climate control, and clean water are essential to a healthful learning environment.

Throughout PSEA’s long history of advocating for workplace health and safety, we’ve heard opponents argue
that implementing OSHA standards in the public sector would place an undue cost and compliance burden on
employers. Opponents also contend that the need for legislation like House Bill 308 has not been sufficiently
demonstrated by data showing that a genuine workplace safety or health problem exists in the public sector. But
for PSEA members, the evidence is overwhelming, and the need is undeniable. They live it every day.

With the delineation of “facilities” as an essential input by the Commonwealth Court, Pennsylvania has been
put on notice. We have a collective duty to ensure our students have safe and contemporary school facilities. It’s
time to get to work. Again, we urge support for House Bill 1701 with Amendment A01644. Thank you for your
consideration of our written comments.

For additional information contact:

Dan Wiedemer Erika Brunelle Kelli Thompson
717-319-9088 717.623.4817 717.856.7546
dwiedemer@psea.org cbrunellefepsea.org kthompsonia psea.ore
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Pennsylvania Association of School Administrators
Testimony to the House Education Committee

Written Testimony on the Need for Quality School Facilities

On behalf of the Pennsylvania Association of School Administrators (PASA)

Thank you for the opportunity to submit written testimony on behalf of the Pennsylvania
Association of School Administrators (PASA). PASA is a non-profit education organization
representing more than 1,100 educational leaders across Pennsylvania, including over 600 sitting
school superintendents, assistant superintendents, and executive directors.

We are deeply committed to ensuring that every child in Pennsylvania has access to a safe,
healthy, and high-quality learning environment. School facilities are a foundational element of
public education and play a critical role in the success of students, teachers, and communities.
Unfortunately, decades of underfunding and delayed investment have created a facilities crisis
that now threatens educational outcomes and public health in many school districts across the
Commonwealth.

Pennsylvania’s School Facilities Crisis

Recent testimony and news reports highlight the severe and worsening condition of many
Pennsylvania school buildings, stemming from decades of insufficient funding and deferred
maintenance:

o Infrastructure Failures: Inadequate ventilation and unsafe structures.

« Lack of Basic Resources: Some schools lack heat, clean water, or usable classrooms,
forcing teachers to conduct lessons in hallways or converted storage spaces.

« Health and Safety Concerns: Widespread environmental hazards, such as lead, asbestos
and mold, are harmful to both students and staff, impacting learning and leading to higher
rates of illness and absenteeism.

Without comprehensive statewide data collection on current school building conditions, it is
impossible to fully grasp the magnitude of this issue—or to target solutions effectively. This data
is essential for creating a clear, equitable path forward.



The Link Between Facilities and Student Outcomes

A growing body of research consistently demonstrates the direct connection between school
facilities and educational outcomes. As noted by the Penn State Center for Evaluation and
Education Policy Analysis (June 7, 2015):

“School facilities can have a profound impact on both teacher and student outcomes. With
respect to teachers, school facilities affect teacher recruitment, retention, commitment, and effort.
With respect to students, school facilities affect health, behavior, engagement, learning, and
growth in achievement. Thus, researchers generally conclude that without adequate facilities and
resources, it is extremely difficult to serve large numbers of children with complex needs.”

The environmental conditions most closely tied to student success include:

e Acoustics and Noise Levels — Excessive noise disrupts concentration and
communication.

e Air Quality — Poor ventilation contributes to respiratory issues, absenteeism, and
decreased cognitive function.

e Lighting — Inadequate or harsh lighting strains eyesight and impacts mood and focus.

e Temperature Control — Overheated or cold classrooms are linked to reduced attention
and performance.

e Classroom Size and Space — Overcrowded rooms hinder individualized instruction and
collaborative learning.

When classrooms are too hot, too cold, poorly ventilated, overcrowded, or filled with dust
and allergens, both students and teachers suffer.

Beyond basic safety, today’s schools must also support digital learning, requiring reliable high-
speed internet, secure networks, and modern security systems.

When learning spaces are substandard, the costs are felt immediately and profoundly: unsafe
classrooms, poor air quality, and inappropriate learning environments — such as lessons being
held in hallways or storage closets — create barriers to educational equity and learning,

It’s time for Pennsylvania to prioritize positive school climate and culture by building effective
and efficient school buildings that foster student engagement and community pride.

Long-Term Planning and Sustainable Solutions

Maintaining quality schools requires effective facilities management through long-term planning,
proactive maintenance, and regular upgrades. Key strategies include scheduling annual
renovations and upgrades to extend the life of facilities and improving operating cost efficiencies
by incorporating energy-saving measures.



Currently, with no consistent state-level funding stream for school construction projects, districts
must rely heavily on local tax increases and fund balances to finance essential renovations or
new construction to responsibly support critical infrastructure needs.

Prevailing Wage and Rising Costs

A significant barrier to upgrading and modernizing Pennsylvania’s public school facilities is the
prevailing wage requirement, as established by the Pennsylvania Department of Labor and
Industry. Under current law, any school district project costing $25,000 or more — including
construction, reconstruction, demolition, or major renovations — must comply with prevailing
wage rates.

While these laws were designed to ensure fair compensation for workers, they often have the
unintended effect of dramatically increasing the total cost of school construction projects. For
many districts, especially small and rural ones with limited tax bases, these higher costs can be
prohibitive, forcing school leaders to delay or cancel critical building projects altogether. As a
result, essential renovations — such as improving ventilation, fixing unsafe structures, or
expanding overcrowded spaces — are postponed, further compounding the facilities crisis.

Allowing greater flexibility in contracting, including the use of smaller, local businesses, would
help districts stretch limited taxpayer dollars further while still maintaining quality and safety
standards. It would also provide greater business support and viability for local small businesses.
This flexibility could make the difference between a district being able to move forward with a
necessary project or continuing to operate in deteriorating, unsafe conditions.

The Separations Act

Pennsylvania’s Separations Act of 1913 requires at least four separate prime contractors for
public construction projects over $500.

o This outdated system causes project delays, increases administrative complexity, and
adds unnecessary costs through duplicate bidding, insurance, and oversight.

o Nearly every other state — 49 states plus the federal government — allows flexibility in
selecting the most efficient project delivery method.

o Eliminating or modernizing the Separations Act could reduce project costs by at least
10%, enabling districts to complete essential repairs and upgrades more quickly and
efficiently.

In today’s world of complex HVAC, electrical, and technological systems, single-prime
contracting allows for better coordination, streamlined scheduling, and improved quality control.

Call to Action

Quality school facilities are not optional — they are essential to providing every child with the
constitutional right to a meaningful education. Addressing these urgent infrastructure needs is
critical to ensuring success for all students.



PASA urges the General Assembly to take the following actions:

1. Collect Essential Data
Gather essential up-to-date information on the current condition of public school buildings
to identify and prioritize the most urgent facility needs.

2. Prioritize State Funding for School Facility Improvements
Focus state resources on addressing facility needs, particularly in under-resourced districts.
PASA appreciates the establishment of the Public School Facility Improvement Grant
Program as an important first step. However, a sustained, non-competitive funding
program—such as a revitalized PlanCon—is essential to address the full scope of this crisis.

3. Streamline Legislative and Administrative Processes
Improve and modernize processes like PlanCon to ensure greater efficiency, transparency,
and accountability in school construction and renovation projects.

4. Reform the Prevailing Wage Act and Separations Act
Update these laws to reduce construction costs and provide local school districts with greater
flexibility to maximize resources.

5. Commit to Sustainable, Long-Term Planning
Develop a comprehensive strategy to prevent future facilities crises, safeguard taxpayer
investments, and ensure every student has access to safe, healthy, and modern learning
environments.

Conclusion

Modern, safe, and healthy school facilities form the foundation for academic success. By
investing in Pennsylvania’s public school infrastructure, we invest in our children, teachers, and
communities. Together, we can ensure that every Pennsylvania student has the opportunity to
learn and thrive in a safe and inspiring environment.

Respectfully submitted,

Sherri L. Smith

Executive Director

Pennsylvania Association of School Administrators (PASA)
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About Wornen for a Healtny Environment

Women for a Healthy Environment (WHE) uses a scientific approach to achieve equitable lives free of

environmental hazards through advocacy and community-based programs.

About Healthy Schools

Healthy Schools is a program of WHE and was created to act asa resource-rich information hub for
the school community, including parents, teachers, staff and administrators. Since 2010, WHE has
delivered curricula in the classroom to schools across Southwestern Pennsylvania (SWPA). Through
technical assistance, Healthy Schools ensures that environmental risk factors are identified and
eliminated in school buildings. The program provides information, support and hands-on assistance
so that the region’s children can thrive and learn to their fullest potential in a healthy, sustainable,
toxic-free learning environment. Healthy Schools is designed to empower the school community to
take an active role in creating healthy learning environments. By providing tools, guides and other
resources, our program acts as a bridge berween communities and their schools, effectively creating
an advocacy network capable of bringing about social and policy change throughout the school
system. Healthy Schools increases awareness in the school systems about environmental health
factors and supports policies that directly correlate to improved health outcomes and academic
performance by engaging the school community.

The goals of the program are:

* To serve as a central voice and hub for information across the region by engaging students, parents,
community leaders and school district personnel;

» To increase awareness in the school systems about environmental health factors;

» To provide samples of policies that directly correlate to improved health outcomes and academic

performance;
* To advocate for policy solutions that better protect the health of the school community; and

* To develop a platform that connects organizations such as parent-teacher associations, state
agencies and non-government organizations to encourage collaboration.
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FExecutive Sumr
Children spend over 1,000 hours per year in school,
which emphasizes the importance of a healthy indoor
school environment free of environmental hazards. Even
on school grounds, certain environmental threats still
exist such as pesticide exposure and diesel fuel fumes.
Children are especially vulnerable to environmental
hazards due to their developing bodies. Environmental
hazards in the built environment are not always apparent,
and invisible hazards such as radon, lead (Pb) and

poor indoor air quality can have detrimental effects on
health. The COVID-19 pandemic brought to light the
importance of actionable containment measures such as
air ventilation and cleaning, sanitizing, and disinfecting in
an environmentally friendly manner.

Sustaining healthy schools is a public health issue and
demands the attention and collaboration of the entire
school community (e.g., parents and school personnel),
including entities invested in the school community
(e.g., local, state, and federal agencies, as well as elected
leaders). When children have a healthy and safe
learning environment, children not only have a greater
opportunity for healthy development and improved
absenteeism, but research shows there is a greater ability
to achieve academic potential [1].

The goal of this report is to collect and summarize data
related to potential environmental hazards in school
buildings and to draw comparisons between previous
reports. We also identified trends among a statewide
random sample of all schools in PA, in addition to
southwestern PA school districts (SD). Additionally, we
summarized data for total respondents (i.e. all school
districts who responded to our request for information).
We requested information from PA public school districts
for a four-year period between July 2018 and June 2022.
For consistency in comparison, answers to 21 questions
(including detailed laboratory reports and results, when
applicable) were obtained concerning topics addressed in
previous reports [i.e., radon, lead in drinking water, water
quality, indoor air quality (IAQ), asthma prevalence,
mold, green cleaning, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs),
lead in dust/paint, artificial turf fields, pesticides,

and anti-idling signage]. In this report, we asked new
questions related to emergency preparedness; per- and
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polyfluoroalkyl substances (PFAS); electric vehicle (EV)
buses; heating, ventilation and air conditioning (HVAC)
updates; and American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA)and
the Coronavirus Aid, Relief, and Economic Security Act
(CARES) funding.

A common trend we saw in this report was that while
some schools slightly improved in some environmental
hazard areas, most schools in SW PA and the statewide
sample had a lower rate of environmental testing/
remediation and lower compliance with recommended
best practices compared to previous reports. The reasons
are outside of the scope of this report, but it can be
surmised that schools have competing priorities when it
comes to how they spend their limited funding. During
the 2018-2022 period for this report, new funding
opportunities opened for schools, but schools are not
taking full advantage of these programs.

Each section in this report includes Recommended

and Required Actions, where we reference existing

or recommended policy actions, as well as strategies
schools can adopt to address environmental health. We
reference industry standards like American Society of
Heating, Refrigerating and Air-Conditioning Engineers
(ASHR AE) and best practices from federal agencies such
as the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC),
and state agencies such as the Pennsylvania Department
of Education (PDE) and the Pennsylvania Department
of Environmental Protection (PA DEP). We have also
included a “Success Story” to recognize school districts
that utilized available funding or implemented best
practices with the goal that school districts will follow
their lead.

This report is a call to action for school administrators

and stakeholders invested in the school communiry to
prioritize funding and public health-focused responses for
existing environmental hazards. Pennsylvania is a unique
hazard zone due to aging school infrastructure, geology,
and the siting of school buildings near industrial pollution.
For these reasons alone, Pennsylvania schools must address
hazards in their school buildings to ensure a healthy school
environment for every child to learn, grow, and play.
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Key Findings Randomized Saf;ple n=80

Environmental hazards testing reveals
environmental health risks exist in PA
schools.

The most tested environmental hazards are lead in drinking water (71% of SDs in sample), water quality
(52.5% of SDs in sample) and mold (48.8% of SDs in sample). Testing for radon (5% of SDs in sample),
lead paint (13.8% of SDs in sample), PFAS in water (5% of SDs in sample), and PCBs (6.3% of SDS in
sample) were less common in the statewide sample. Though testing occurred, it was not consistent: some
districts tested only a single building, a handful of classtooms or specific outlets; or tested buildings in
different years; or a combination of the above.
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Despite identifying hazards, not all school districts are taking action to remove or
remediate these hazards. Remediation was recommended for the majority of SDs testing for
environmental hazards. However, not all SDs took action to remove or remediate hazards, putting the
health of students and staff at risk. Of public school districts who tested, 94.8% found lead in drinking
water, 61.5% reported mold in their buildings, 54.6% reported lead in paint exceedances, 75% reported
radon exceedances, and 19% reported exceedances for water quality standards (i.e., water standards for lead,
copper, PFAS, and bacteria). Remediation was noted for only 29.2% of school districts with mold, 11.3%
of school districts with lead in drinking water, and 0% of school districts with radon — a major health
concern given PA’s high radon potential. Remediation was not noted in any of the schools who found lead
in paint or water quality issues.

There are two state regulations that guide school health and safety under the Pennsylvania Public School
Code - 1) Integrated Pest Management (IPM) and 2) Diesel idling. In addition, school districts have

the flexibility and ability to pass and implement school policies that foster improved health for its school
occupants. While some healthy school policies are present, they are not uniformly or consistently enforced.
With the development of this report, our goal is to highlight and showcase examples of policies for schools
to adopt, as well as the commonwealth, that achieve a healthier learning environment for all.

During school year 2023-2024 the state budget included funding to create the Public-School
Environmental Repairs Program, established by Act 33 of 2023. This provided grant funding for
decreasing environmental hazards in school buildings. This led to an investment of $75 million in grant
funding that went to 109 schools for environmental repairs including lead, mold, and asbestos.

Key Findings n=80

* The presence of an IPM policy (78.8% of SDs) does not indicate that the majority of schools are using
IPM principles meant to decrease chemical pesticide use. Approximately half of the schools in the
overall study sample (50%) still contract with a pesticide company to apply chemical pesticides on school
grounds.

* Despite a state law requiring anti-idling signs be posted at school buildings, less than half (46.3%) of
school districts surveyed had any anti-idling signs.



» Average asthma prevalence across sampled districts is approximately 8.9%, with some districts reaching
as high as 24%. Low-income SDs tend to see higher asthma rates and fewer remediation efforts in their

building that address asthma triggers.

* Many schools pre-date 1978 (year lead paint was banned) or 1979 (year PCB banned), significantly raising
the risk of older hazardous materials still present in walls, caulk, or lighting fixtures. Only 6.3% of SDs

reported testing for PCBs, despite older
infrastructure. Testing or remediation for PCBs
is not mandated in PA, unlike in other states
(e.g., Vermont).

* 5% of SDs tested for PFAS in water, often
relying on municipal reports. PFAS are ‘forever
chemicals’ linked to certain cancers, as well as
immune system suppression, developmental
impacts, and other health risks.

* Only 7.5% of districts reported using at least one
third-party certified green cleaning product—
down significantly from prior years and contrary

il

to recommended ‘safer’ disinfecting. 6 l |Using "
* 60—65% of districts reported receiving ARPA/ | rh?rcg-'p?riy
CARES funds for COVID-19 relief. Although T Testing | | cerified
. asthma Testing for for PFAS in | i
some directed it toward HVAC upgrades, _ prevalence: PCBS: \Aédc';g;ri | ;:ﬁ;’:,g
many did not allocate resources specifically to 2 S5 ezt i %
environmental remediation.
* 56.2% of districts in the statewide sample _________].
reported having synthetic fields, up from 0 Sl | S [ =
38.5% in the previous report—raising questions PR A P 4
about heat risks, chemical exposure, and " 25t oo
maintenance costs.
Key Findings Summary (n=166)
Environmental Tests Water Paint Mold AQ AQ Radon P F_AS Water leod PeB8
Reported RTK 2022 Quality Lead test policy  communication festing  testing festing fest
Yes 76 18 71 3 3 18 7 18 6
No 14 0 0 163 163 0 149 0 0
Missing 76 149 77 0 0 148 10 48 160
Total sample 166 166 166 166 166 166 166 166 166
Effective
percentage 84.4 1000 1000 18 18 1000 45 1000 1000
Percentage
of 166 458 108 428 18 18 108 42 711 36
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1. Indoor Air Quality (IAQ) - Mandate an IAQ plan for schools, improve ventilation/filtration, and
leverage grants for HVAC upgrades.

2. Asthma Management — Educate the state legislature on the need to have stock asthma
medication in schools and reduce the nurse-to-student ratio.

3. Mold Prevention — Implement policies for mold remediation, control moisture, and utilize the
EPA IAQ Tools For Schools Action Kit.

4. PCB Testing — Require PCB testing in school buildings constructed before 1980.

5. Lead in Paint/Dust — Develop a school policy that ensures inspection by facility staff for chipping,
cracking, peeling paint in school buildings constructed prior to 1978. If remediation is needed,
require a Renovation, Repair, and Painting (RRP) certified contractor to address. In addition,
implement HEPA vacuuming and damp cleaning of all surfaces.

6. Lead in Drinking Water — Adopt a filter first approach for all drinking water outlets and sinks/
kettles used for food preparation and ensure funding availability at the state level for water fountain

upgrades.

7. PFAS in Water — Monitor the school district’s water system’s approach to testing and reporting of
PFAS presence in drinking water. Review the local water system’s Consumer Confidence Report
drinking water data.

8. Radon Testing — Require testing for radon in school buildings every five years, follow EPA
guidelines for mitigation, and require radon-resistant construction for all new school buildings.

9. Green Cleaning - Use third-party certified green cleaning products, ensure school facility staff are
properly trained, and require the adoption of a formal green cleaning program and procurement
policy that supports safer, environmentally friendly products.

10. Pesticides — School districts must adopt an IPM policy that follows the new guidelines provided
by PA Department of Agriculture (PDA) and the Penn State College of Agricultural Sciences. This
guidance ensures the least amount of chemicals are used inside and outside the school building,
limiting the need for regular pest management application. In addition, offer training for facility
staff on IPM management to reduce the need for any chemical applications.

11. Anti-idling Signage — Make certain school districts post anti-idling signs and develop school bus
idling policies in accordance with the state regulation.

12. Artificial Turf Fields - A growing body of scientific literature has raised concerns about potential
environmental and health risks associated with artificial turf fields, particularly related to chemical
exposure and heat retention. In May 2025, the Burrillville Planning Board (Rhode Island) voted
down a proposal for a high school artificial turf field. Schools can utilize educational materials from
the Partnership for Healthy Playing Surfaces, a partnership of medical, scientific, and environmental
organizations, to help them make informed decisions about their playing fields.



The State of Environmental Health in Pennsylvania Schools report follows the 2021 effort (2], taking
an even deeper dive into the environmental quality of schools, while assessing the impact of CARES
funds received to benefit school infrastructure. To gain a better understanding of environmental
health hazards potentially facing more than 1.7 million children enrolled in 500 public school districts
across Pennsylvania, Healthy Schools— a program of Women for a Healthy Environment—requested
information from the 2018-22 school year from 166 public school districts across the state. Public
schools are defined as primary and secondary schools that are operated and funded under the authority
of the General Assembly and locally elected school boards. The goal of this request and subsequent
analysis was to determine to what extent districts are adhering to recognized environmental standards
and to determine if conditions have improved since the 2020-21 evaluation (2019-2020 school year).
The expected outcome is identifying opportunities for school districts to prioritize funding and public
health-focused responses, as well as providing policy recommendations to the state legislature and local
school boards.



Methods

Approach

For the 2021-2022 school year, Women for a Healthy
Environment requested information from public
school districts through the Right-to-Know (RTK)
process to collect and summarize data related to
potential environmental hazards in school buildings.
In Pennsylvania, the RTK law is an act that provides
access to public information from state-related
institutions. The RTK law is applicable to public
school buildings operating in the commonwealth.
In a school district, the Agency Open Records
Officer duties often fall under the auspices of the
administration or the district’s solicitor.

Data Collection for the
Statewide Sample

In order to ensure representativeness, 10% of all school
districts in each of the PDE’s six region areas were sent
RTK requests. These districts were randomly sampled
from the PDE public school district database. Requests
were distributed between ‘large’ school districts (five
buildings or more) and ‘small’ school districts (four

buildings or less).

WHE program staff sent 166 RTK requests to AORO
(Agency Open Records Officer) staff via email and/or
paper letters through the U.S. Postal Service. Data was
compiled and analyzed for the 2018-2022 school years
except for the questions relating to COVID-19 which
used the period 2020-2022. Of those who responded,
80 school districts across the commonwealth were
randomly selected to represent the statewide sample.

We included data from all school districts (SD)
surveyed in this report. Of the 166 school districts
surveyed, 159 responded. Ninety-eight (59%) of the
166 SDs surveyed were in the SW PA. There was an
overall response rate of 97% for SW and 94% for those
outside the SW PA region.

We chose to include a statewide random sample from
six regions to counterbalance the 98 school districts in

SW PA. The statewide sample (n=80) includes seven
school districts in Northcentral PA, 15 school districts
from Northeastern PA, 6 districts from Northwestern
PA, 8 districts from Southcentral PA, 32 districts from
Southeastern PA, and 12 districts from Southwestern
PA. The student demographics of the districts
represented in this study are representative of the
student demographics across the commonwealth.

Throughout this report the n=80 refers to the
statewide randomized sample of school districts.

n=166 refers to the number of surveyed
school districts.

Additional data sources used in our analysis include
the Pennsylvania Department of Health (PA DOH) for
school asthma data and the PDE for school enrollment
data.

A Special Note on Southwest
Pennsylvania Schools

For this report, Southwest PA (SWPA) is defined

by the Southwestern Pennsylvania Commission’s
10-county area which includes Allegheny, Armstrong,
Beaver, Butler, Fayette, Greene, Indiana, Lawrence,
Washington and Westmoreland counties.

Data Analysis

If districts answered the request even in part, they were
included in the analysis. Where schools did not submit
complete records in response to the RTK request, that
is indicated in the results. The RTK request contained
21 specific questions focused on how school districts
approach various environmental health issues or
concerns in their buildings. The request was phrased
“Provide any/all records pertaining to” the general data
questions below:

1. Provide any/all records for radon testing and
remediation for the period of July 2018 to
June 2022.



2. Provide any/all records for lead testing and
remediation in drinking water for the period of
July 2018 to June 2022.

3. Provide any/all records for water quality testing
for the period of July 2018 to June 2022.

4. Provide any/all records for testing for Per-and
Polyfluorinated Substances (PFAS) in the water
for the period of July 2018 to June 2022.

5. Provide any/all test results for lead in paint or
dust for the period of July 2018 to June 2022.

6. Provide any/all test results for air quality and
mold for the period of July 2018 to June 2022.

7. Provide any/all test results for PCB
(polychlorinated biphenyls) for the period of
July 2017 to June 2022.

8. Provide any/all record reflecting the number of
artificial playing surfaces (playground or fields)
and locations for the period of July 2018 to
June 2022.

9. Provide any/all record reflecting the number of
natural grass playing spaces owned or leased by
the school district for the period of July 2018 to
June 2022.

10. Provide any/all record reflecting the number of
anti-idling signs posted for the period of July
2018 to June 2022.

11. Provide a copy of the pest management policy
in place and copy of any/all contracts within the
pest management policy for the period of July
2018 to June 2022.

12. Provide record(s) of all cleaning products used
in the public-school buildings in the most recent
school year and a copy of the contracts with all
the vendors in the most recent school year.

13. Provide record(s) of the construction date of

each public-school building.

14. Provide record(s) of the year(s) of any/all
renovations that have taken place in each

public school.

15. Provide record(s) detailing the percentage of
children with asthma (per public school building
if available).

For this report, we asked additional questions relating
to COVID-19 that were not asked in previous reports,
for the period March 2020 to June 2022.

16. Provide any/all policies created or revised in
response to the Covid-19 pandemic for the
period of March 2020 to June 2022.

17. Provide record(s) of any/all updates to HVAC
systems and descriptions of work for the period
of March 2020 to June 2022.

18. Provide any/all accounting of American Rescue
Plan Act (ARPA) and/or Coronavirus Aid
Relief and Economic Security Act (CARES)
funding and expenditures made therefrom for
the period of March 2020 to June 2022.

19. Provide records of when air conditioning was
installed in each of the school buildings in your
district, if applicable for the period of March
2020 to June 2022

Additional questions relating to climate were asked
in this report for the period July 2018 to June
2022, the same period as the general data questions
(questions 1-15).

20. Provide any/all emergency preparedness plans
related to environmental emergencies or natural
disaster emergencies for the period of July 2018
to June 2022.

21. Provide any/all contracts or purchase
agreements, board minutes and any/all grants
received regarding electric school buses or other
electric vehicles owned or leased by the school
district for the period of July 2018 to June 2022.

In this report, since it is the second time using a
statewide sample, we aim to show data comparisons or
trends through the years while drawing comparisons to
the 2021 report.
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Demographics

Overall Sample: n=80 school districts, n= 335,714
students (21-22 SY)

The state sample represented more students than
the SW respondents, 335,714 to 234,660. The state
represented a more ethnically diverse group, too,

with just 55% White compared to SW, who were 76%
White. Most notably, the state sample was 20% Black

n=166:

Race by region was evaluated for the 166 school

districts surveyed. There were 324 instances of

censored data, indicating that there are between 1

and 5 students of a single race. A random number

generator was used to fill in the blanks to avoid

undercounting nonwhite people across the PA

and 15% Hispanic, compared to 11% Black and 3% districts.

Hispanic in SW PA.
Region NH/PI Multi-racial Al/AN Asian Hispanic Black/ AA White
NC 0.223713647 4101416853 0.268456376 1.357196122 2341536167 2.147651007 89.5600298
NE 0.217137672 3.542260824 0.21065595 1260694841 7.807233601 2761213378 84.2008037
NW 0.199185936 3.966398199 0.216506452 0.562916775 1.861955486  1.697410583 91.4956266
SC 0.189975157 2.40391641 0.16074821 1117930732 403331872 2111646938 89.9824638
SE 1020383323 4.346873529 0.210973888 7.347977085 17.76521852 29.34362778 39.9649459
SwW 0.124957072 5.411220483 0.173367593 3.613824721 2.717195665 11.09966361 76.8597709
Total 0.535072865 4.709476126 0.19402744 4.999156008 9.74438836 18.26507887 61.5528003
Poverty was also evaluated by region for the 166 school districts surveyed.

Pct poverty

49.92%

39.05%

Grand Total: 43.65
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HVAC System Updates

Outdated HVAC systems often fail to adequarely
control indoor air pollution, which the EPA ranks as
one of the top five environmental risks to public health
[3]. Poor indoor air quality (IAQ) can lead to various
health issues, including skin and eye irritation, allergy
symptoms, and asthmatic episodes. These healch risks
can directly impede student learning and achievement.
Furthermore, schools serving predominantly students of
color and students from low-income families are more
likely to have outdated and poorly functioning HVAC
systems [4]. Updating HVAC systems in schools is not
just about comfort; it’s a critical investment in student
and staff health, academic performance, and overall well-
being. With proper upgrades, schools can create safer,
healthier, and more conducive learning environments
for students and staff alike.

With regard to IAQ, schools should be mindful of
carbon dioxide (CO2), humidity, particulate matter
(PM) 2.5, volatile organic compounds (VOCs), and
temperature regulation, which can all be addressed

by upgrading HVAC systems. The elevated presence

of each of these has the ability to negatively impact a
student’s academic performance and health. High CO2
levels in classrooms can lead to drowsiness and reduced
cognitive function. Improved ventilation helps maintain
lower CO2 concentrations, supporting better focus and
learning outcomes. HVAC systems play a crucial role in
maintaining an optimal relative humidity range (30-50%
for a temperature range of 20-24 degrees C, according

to the EPA IAQ Tools For Schools Action Kit) in school

buildings. Proper humidity control is essential for
reducing mold and bacteria growth, improving overall
indoor air quality, and enhancing student performance
on mental tasks. Modern HVAC systems with high-
efficiency filters can effectively remove fine particulate
matter and VOCs from the air, reducing exposure to
these potentially harmful substances. Maintaining
comfortable temperatures (68-74°F) is crucial for

both student performance and teacher effectiveness.
Outdared systems often struggle to maintain consistent
temperatures throughout school buildings.

At the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, the
importance of air flow and proper filtration became
emphasized more than ever, as evidence of early COVID
outbreaks could be traced to the direction of air flow
[5]. Although there existed a great deal of confusion
regarding COVID transmission early in the pandemic,
with touch surfaces being highlighted as a likely source
of transmission, proper HVAC turnover and filtration
guidelines have continued to be demonstrated as an
effective strategy to minimize the transmission of
COVID and other infections transmitted by droplet and
airborne mechanisms. Current ASHR AE guidelines
indicate three to six air changes (ACH) minimum
during occupied periods {6]. The maximum should be
based on the design loads of HVAC systems. ASHRAE
has specified the minimum value of 5 cubic feet per
minute of outdoor air per person {7]. This is necessary
to deliver clean air and dilute virus concentrations. In
addition to adequate flow rates, air recirculated within
the space should be filtered through filter media with a
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minimum MERV rating of 13. Portable air cleaners
using a high-efficiency particulate air (HEPA) filter
can reduce the concentration of droplets by 65%
[8], and over 99% [9] of dust and mold, and can also
increase ACH by 2 in small spaces like bathrooms.

We asked schools to provide record(s) of any/all
updates to HVAC systems and descriptions of
work for the period of March 2020 to June 2022
and to provide records for when air conditioning
installation occurred in each of the school buildings
across a school district. Upgrades to HVAC systems
can include but aren’t limited to new boilers and
chillers, MERV-13 filters, rooftop units, ductwork,
thermostats and more were reported as being
updated throughout PA schools.

Oftentimes, as HVAC systems were being upgraded,
the school district utilized this opportunity to also
install LED lighting, another means to improve
energy usage. It is important to note that many of
the schools referenced a real or anticipated (based

on calculations) energy savings upon completion

of their HVAC upgrades. This included reduced
maintenance, system reliability and occupant
comfort. Additional information regarding HVAC
system trends noted in the analysis is provided below.

AC Installations

Over the years, Pennsylvania has seen an increase

in days with temperatures above 90 degrees
Fahrenheit as a result of climate change [10].

Rising temperatures along with old and outdated
air conditioning (AC) systems has created unsafe
learning environments for children and educators,
leading to school closures and more days with
remote learning. In June 2023, Pittsburgh Public
Schools established a new protocol in which
forecasted temperatures of 85 degrees or higher and/
or a heat index of 90 degrees or higher mandates

a temporary shift to remote learning. In the same
period, 90 schools in the Philadelphia School
District in significant need of AC upgrades called
for two-hour early dismissal days due to the extreme
heat [11]. In Pennsylvania, it is not uncommon for

many schools to have no AC. Students impacted

by school closures are often those residing in poor
communities and are thus put at greater academic
risk [12]. As global temperatures rise, there is a
greater urgency for Pennsylvania schools to install or
upgrade their AC systems.

Direct Digital Controls

Direct Digital Controls (DDC) were installed by
many school districts. Direct Digital Control (DDC)
systems offer precise, real-time management of
building functions like HVAC, lighting, and security,
leading to improved energy efficiency and lower
operational costs. They enable seamless integration
of multiple systems, remote monitoring, and
customizable scheduling, which enhances occupant
comfort and reduces maintenance needs. DDC
systems also provide valuable data for performance
analysis and energy audits, support scalability

for growing facility demands, and contribute to
proactive fault detection. Overall, DDC improves
building performance, reduces waste, and enhances
control flexibility.

Bipolar lonization Units

Multiple school districts installed bipolar ionization
units. Bipolar ionization is a new air cleaning
technology that may help reduce indoor air
pollutants, but there is limited evidence showing
how well it works in real-world settings. The EPA
and medical community advise caution with bipolar
ionization, as it is a new technology and more
research is needed. Furthermore, bipolar ionization
can cause harmful byproducts if not properly
designed or maintained. The EPA recommends only
using devices that are certified to emit zero ozone
(UL 2998 standard) [13].

14



March 2020- June 2022

SW PA
n=98
HVAC system updates were reported by 81 school districts (82.7%).

Overall sample
n=80
HVAC system updates were reported by 25 school districts (31.3%).

HVAC System Updates
n=166 SD Surveyed:

i 12 districts
8 districts 2 HVAC

5 HVAC
Updates

(62.5%)

Updates

(167%)

Eight of 19 (42%) responding districts that reported that they did not receive COVID funds indicated that
they had done recent HVAC updates. Three updates were made in 2020, two in 2021, and chree in 2022.

A total of 137 districts reported receiving COVID funding of which 106 districts reported a non-zero
amount ranging between $13,746 and $112,092,967. Fifty of the 137 (28%) districts that reported receiving
COVID funding reported upgrading their HVAC between 2020-2022.
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Pennsylvania does not require schools
to develop and follow an IAQ plan,

el IS

but the PA DOH encourages school officials to adopt an
IAQ plan using their published guidelines [14].

i Beginning in 2020, Beaver Area School District replaced their Univents (wall-mounted AC
- Q ‘ ﬁ” _ systems used in classrooms) and rooftop units with DOAS (dedicated outside air system)
2" units that bring in continuous outside air and conditions it before it enters the building. The
™ district also installed humidistats (a device that automatically adjusts the amount of moisture
' in the air to maintain a specific indoor humidity level) and began monitoring CO2 in those
areas. DDCs (direct digital control systems, computer-based systems that monitor and regulate a building’s
HVAC system) in these areas were also upgraded. Similar updates were made in the middle school in 2021
and the high school in 2022.

Recommended and Required Action:

Pennsylvania does not require schools to develop and follow an IAQ plan, but the PA Department of
Health encourages school officials to adopt an IAQ plan using their published guidelines [14].

The EPA, in collaboration with other federal agencies, has published best practices for improving indoor air
quality in buildings, including schools. Key recommendations include improving ventilation and filtration,
enhancing HVAC controls, and conducting regular HVAC commissioning and retrofits.

In April 2022, the Biden-Harris Administration announced a $500 million program through the US
Department of Energy (DOE) for energy updates for America’s public school facilities [15]. This program
made schools eligible for upgrades in HVAC systems, among other energy improvements that would
ultimately result in a direct reduction in school energy costs. Additionally, the Pennsylvania Department of
Community & Economic Development (DCED) created the Public School Facility Improvement Grant
Program with funds available for HVAC equipment [16].
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Asthma Prevo

The asthma prevalence in Pennsylvania in 2022 for children ages 0-17 was 10% for boys and 11% for
girls. By comparison, the national asthma prevalence in 2022 was 7% for boys and 5.4% for girls for
those ages 0-17.

* Within Pennsylvania, approximately 11% of non-Hispanic White children, 17% of non-Hispanic
Black children, and 17% of Hispanic children had lifetime asthma (having ever been diagnosed
with asthma by a doctor) in 2019. By age, the prevalence was generally higher among older
children [18]. Racial and ethnic disparities in asthma prevalence among school-aged children in
Pennsylvania remain a significant concern. These disparities are linked to a complex combination
of factors both within and beyond the school environment, including genetic predisposition and
repeated exposure to environmental hazards. The quality of schools and the demographics of the
students they serve should be considered in understanding the cumulative impacts contributing
to these disparities.

* Survey results from the Commonwealth of PA estimate children’s lifetime asthma prevalence
at 14% (EDDIE, BRFSS) for 2022, up from 11% in 2021. Estimates for lifetime asthma were
12% and 8% among 0-11 year-olds in 2022 and 2021, respectively. For the 12-17 year-olds, the
lifetime estimates were 18% in both 2022 and 2021. Current asthma prevalence among children
was estimated at 10% for 2022, up from 7% in 2021. Current asthma for those aged 0-11 was
estimated at 10% in 2022, up from 6% in 2021, while children aged 12-17 currently had 9%
asthma in 2022 up from 8% in 2021.

Although the causes of asthma are multi-factorial, triggers of asthmatic episodes can be isolated and
prevented. For example, the airways of an asthmatic child may become inflamed by airborne allergens,
such as dust, pet dander, smoke, dust mites, mold, and pollen. Other triggers include exercise, extreme
temperatures, Stress, respiratory infections, and particulate matter due to air pollution. Children spend
the majority of their time at home and at school; therefore, it is important to minimize the exposure

to triggers where they spend their time. Older buildings, like schools, with outdated HVAC systems,
may not have adequate air flow, allowing for the concentration of pollutants and/or transmission of the
COVID-19 virus or other respiratory viruses.



Asthma Prevalence across State
Respondent SY 21-22 Data (n=166)

Statewide Asthma Prevalence

Respondent SY 21-22 Data (n=166)

* In the current report (21-22 SY), the average
asthma prevalence across respondent districts
(n=166) was 13.9%, with the highest asthma
prevalence reported as 32.6%.

* 43 districts (25.9% of respondents) exceeded the
2021 state average of 10%. In SE PA, 50% of
districts exceeded the 2021 state average.

Highlights:
Respondent SY 21-22 Data (n=166)
" B - One district reported 839

albuterol doses for 280 students.

- One SE district report 1,218
albuterol doses for 151 students

Between the previous and current reports, SE PA-
encompassing 32 school districts and 244,130 students
of which 26% are Black, 19% are Hispanic, and 43%

are White within the statewide sample in the current
report- remained the region with the highest percentage
of school districts exceeding the state averages for asthma
prevalence.

Between the previous and current reports, the average
asthma prevalence across school districts in the state
remained about the same. In the current report, a
greater percentage of school districts exceeded the state
averages for asthma prevalence. However, in SW PA,
the average asthma prevalence decreased between school
years 2016-2017, 2019-2020, and 2021-2022.



Asthma Prevalence for Surveyed
School Districts

n=166

(highlights of schools not in sample)

Of the rotal 166 sampled schools, there were 75,194
students with asthma in the 2021-22 school year, among
541,035 total enrolled, or 13.8%. The highest asthma
prevalence for the 2021-22 school year was found in
Southeast PA. The number of children with asthma has
been increasing in all regions except SW PA between the
years of 2019-2022. There was an overall decrease in the
number of reported children with asthma in Southwest
PA, largely due to a 15% decrease in the number of
children with asthma between 2019 and 2022 in a

large school district in SW PA. This could be due to
asthmatic students not going to school in person during
COVID-19. Asthma prevalence doubled in ten school
districts, five were located in SW PA, with one suburban
district having increased over 250%. It is unclear how
this particular school district was previously reporting
its asthma prevalence. The same district reported
providing an average of 6 doses of medication per
asthmatic student during the school year, the highest
among all reporting districts.

Between school years 2019 and 21, rescue doses
(defined as using an inhaler to relieve an asthma attack)
administered by this district’s school nurses increased
from under 400 to nearly 2000. Six of the nine districts
in which more than S doses of medicine were given

per asthmatic during the school year were located

in Southwest PA. In SW PA, there appears to be a
decoupling of asthma prevalence which is decreasing
at the population level, and asthma control which is
increasing in frequency.

Overall, there were twelve districts in which the number
of rescue doses per asthmatic child more than doubled.
Of these, eight were in SW region, two in NW, and one
each in NE and NC. Conversely, among 46 districts
where the medication doses halved, 26 were in SW, five
in SC, six in SE, six in NC, two in NE, and one in NW.
These data may be confounded by the number of nurses
per district. There was a high positive correlation between
number of nurses and number of doses provided to
asthmatics (R=.94). Significant correlations were also
found between number of nurses and both number of
asthmatics and number of total students.

COVID-19 and Attendance

During the time leading up to and during the COVID-19
pandemic, public school attendance was turbulent. Most
PA public schools lost student population during this
time [19]. Between 2019 and 2021, total public school
enrollment decreased by nearly 24,000. Between 2021
and 2022, statewide enrollment increased (+2074) for
the first time since the pandemic started. Change in

the population at-risk can impact rates of disease. Most
notably, people who withdrew their child from public
school may have done so in a non-random fashion.
Asthma status of a child may have impacted the parents’
likelihood of a child continuing in public school through
a respiratory virus pandemic. Additional factors may
include in- or out-migration.

600000 Total Public School Students
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Nurse Data

School nurses play a crucial role in promoting the health
and well-being of school-aged children in the school
setting. As more children with special health care needs
like asthma attend school, school nurses have an even
greater importance as they help manage symptoms, often
working closely with parents to provide treatment during
the school day. More often, though, buildings within
districts shared nurses, with a nurse spending a portion of
their time at each building.

Across all regions, NE PA had the highest student to
nurse ratio with an average of 765 students to one

nurse. This is slightly above the American Academy of
Pediatrics (AAP) guidelines for student to nurse ratio of
750 students to one nurse [20]. One school district in
SW PA had a student to nurse ratio of 3,846 students to
one nurse. This is more than double the PA School Code
guidelines for minimum student to nurse ratio of 1500
students to one nurse [21]. In SC PA, all the schools



surveyed met the AAP guidelines for nurse to school  two regions had more than 90% of their school

ratio with an average of 474 students to one nurse. districts meet the guidelines. During the 21-22 SY,
NE and SW PA had the lowest percentage of districts ~ 1:694 is the average nurse to student ratio for the SW
that complied with the AAP nurse guidelines. Across  PA region which meets the 1:750 recommendation
all regions, all school districts met the PA School by the AAP.

Code guidelines except for SE and SW PA, but these

Recommended and Required Actions:

Asthma continues to be a major health concern impacting students throughout PA. Therefore,
legislation that would allow schools to stock asthma medication and/or inhalers is necessary. This
would provide easy access for the student to immediately address asthma attacks or respiratory distress.

While the PA average nurse-to-student ratio has improved to meet the AAP guidelines of 1:750, that
guideline only addresses healthy students. If a student requires daily nursing services, the ratio drops
t0 1:225 [20].

Adding asthma screenings to the routine health checks conducted by school nurses for

kindergarteners is recommended.




Mold

Mold, a known asthma and allergy trigger, may also lead to negative chronic health impacts. Mold exposure may
irritate the eyes, skin, nose, throat, and lungs of both allergic and non-allergic people alike. For particularly sensitive
individuals, touching or breathing mold (even dead mold) can trigger allergic reactions. Thus, mold must be removed
entirely to address it completely and eliminate health risks. The best way to stay ahead of mold is to clean, dry and
address wet areas as soon as they occur, keep relative indoor humidity between 30%-50%, have good ventilation, and

conduct maintenance regularly.

Inl

* 34% of districts tested for mold in at least one building.

« When school districts tested for mold, it was frequently due to health complaints submitted to
administration.

In 19-20 SY (n=99)

» 78% of districts tested for mold in at least one building.

o In the 59 districts tested, remediation was recommended in 77%. Of those, 52 completed remediation
while seven did not have documentation of remediation being done.

« In 28% of districts that tested, the test was a result of visible signs of mold growth, health complaints,
or odor complaints.

* 10% of districts that tested did so because of high humidity weather or a leak in building structure.

* At the beginning of the 2018-2019 school year, seven SW PA districts were forced to postpone the
first day of school due to mold issues.

In 21-22 SY (n=98)

¢ 529 of the districts tested for mold in at least one building.

e In the 51 districts tested, remediation was recommended in 51% (26). Of those 26 school districts,
one of the 26 districts had documentation of remediation being done.

« Of those schools districts in which remediation occurred, none required school closures.

% SDs testing for mold in SWPA

17-18 SY:-34%

0 20 40 60 80 100

48.8% (39) of the districts in the overall statewide study sample tested for mold in at least one of their school
buildings. In the 39 districts tested, remediation was recommended in 61.5% (24). Of those 24 school districts, 7
completed remediation while 17 did not have documentation of remediation being done.

Compared to the 2021 State of Environmental Health in PA Schools report, it was noted that testing for mold in

school districts was down 26%.



% Mold testing in school districts
within each region (21-22 SY)

% Mold remediation completed
(21-22 SY)
L% - 3/7 tested, 3/3 had remediation
' recommended, and 0 performed remediation
- 6/15 tested, 2/6 had remediation

recommended, and 1/2 remediated
% N O% - 3/6 tested, 2/3 had remediation
& recommended, and 0/2 remediated

. SC: 100% - 4/8 rested, 1/4 had remediation

recommended, and 1/1 remediated

. SE: 35.7% -16/32 tested, 14/16 had remediation

recommended, and 5/14 remediated
U 53 0% - 51/98 tested, 26/51 had remediation

e
‘%‘i" recommended, 1/51 did not know their
remediation recommendation and 8/26 remediated

without school closure.

Testing for mold in schools is usually conducted in response to a complaint or presentation of allergy or asthma
symptoms by school occupants. However, half of the surveyed school districts tested for mold. It was the third
most tested-for environmental contaminant, behind lead and other contaminants in water. In every region, about

half of the districts sampled for mold.

T

in schools. Four school districts in York County were awarded $4 million in grant funding to
remove mold and asbestos including Red Lion Area School District which received almost
$35,000, Southern York County School District which received almost $190,500, West Shore

! York County was one of the recipients of the state’s grant funding for environmental repairs

N School District which received around $780,000 and York City School District which received
more than $3 million through the Public Schools Environmental Repairs Program.

In October 2024, Northern York School District announced to parents and staff that mold had been found
inside Northern Middle School behind posters in a classroom [22]. The class affected was temporarily
relocated while measures were taken to contain the area and conduct a wider assessment of the entire

building with remediation underway.

school buildings.

Recommended and Required Actions:

The best way to prevent mold inside school facilities is to prevent moisture from entering the building.
There are currently no federal regulations concerning mold remediation in schools, and no state policy in
Pennsylvania. Schools can take several steps to proactively protect their buildings and building occupants
from mold exposure, including sealing building leaks and upgrading HVAC systems. The EPA's IAQ
Tools for Schools Action Kit includes recommendations on how to clean mold and control moisture in




School Building Materials

Construction and Renovation

Data for construction dates were abstracted for each of the 166 surveyed schools’ websites in September 2024.
According to the National Center for Health Statistics, the median build date for schools in the Northeast is
1953, so this year was used as the cutoff point for the analysis. The mean year built for the state sample was 1962,
so this was used for subsequent evaluation. For ease of analysis, the construction date for the high school was
used. The renovation date was collected when available from either the school website or an established news
source. Data was available for 137 of the 166 high schools. The average built date for Pittsburgh Public Schools
was used for their data point. The average year during which the 166 surveyed schools was 1962, with the earliest
date of 1863 to the most recently built high school in 2019, both of which were located in SW PA.

‘Two district high schools without an available build date had renovation dates of 2008 and 2022, respectively.
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On average, the oldest high school buildings were in the Southcentral region, with an average year built of 1945
and renovated in 2003. Among the SWPA, the average renovation date was 2005, just behind the statewide sample,
with an average renovation date of 2006. Twenty-four of the 166 schools have been renovated between 2020-2023
(2NC, 3NE, 0SC, 7 SE, 12 SW).

Two district high schools without an available build date had renovation dates of 2008 and 2022.

PA schools are on average 20 years older than the national average [23]. The average age of the main instructional
building in US public schools is 49 years old, according to the National Center for Education Statistics. In
Pennsylvania, the average age of a school building is 70 years old.

PCBs

Polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are a group of man-made chemicals that persist in the environment. Developed
in the 1920s, they were widely used in construction materials in the 1930s and 40s [24]. PCB manufacturing was
banned in the US in 1979. Due to properties that make them non-flammable, chemically stable, resistant to high
heat, and ideal for electrical insulators, PCBs were used in many industrial and commercial applications, including
pigments, dyes, carbonless copy paper, plastics, and rubber products. In buildings built before the 1979 PCB ban,
PCBs may be present in caulk and in fluorescent light ballasts. People can be exposed to PCBs through breathing in
contaminated air or dust when damaged fluorescent lighting fixtures leak PCBs into the air or when caulk spreads
PCBs through the air/dust. PCBs can contaminate soil, water, and air when not disposed of properly. PCBs can
take a long time to break down and are thus widespread in the environment.

PCBs can affect the immune system, reproductive system, nervous system, and endocrine system, and are
potentially cancer-causing if they build up in the body over long periods of time. Although school testing is not
required, it is a prudent measure to test when the presence of PCBs is suspected.



* 6% of districts conducted PCB testing.

In 19-20 SY(n=99)

* 39 of districts conducted PCB testing.

* 7% did not respond to the question or indicated that no records were available, even though the average southwest PA
school building was built in 1961 (well before the PCB ban.)

In 21-22 SY (n=98)

« 2% conducted PCB testing. Areas where schools tested for PCBs include interior and exterior window caulking and
glazing, fluorescent light ballasts, hydraulic elevator oil, transformers, hydraulic lift pits, and hydraulic compactors.

In the current report (21-22 SY), 6.3% of school districts in the statewide sample (n=80) completed testing for PCBs.
In the previous report (19-20 SY), 7.7% of school districts in the statewide sample (n=65) completed testing for PCBs.
Between the previous and current report, we saw a decrease in school districts completing testing for PCBs.

% of SDs testing for PCBs by region % of SDs with high schools built before % of schools testing for PCBs
(Overall Sample n=80 1979 testing for PCBs by region by region

Respondent SY 21-22 Data (n=166) Respondent SY 21-22 Data (n=166)

In 2018, Upper Dublin School District completed testing for PCBs in window caulking and
glazing at Fort Washington Elementary School to support future renovations involving the
windows in the building. PCB was not detected for all but one type, but it was below the
EPA action level.

Recommended and Required Actions:

Manufacturing of PCB was banned in 1979; however, neither the federal nor state government mandates
testing in schools. Vermont passed a law in June 2021 requiring the state’s environmental conservation
department to test all pre-1980 school buildings for PCBs [25]. Lawmakers also included $32 million

in one-time fund to remediate PCB concerns that arise. PA lawmakers should consider a similar bill
mandating testing in buildings built before the PCB ban.
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Lead in Dust and Paint

Lead is a neurotoxin that negatively impacts a child’s development and ability to learn, but exposure to
lead is preventable. Young children, growing at a rapid rate of development, are particularly vulnerable to
lead exposure because of the physical and behavioral effects that can occur at lower exposure levels than
adults. Health effects in children include behavioral and learning problems, slowed growth, speech and
hearing problems, and anemia. In rare cases, lead ingestion can cause seizures, coma, and even death [26].

Sources of lead exposure can be found in paint, dust, soil, lead service lines, premise plumbing fixtures,
and consumer products. The most common source of lead exposure is dust from deteriorating lead-based
paint, particularly in older buildings where paint can chip and flake and create dust that people can inhale
or ingest, especially young children [27, 28]. Recent data indicate that over 72% of children born in
Allegheny County in 2020 were tested for blood lead at one year [29]. In the commonwealth, about 35%
of children under age 2 were tested in 2022 [30]. Lead-based paint was banned in 1978; therefore, older
buildings may still have lead-based paint which can chip, peel or flake if not maintained properly. Those
schools built before 1950 are likely to be more contaminated with lead, as lead was more commonly

used at this time, and was in higher concentrations. Painted areas affected by friction, such as opening
and closing door frames and windowsills are a common source of lead-contaminated dust. School
maintenance staff are critical to preventing and mitigating these hazards. Addressing chipping paint is
extremely important to prevent exposure to lead in dust which spreads quite easily. Common renovation
activities such as sanding, cutting, and demolition can also create lead dust, which stresses the importance
of having all contractors receive EPA RRP certification to address lead hazards properly and safely.

In 16-17 SY (n=93)

* 22% of districts reported that lead testing was conducted.

« Of the 307 school buildings reported in the study, 83% (256) were originally built before 1978, the
year that federal regulations prohibited lead from being used in paints.

In 19-20 SY (n=99)

* 13% of SW PA districts reported that lead testing was conducted.

*50% of SW PA districts that tested found lead, but none of these districts provided any records of
remediation.

» Of the SW PA schools that provided lead in paint testing records, none of them tested for lead in paint/
dust in all district buildings.

¢ One district found lead paint levels as high as 170,000 ppm or 17%. The EPA’s action level for lead-
based paint is 5,000 ppm or 0.5%.

In 21-22 SY (n=98)

* 9% of SW PA districts reported that lead testing was conducted.

» Of the SW PA schools that provided lead in paint testing records, 3% of them tested for lead in paint/
dust in all district buildings.

* 229% of SW PA districts that tested found lead, but only one of these districts provided records of
remediation.

* One school district had lead-based paint above 3,000 ppm in one area.



Of the 50% of
school districts
in the overall
statewide
sample that
tested for lead
in paint and
found lead.
none of them
provided
records of
remediation.

In the current report, approximately 14% of schools in the statewide sample (n=80) conducted
testing for lead in paint or dust in the 21-22 §Y. Of the schools in the overall statewide sample

that provided lead in paint testing records, none of them tested for lead in paint/dust in all district
buildings. The median years since the last lead in paint test were completed for schools in the overall
statewide sample was 2.5 years compared to 1.5 years for SW PA schools. Of the 27% of school
districts in the overall statewide sample that tested for lead in paint and found lead, only one of them
provided records of remediation.

In the previous report, approximately 9% of schools in the statewide sample (n=65) conducted

lead testing for paint in the 19-20 SY. Of the schools in the overall statewide sample that provide
records for lead in paint testing, none of them tested for lead in paint/dust in all district buildings.
The median years since the last lead in paint test for schools were completed in the overall statewide
sample was 1 year, compared to 4 years for SW PA schools. Of the 50% of school districts in the
overall statewide sample that tested for lead in paint and found lead, none of them provided records

of remediation.

Between the previous and current report, we saw more schools reporting lead in paint/dust testing.
We saw a similar trend where schools did not test all of their buildings but select areas where lead

in paint/dust was suspected. In the statewide sample, we found a longer gap between testing years.
Fewer schools found lead in paint/dust levels above the EPA action level. It is important to note that
in the absence of regulations requiring the testing of lead-based paint, schools often test only when
needed as part of renovation and demolition projects.
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y Connellsville Area School District completed lead testing inside of their
\ 4 football stadium in 2022 and when lead hazards were identified, the school
S .:':: successfully completed remediation.

Recommended and Required Actions:

In 2024, the EPA revised the EPA Lead-Based Paint Dust Rule which creates stronger requirements
for identifying and cleaning lead-based paint hazards in homes built before 1978 and childcare
facilities only [31]. Children are especially vulnerable to lead exposure due to the impact it has on the
developing brain. Thus, the new EPA Lead-Based Paint Dust Rule recognizes that there is no safe level
of lead in blood that has been found to be safe for children. The rule thereby lowered the lead clearance
levels (i.e., the amount of allowable lead that can remain in dust on floors, window sills, and window
troughs after a lead paint abatement occurs) to 5 pg/fr2 on floors, 40 ug/ft2 on window sills, and 100
ug/ft2 on window troughs.

Furthermore, the EPA rule introduces the terms “dust-lead reportable levels” and “dust-lead action
levels” with recommended actions. When dust-lead loadings are at or above the dust-lead action level,
the EPA recommends abatement. When dust-lead loadings are at or above the dust-lead reportable
levels, but below the dust-lead action levels, the EPA recommends regular upkeep using 2 vacuum with
a HEPA filter and cleaning hard surfaces with a damp cloth/sponge and a general all-purpose cleaner.

It is important to note that schools are only covered under the EPA’s Renovation, Repair, and Painting
(RRP) Rule as child-occupied facilities if they serve children under 6 years of age. In such cases,
renovations in buildings constructed before 1978 must be conducted by an EPA Lead-Safe Certified
firm. That said, schools are overlooked in potential exposure to lead in paint/dust for children above
age 6. Although the new EPA Lead-Based Paint Dust Rule does not apply to schools, we recommend
that schools adopt and implement these policies to safeguard children’s health where they spend much
of their time outside of home and childcare. During the data analysis period, PA public schools had
the opportunity to utilize the Public School Environmental Repairs Program to apply for funding to
remediate and/or abate lead hazards in school buildings.

While federal guidelines do not exist for required periodic testing of lead paint/dust in schools, the
New York City Health Department recommends that schools and childcare centers with lead paint be
tested for lead annually [32].

'1




Water Quality

All districts were asked whether they had performed water quality tests and if so, accompanying results,
for the following: lead (Pb), PFAS, and bacteria.

Lead in Drinking Water

It is important to note that there is no safe amount of lead in drinking water and exposure to lead in
drinking water is completely preventable. This has been supported by the AAP, the CDC and the

EPA. The EPA has set the maximum lead level in drinking water to zero because there is no safe level

of exposure. Not only can a single dose severely impact children’s health, but lead is also persistent and
can bicaccumulate in the body over time. In the case of pregnant individuals, lead can pass the placental
barrier and expose the fetus.

Wiater can be a source of lead when it passes through leaded service lines, premise plumbing, pipes with
lead solder, or faucets and fixtures that contain lead. Lead pipes that connect to the main water line, also
called lead service lines, are more likely to be found in buildings built before 1986 [38]. In response, the
Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) has established guidelines for maximum allowable lead contentin
“lead-free” fixtures.

Lead cannot be seen, tasted, or smelled in drinking water. The EPA has developed the 3Ts — Training,
Testing, and Taking Action- for Reducing Lead in Drinking Water to assist schools with drinking
water testing [33]. Using a filter certified to remove lead is the best way to reduce lead exposure in
drinking water.

Lead testing conducted in district in SWPA

In 16-17 SY (n=93)
49%
I19-20 Y (n=99):

In 21-22 SY (n=98)
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% of SDs testing for lead in water by region (RTK report, n=80)
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In the 16-17 SY (n=93)
* 49% of school districts reported lead in water testing.

» 7% of school districts relied on municipal water testing.

In the 19-20 SY (nh=99)
* 96% of districts reported lead in water testing.

* Only 66.7% of the districts who tested performed these tests in all their school buildings.

In the 21-22 SY (n=98)
* 71.4% of districts reported lead in drinking water testing.

* Only 63.3% of the districts who tested performed these tests in all their school buildings.

In the current report (21-22 SY), the overall study sample (n=80) reported that lead testing was conducted in
57 school districts, with 21.1% reporting levels between 5-15 parts per billion (ppb) while 31.6% exceeded the
EPA threshold of which 11.3% remediated.

In the previous report (19-20 SY), the overall study sample (n=65) reported that lead testing was conducted
in 58 school districts, with 56.9% reporting levels above 5 ppb between 5-15 ppb while 13.8% were above 15
ppb, of which 62.5% remediated.

Between the previous and current reports, we saw a lower proportion of schools conducting testing for lead
in drinking water. Among schools that tested, in the current report we also found a greater proportion of
schools with lead in drinking water and a fewer percentage of schools that remediated.

n=166 results:

Of the 166 schools queried, 118, or 71%, indicated that they had performed lead in water testing. One
hundred and seventeen school districts reported that their most recent testing dates ranged from September
2016 to August 2023, with 74 districts (63%) last completing lead in water testing in January 2020. Seventy-
six districts (65%) had performed lead in drinking water tests at all their buildings. Of the districts testing
their water for lead in all buildings, four (57%) were among the sample of 7 NC districts, 2 (13%) among the
NE districts, 1 (16%) among NW districts, two (25%) of all the SC districts, 7 (22%) of the 32 SE districts,
and 52 (60%) of the 87 SW districts.
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Test results from the 21-22 SY were reported by 112 districts; 15 districts (13%) did not detect lead
in water. Fifty-three districts reported a non-zero level below 15 ppb, and the remaining 44 districts
reported lead levels above 15 ppb. Among the 44 districts with lead levels above 15 ppb, eight
districts indicated that they did not remediate, 3 indicated that remediation was performed, and 33
districts did not respond.

4 Starting in 2016, Pittsburgh Public Schools committed to replacing every non-filtered
- &;&' o water fountain in their school with lead-filtering bottle filling stations and lead-filtering
o' water fountains after lead was identified in drinking water. Over eight years, the school
district replaced the water fountains across 70 buildings for a total of 1,295 water
fountains and bottle filling stations. In May of 2024, the school district celebrated this
major achievement as a leader in the “Filter First” approach to managing lead in drinking water.

Recommended and Required Actions:

In October 2024 the EPA finalized the Lead and Copper Rule Improvements. This regulation requires
that water systems across the country identify and replace lead service lines within 10 years [34].

Under the US SDWA which sets standards for lead in drinking water by regulating public water systems
(PWS), EPA does not have the authority to require schools that are not regulated as PWS to comply
with the standards [42]. However, community water systems (CWS) are obligated to provide public
education and sampling requirements (i.e., the 3 Ts) for schools they serve (for those constructed or
without full plumbing replacement before January 1, 2014) [43]. Schools that are regulated as PWS are
not required to comply with the public education and sampling requirements for schools for lead in
drinking water. Beginning November 1, 2027, CWS will be required to test at least 20% of elementary
schools with no more than 5 samples at each school each year for the first five years, then as requested by
the school. For secondary schools, CWS will only test by request.

Under Act 39 of 2018 of the Pennsylvania Public School Code, schools are encouraged (not required)
to test for lead in drinking water annually and implement remediation plans if levels exceed the EPA
threshold [36]. Schools that do not test must discuss their reasoning at a public meeting. It is likely

the drop in school testing for lead in drinking water in this current report could be attributed to the
influx in testing in 2019-2020 noted in the previous report as a result of Act 39. An amendment to this
legislation has been discussed that would provide $30 million in funding for schools to replace outdated
water fountains with those that filter for lead [43, 44] by 2026.

Currently, as of April 2025, the PA DEP is offering grant funding to eligible schools and childcare
centers in Pennsylvania for lead in drinking water reduction activities. The primary goal of the grant
is to reduce children’s exposure to lead in drinking water using federal funding from the Water
Infrastructure Improvements for the Nation (WIIN) Act. Schools are encouraged to apply for this
program while supplies last.
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Other Water Contaminants

The Water Quality Standards (WQS) Regulation establishes requirements for states and tribes to have water
quality standards while also establishing procedures for the EPA to review and either approve or disapprove
water quality standards in compliance with the Federal Clean Water Act (CWA) [39]. WQS are important
because they protect bodies of water used for recreation (e.g., swimming), fishing, and scenic enjoyment, as
well as aquatic life that inhabit the waters [40]. WQS also protect human health because they form a legal
basis for controlling pollutants from entering the waters that we consume and use as part of our daily living.
The primary pollutants that are tested in water quality tests have been determined to be the most commonly
used, persistent and toxic substances found in wastewater discharges that include many heavy metals and
solvents [41].

The Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) both aim to protect water, but they
focus on different things. The CWA is mainly about keeping rivers, lakes, and streams clean and safe for
activities like fishing and swimming. The SDWA, on the other hand, is about making sure the water people
drink is safe and free from harmful contaminants. Even though their goals are different, the two laws often
overlap, especially when it comes to how wastewater is treated and how utilities manage byproducts like
biosolids. This overlap can sometimes cause conflicts, especially when state and local regulations prioritize
public health over environmental concerns, or vice versa. In recent years, more water ucilities have started
using an integrated approach, called holistic water management. This means they are planning wastewater and
stormwater systems together and using both traditional (“gray”) and natural (“green”) infrastructure to better
meet CWA requirements and improve environmental outcomes. Copper and bacteria are both common water
contaminants and can cause adverse health effects, including vomiting, diarrhea, stomach cramps, and nausea
[35]. Similar to lead, copper can be found in plumbing pipes and is the leading source of copper in drinking
water. Bacteria such as E. coli and coliform bacteria can enter drinking water from human or animal waste and
failing septic systems.

All districts were asked whether they had performed the following water quality tests, when they had done so,
and the results of the tests: copper, PFAS, and bacteria. A variety of water was tested by districts, including
fountains, sinks, pools, and cooling towers. Substances exceeding limits varied, and included copper, xylene,
coliform bacteria, total trihalomethanes (TTHM), free chlorine, and legionella.

n=98 SWPA
Water quality tests that included contaminants in SW PA

17-18 SY (n=23r 49%
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In the 16-17 SY (n=93)

* Water quality tests that included contaminants were performed in 49% of districts.

* 7% of districts relied on municipal water testing.

* One school district had to close for several days because its schools tested positive for coliform
bacteria, including E. coli.

« Water in the restroom in the administration building in one school district was found to have
2.35 mg/L of copper in a drinking water sample.

In the 19-20 SY (n=99)

* Water quality tests that included contaminants were performed in 49% of districts.

« 6% of school districts relied on the local water authority’s Consumer Confidence Report.

» One school district was found to have a copper level of 16.1 mg/Lina drinking water sample.

In the 21-22 SY (n=98)

* Water quality tests that included contaminants were performed in 54% of districts.

¢ 14% of school districts relied on the local water authority’s Consumer Confidence Report.

o In the 54 districts with results, 17% exceeded an allowable limit.

* One school district had 62 water samples screened for Legionella, of which 25 locations had
elevated levels.

« In the current report (21-22 SY), 53% of school districts in the statewide sample (n=80)
completed water quality tests for other contaminants. 10% of school districts in the statewide
sample relied on the local water authority’s report. In the 42 school districts with results, 19%
exceeded an allowable limit.

* In the previous report (19-20 SY), 49% of school districts in the statewide sample (n=65)
completed water quality tests for other contaminants. 11% of school districts in the statewide
sample relied on the local water authority’s report. In the 31 school districts with results, 23%
exceeded an allowable limit of which 14% remediated.

* Between the previous and current report, we saw a greater percentage of schools
completing water quality testing and fewer schools relying on their local water authority’s
Consumer Confidence Report. Concurrently, fewer districts exceeded an allowable limit
for water contaminants.

Respondents n=166 results

* Thirty-nine districts independently performed water testing, and 15 monitored their water
authority’s Consumer Confidence Reports. Fifteen districts reported exceedances. Among
those exceeding water quality standards, 8 were located in the SW, one each in Northcentral,
Northeast, and Southcentral, respectively, and two in Northwest.



- A Marion Center Area School District completed extensive water quality testing each
(4 Yesmy year from 2018-2022 for each of their school buildings. Routine tests included

Ry, screenings for lead and copper, pH levels, 5 haloacetic acids, arsenic, total and

free chlorine, total coliform presence (including E. Coli), trihalomethanes, and
approximately 46 other contaminants. There were no exceedances identified above the
EPA action level for any of the contaminants tested; therefore, mitigation was not needed.

Recommended and Required Actions:

In Pennsylvania, there are three chapters under the Pennsylvania Code, Title 25 - chapters 16, 93, and
92a.51 -- that are in effect for Clean Water Act (CWA) purposes [41]. They include guidelines for the
criteria developed for toxic substances, analytical methods and detection limits for toxic substances, water
quality criteria, designated water uses, and compliance schedules for law enforcement.

Federal law under the EPA Surface Water Treatment Rule (SWTR) requires PWS to monitor disinfectant
residual in and at the entry point of the water distribution system with a minimum disinfectant residual
concentration of at least 0.2 mg/L at the point of entry and detectable in at least 95% of samples collected
within the distribution system [44]. Effective April 2019, the PA DEP adopted the minimum disinfectant
residual concentration level. Additionally, disinfectant residual measurements must continue to be
collected at representative locations at the same time and location as coliform samples, at a minimum of
once per week [45]. Maintaining adequate disinfectant residuals is important to minimize the growth

and transmission of Legionella and other bacteria. State legislation was introduced in 2023 to include a
minimum detectable residual disinfectant level of at least 0.5 mg/L of chlorine as a means for providing risk
management for Legionnaires’ disease.
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PFAS

PFAS are a class of chemicals used since the 1960s, of which perfluorooctanoic sulfonate (PFOS) and
perfluorooctanoic acid (PFOA) were the most widely used synthetic chemicals throughout the US [46]. PFAS
are used in industry and consumer products because of their resistance to heat, stains, water, and grease. They
are found in many applications and consumer products, such as firefighting foam, stain repellants, pesticides,
and non-stick cookware. PFAS are known as “forever chemicals” because they can’t break down easily in the
environment (persistent, bioaccumulative, and toxic). These manufactured chemicals can accumulate in our
bodies, leading to adverse health impacts, such as immune and thyroid problems, as well as certain cancers,
developmental and reproductive effects. Widespread attention and concern have only emerged
in recent years.

Scientists continue to study the health effects of human exposure to PFAS. The National
Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine (NASEM) conducted an extensive
review, concluding there is sufficient evidence for an association between PFAS exposure
and kidney cancer, and limited or suggestive evidence for testicular and breast cancers.
The review also highlighted associations with other health outcomes, such as increased
cholesterol, changes in liver enzymes, decreased vaccine response, pregnancy-induced
hypertension, and small decreases in birth weight [47].

People become exposed to PFAS when they consume contaminated water, food, and soil, and

when they inhale aerosolized products that have PFAS chemicals in them. In February 2024, the Food and

Drug Administration announced that grease-proofing materials containing PFAS are no longer being sold for

use in food packaging in the U.S,, thereby eliminating the major source of dietary exposure. [48]

PFAS can get into drinking water and spread through the environment when products containing them are
disposed of, used, or spilled onto the ground near water sources or into lakes and rivers, including those used for
drinking water. In 2024, Women for a Healthy Environment published the report, Three Rivers, Fifteen PFAS,
which assessed how wastewater treatment systems influence PFAS surface water contamination in Pittsburgh’s
three rivers [49]. Samples were collected upstream and in the mixing zone of three wastewater treatment plants
(WWTPs). The study found that in all three WWTPs, PFAS levels were far higher in the samples from the mixing
zone compared to those taken from upstream of the discharge site. This indicates that Pittsburgh’s municipal
wastewater systems are polluting the waterways with wastewater discharge that is not treated for PFAS.

Water is currently understood to be the primary exposure route of concern, especially when elevated levels are
found in a drinking water supply [S0]. This is a critical point for intervention because of waterways’ potential to
spread contamination through the environment. Thus, in this new report, we chose to ask schools about PFAS
testing in water.

21-22 SY Highlights

« 3% of school districts in SW PA (n=98) had PFAS testing included in their water quality testing (compared to
5% of school districts in the overall study sample (n=80).)

* In almost all cases, school districts relied on municipal water testing for PFAS in water.

* One school acknowledged that they have obtained a waiver for their well water, while three schools indicated
that they rely upon their municipal water authorities for information regarding PFAS concentrations.

» Two districts indicated that they have conducted independent testing for PFAS at their schools.




% of SDs testing for PFAS by region:
Surveyed School Districts: n=166 SDs data
21-22 SY Respondents

- In 2018, Upper Dublin School District tested for PFOA and PFOS in several of their school
g k’? » buildings for both drinking and non-drinking water outlets. All results were below the reporting
y N limit except for the samples taken from the high school pool. It is not noted whether the school
e mitigated. However, it is important to note that the risk of exposure through swimming is generally
considered lower than from drinking water or eating contaminated fish, as PFAS are not readily
absorbed through the skin, and accidental swallowing during swimming is typically less than drinking water [51].

Recommended and Required Actions:

New EPA PFAS regulations require that water systems, including schools with private wells, must test for
and mitigate the levels of six PFAS [47, 52]. EPA established legally enforceable levels, called Maximum
Contaminant Levels (MCLs), for six PFAS in drinking water. Under the new regulation, the maximum
contaminant levels (MCLs) for two of the common types of PFAS - PFOA and PFOS - are 4 parts per
trillion, although the EPA has stated that there is no safe level of exposure. This requirement is stricter
than Pennsylvania’s MCL of 14 parts per trillion for PFOS and 18 parts per trillion for PFOA. Under

the federal PFAS regulation, water systems will have five years to implement this plan, which includes
mandated testing [53}. In addition, public water systems must monitor these PFAS and have three years to
complete initial monitoring (by 2027), followed by ongoing compliance monitoring. Water systems must
also provide the public with information on the levels of these PFAS in their drinking water beginning in
2027. Although schools with well water are required to test under the new EPA standard, there appears
to be limited awareness of the need for PFAS testing. As of July 2024, more than 30 Pennsylvania schools
have detected PFAS in their drinking water that exceeded the new EPA standard [54]. From the analysis
of respondents’ data (n=166), one school acknowledged that they have obtained a waiver for their well
water, while three schools indicated that they rely upon their municipal water authorities for information
regarding PFAS concentrations.

In Pennsylvania, Act 101 of 2019 (HB 1410) made changes to the Transit Revitalization Investment
District Act to create a remediation fund for those who have been affected by PFAS in drinking water
related to military installations [55]. During the data analysis period, schools had to opportunity to receive
funding from the Public School Environmental Repairs Program to address PFAS. WHE’s 1000 Hours

a Year Program awards funding to schools in SW PA for water fountain upgrades that include PFAS
filtration. Schools in SW PA are encouraged to take advantage of this program.
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Radon

Radon is a serious health concern; it is an odorless, invisible gas and can only be detected by testing. Radon
is the second leading cause of lung cancer (the leading cause of lung cancer for never-smokers) and is
especially concerning for children due to their developing lungs and bodies. There is no safe level of radon
exposure. Long-term exposure, even at low levels, can lead to cancer. Pennsylvania has a unique geology
that puts residents at higher risk for radon exposure than in other states. 98.5% of PA counties are in the
EPA-defined Zone 1 risk area, meaning their average levels are more than 4 pCi/L (the EPA action level).

n=98 SWPA
SW PA (% SDs testing for radon):

16-17 SY report (n=93): 31%

19-20 SY (n=99): 24%

% of SDs testing for radon in at least 1 building:
(n=80 school districts)

98.5% of PA counties are in the EPA-defined Zone
1risk area, meaning their average levels are more
than 4 pCi/L (the EPA action level).




In16-17 SY (n—93)

* 31% of school districts conducted radon testing.

* Only one district with levels over 4 pCi/L reported mitigation and retesting.

« In one school district, 14 of 31 rooms tested had values that exceeded EPA’s Action Level of 4 pCi/L for
radon.

In 19-20 SY (n=99)

* 24% of school districts conducted radon testing.

« Of the districts thar tested for radon, 63% tested all school buildings, 29% tested only some buildings, and 8%
did not specify how many buildings had been tested.

» Of the school districts that tested for radon, 38% had results above 4 pCi/L.

* One district reported radon levels as high as 23.5 pCi/L. This district did not disclose any
remediation efforts.

* Another school district found high radon levels in over 44 samples.

» Of the districts with elevated levels of radon, only three districts reported any kind of remediation efforts.

In 21-22 SY (n=98)

* 15.3% of school districts conducted radon testing.

* In 66.7% of the school districts that tested for radon, results were above 4 pCi/L.

« Of the districts thar tested for radon, 10.2% tested all school buildings, 5.1% tested some school buildings,
and 84.7% did not respond or did not specify how many buildings had been tested.

¢ Of the districts that tested for radon, 66.7% had results above 4 pCi/L.

« Of the districts with elevated levels of radon found, only two districts reported any kind of
remediation efforts.

* In one school district, 44 areas were identified as having radon levels above 4 pCi/L. Through Women for a
Healthy Environment’s 1000 Hours a Year program, this school district was able to have radon mitigation
systems installed in three locations.

« In the current study sample of 80 districts throughout Pennsylvania, 5% (4) of the school districts tested
for radon. Of those school districts that tested for radon, 75% (3) of them had radon levels above the EPA
threshold and none of them remediated.

 In the previous 2019 report, among the overall study sample of 65 school districts from all regions of
Pennsylvania, 20% (13) of the school districts tested for radon. Of those school districts that tested for
radon, 38.5% (5) of them had radon levels above the EPA threshold of 4.0 pCi/L of which 40% (2)
districts remediated.

In summary, significantly fewer school districts in the overall study sample and southwestern PA tested for

radon in their school buildings compared to the 2019 report. The reasons for choosing not to remediate are

outside of this report’s scope, but cost could be a significant barrier for schools.

n=166:
Seventeen school districts tested for radon. Fourteen of these districts were in SW PA, and only one district

in NC, NW, and SE PA tested for radon, respectively. In the 12 schools that responded with elevated radon
levels, 10 of which were in SW PA, only two districts remediated, with both districts being in SW PA.
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A Pine Richland School District had radon mitigation systems installed in 3 locations after they
i’ ; :’\‘ _ tested and retested for radon in the 2018-2019 school year through WHE’s 1000 Hours a Year
N program [56]. The school remains an avid advocate for radon awareness in schools. In 2018,
WHE established the Radon in Schools Work Group to advocate for stronger environmental
health legislation that protects children from radon gas exposure in schools. In October 2024,
one of their students, a member of the Phipps’ Youth Climate Advocacy Committee, joined WHE staff to

kg

speak at a legislative briefing in Harrisburg regarding the need to require radon testing in school buildings [57].

Recommended and Required Actions:

The EPA estimates that 20% of schools nationwide have tested for radon. In most cases, Pennsylvania
schools that test for radon have found areas in their schools with levels above the EPA threshold. Radon
should be measured in schools as part of an Indoor Air Quality (IAQ) management plan. Effective
December 1, 2023, schools must follow new protocol for 1) conducting radon measurements in accordance
with ANSI/AARST MA-MFLB-2023 standards, and 2) implement soil gas control systems for existing
buildings in accordance with ANSI/AARST SGM-MFLB-2023 standards, and for new construction in
accordance with ANSI/AARST CC-1000-2018-0523 standards. [58].

The American Association of Radon Scientists and Technologists recommends that schools be tested every
five years for radon levels.

While Pennsylvania does not currently require radon testing in schools, other states have set an example
to follow: 13 states have passed laws related to radon exposure in schools, 6 require mitigation, 9 require
schools to test for radon, and 4 states recommend testing [59]. However, this policy might change in

the next coming years due engagement with PA House and Senate elected officials that have introduced
legislation that would require radon testing and remediation measures in school buildings in Pennsylvania
and require radon resistant construction for new school buildings {60].

WHE’s 1000 Hours a Year Program awards mini grants to SW PA schools for radon testing and mitigation.
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Green cleaning products and practices are less harmful to human health and the environment than
traditional cleaning products. Traditional cleaning products contain high volatile organic compound
(VOC) content that not only triggers poor indoor air quality, but also has adverse health effects including
asthma, upper respiratory infection, fatigue, nasal congestion, nausea, and dizziness [61]. Asthma isa
leading chronic disease in children and asthmatic episodes can be avoided by using green cleaning practices.
Green cleaning products are meant to protect students and staff from harmful chemicals, prevent student
and faculty absences, and improve the indoor school environment.

Third-party certified green cleaning products such as Green Seal, EPA Safer Choice, and UL ECOLOGO
are recommended for use in schools because they meet rigorous environmental and health standards

that traditional cleaning products don’t require. Third-party certified green cleaning products ensure

low toxicity, limited VOCs, no carcinogens, and a reduced carbon footprint. Schools should be cautious
about false or vague claims known as “greenwashing” when identifying cleaning products for their
schools. The EPA, for example, has an online search tool that schools could utilize for finding Safer
Choice-certified products.

Green cleaning products also refer to its impact on the environment as far as biodegradability and less
packaging, which could also increase cost savings by using fewer products. One study found that the price
of green cleaning products is comparable to or even lower in cost than conventional counterparts, also
accounting for the cost savings related to human health and the environment (i.e., medical expenses and

lost wages) [62].

Since COVID-19, cleaning and disinfecting have had a greater emphasis in schools to control the spread of
the virus. Schools should use caution when selecting cleaners and disinfectants and should always follow
product label directions for ensuring the appropriate dwell time has been achieved [63]. The EPA hasa

list of disinfectants that meet its criteria for use against COVID-19. Aerosolized products can stay in the
air for long periods of time and contribute to poor indoor air quality, and should thus be avoided. They
can also irritate the skin, eyes, or airways and cause respiratory irritation. The EPA has created the Schools
Chemical Cleanout Campaign (SC3) to encourage schools to use green cleaning practices and develop a
green cleaning program. The Pennsylvania DEP, as part of SC3, provides training at no cost for teachers
and administrators in Pennsylvania schools [64].

10 districts (10.2%)
reported using at least
one green cleaning

product,
but 73.5% did

¢ not know



# of cleaning products used per SWPA district
In17-18 SY (n=93):

_ Highest:94

_ | Median: 25

Lowest: 4

e

Bz Median: 12

Lowest: 4

: Median: 29

Lowest: 3

in16-17 SY (n=93)

* The lowest number of cleaning products used in one district was four.

e The median number of cleaning products used per district was 25.

* 94 was the highest number of cleaning products used in one district.

* 14% of school districts use at least one green cleaning product.

In19-20 SY (n=99)

* The lowest number of cleaning products used in one district was three.

* The median number of cleaning products used per district was 12.

* 82 was the highest number of cleaning products in one district.

» School districts use an average of two environmentally friendly products.

* 56 districts (57%) reported using at least one green cleaning product.

In 21-22 SY (n=98)

* The lowest number of cleaning products used in one district was three.

* The median number of cleaning products used per district was 29.

* The highest number of cleaning products used in the southwest sample was 180.

» 10 districts (10.2%) reported using at least one green cleaning product, but 73.5% did not know.
* 16 schools reported no environmentally friendly cleaning products, while 72 did not respond or did not know.

» Due to an insufficient number of responses to the question about green cleaning products in the overall
sample, we cannot determine the average number of green cleaning products used in SW PA. Less than 1% of
schools reported use of green cleaning products in their schools. .

* EPA provides List N (disinfecting products that kill COVID-19). Currently, there are approximately 690
products on the list; most are not third-party certified, and the information is not readily available without
further exploration. An analysis performed by WHE staff found that only 12 (1.7%) of the disinfectants on
List N are EPA Design for the Environment (DfE)-certified as safer for health and the environment.
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?ﬂ In16-17 SY (n=93): 14%

)

In 21-22 SY (n=98): insufficient data
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* In the current report (21-22 SY), 7.5% of school districts in the statewide sample (n=80) used at least
one green cleaning product. School districts used a median of 16 cleaning products.

* In the previous report (19-20 SY), 55.4% of school districts in the statewide sample (n=65) used at least
one green cleaning product. School districts used a median of 17 cleaning products and a median of 3
green cleaning products.

* Between the previous and current report, we saw a significant decline in the number of school districts
in the statewide sample that reported using green cleaning products.

Respondent Data: n=166

* Only 32 of the 166 districts provided an answer to the question — how many green cleaning products
does your district use - and only 12 districts reported a non-zero number of green cleaning products.
Non-zero answers ranged between 2 and 16.

¢ é North Hills School District reported using as little as three cleaning products in their

it b‘%&‘. > schools — a hard surface ready-to-use sanitizer, a disinfectant, and a multi-purpose cleaner
B, ’5“3‘ for different surfaces including floors. The district does not have a contract with a cleaning

\ product vendor. One of three of their cleaning products is third-party certified by Green

Sean and UL ECOLOGO.

v 44



45

Total Number of cleaning products

Northcentral Reporting: 3 Not Reporting: 5
min ‘:

ma BN 5

mean

Northeast Reporting: 10 Not Reporting: 5

Northwest Reporting: 5 Not Reporting: 5
0

[0 R CG

Southcentral Reporting: 6 Not Reporting: 2
3

143

Southeast Reporting: 26 Not Reporting: 6

| K]

T T e A P T e e e e, I
S SR G )

Southwest Reporting: 74 Not Reporting: 23
3

2 2 AR
|

0 50 100 150 200 250 300

Recommended and Required Actions:

As of writing this report, 10 states and the District of Columbia have a variety of green cleaning legislation for
schools [65]. Most require schools to use green cleaning products, but states vary on how they define “green
cleaning” and the criteria they use for meeting the requirement. In the case of New York and Illinois, the state is
responsible for setting guidelines that schools must follow in purchasing green cleaning products. In Connecticut
and Towa, schools must use products that meet state-approved third-party certification for green cleaning. Until
there are more federal and/or state guidelines for green cleaning in schools, schools are encouraged to use third-
party certified green cleaning products.

The legislation was previously introduced that would require school districts to establish policies for the
procurement and use of green cleaning products.

The EPA offers resources for schools looking to adopt green cleaning practices including a toolkit for school staff
to remove unnecessary cleaning chemicals, training on how to prevent future chemical mismanagement issues, and
education on chemical issues in schools with suggestions for sustainable solutions [66].

WHE’s Healthy Schools Recognition Program (HSRP) is another free resource for all K-12 schools in
Pennsylvania. As part of the HSRP, WHE staff will assist school personnel with acquiring third-party certified
green cleaning products, share suggestions on how to store cleaning products, and deliver professional
development opportunities to implement green cleaning programs.

]




Pesticides on Schoo!l Grounds

Pesticides are inherently toxic and can severely harm all individuals, especially children, if stored or used
improperly [67, 68]. When exposed, children ingest, inhale and absorb greater amounts of pesticides than
adults and their developing organ systems are more sensitive to toxic exposure. Pesticide exposure can adversely
affect a child’s neurological, respiratory, immune, and endocrine systems, even at low exposure levels.
Furthermore, a recent study found an increased risk of acute childhood leukemia with £
increased exposure to pesticides used on vines [69, 70]. According to the
AAP, “Epidemiologic evidence demonstrates associations between early life
exposure to pesticides and pediatric cancers, decreased cognitive function,
and behavioral problems.” [71]

Integrated pest management (IPM) provides a safer alternative to pesticide
application by using a strategic approach to managing pests. IPM plans use a ¥
sustainable, environmentally friendly approach to preventing pests and provide ways ‘
to eliminate them with pesticides only when necessary, by using the least harmful and least
toxic products. On the contrary, a conventional pest management plan/ policy often responds to pest problems
after they occur and sets a schedule for chemical treatments from a contracted pest management company Penn
State and the PDA have created the Pennsylvania Integrated Pest Management Program (PA IPM) that schools
can contact for educational training and assistance with creating an IPM policy and/or plan for their schools
[72]. School IPM policies and plans provide a way for schools to proactively manage pests without relying on
pesticides. Schools can adopt an IPM plan by first creating a school IPM committee to develop a policy and then
implementing a pilot program with continuous education and training available for all school employees.
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* 78% of school districts use at least one pest management contractor or perform services in-house.
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* 6% indicated they do not contract with a pest management company.

* 16% did not respond to the question.

In 19-20 SY (n=99)

* 94% of school districts had a pest management policy.

* 73% specified a pest management contractor, while 21.2% did not specify a contractor.
In 21-22 SY (n=98)

* 84.7% of school districts had a conventional pest management policy .

* 49% specified a pest management contractor, while 35.7% did not specify a contractor.

In the current report (21-22 SY) 78.8% of school districts in the statewide sample (n=80) had a pest management
policy. 50% of districts specified a pest management contractor while 28.7% did not specify a contractor. In the
previous report (19-20 SY), 93.8% of school districts in the statewide sample (n=65) had a pest management
policy. 72.3% of districts specified a pest management contractor while 21.5% did not specify a contractor.
Between the previous report and the current report, we saw a decrease in schools throughout the state with pest
management policies and a decrease in schools that specified a pest management contractor.




% Pest Management Policy Provided by District, 21-22 SY, n=80 districts
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Coudersport Area School District has a detailed IPM plan with a designated coordinator and

* IPM committee, each with roles assigned to them. The IPM plan includes a notification letter
to parents that invites them to enter the school’s notification registry if pesticides are necessary.
Their IPM plan includes a pest control report and a description of the school’s previous pest
problems with locations of pest report sheets in the school.

Recommended and Required Actions:

Schools should refer to the “IPM triangle” which has the three fundamental elements that contribute to pest
infestations: food, water, and shelter. Schools should work with teachers and staff to reduce clutter, properly
seal and store food away, repair leaks and screens, and seal openings in the building.

Pennsylvania schools are required to use IPM, but many do not [73]. The PA IPM Program has a program
assistant available to help support schools implement their state-mandated IPM plans [74]. Schools are
encouraged to take advantage of PA IPM’s free resources and consulting services.

One way to reduce human exposure to pesticides is to buy/ grow organic produce and support organic land
management practices. Not only does it have health benefits, but it also benefits the environment and wildlife
by reducing soil and water contamination. Schools are encouraged to utilize gardens on school grounds to
teach students to grow, cook and eat fresh food free of chemicals. Schools can also source fruits and vegetables

from local farms that use organic practices.




Anti-ldling Signage

Buses produce diesel exhaust every time they idle (sit with the engine running). This releases high levels
of toxic particulate matter that travel to the lungs. According to the EPA, diesel exhaust is among the
most dangerous form of air pollution [75]. Not only does diesel exhaust pollute the air, it can also enter
school buildings through air intakes, doors, and open windows. Children, as well as individuals with
existing cardiac and respiratory diseases, are especially vulnerable. Children are highly susceptible because
their respiratory systems are still developing, and they breathe at a more rapid rate than adults. Those
individuals routinely exposed to diesel exhaust face higher risks of stroke, cancer, asthma, heart attacks,
and other chronic illnesses.

Reducing idling has been found to be an effective policy tool for improving outcomes for asthmatic
children in schools. The American Lung Association (ALA) and the Asthma and Allergy Foundation

of America (AAFA) recommend anti-idling policies as one of many ways schools can improve asthma
outcomes in school-aged children, yet it is not known the percentage of states that have adopted it. When a
school district in North Carolina partnered with their county health department to implement an Asthma
Education Program, they found that prohibiting bus idling improved asthma outcomes [76].

Bus idling has harmful environmental impacts as well. Particulate matter from diesel exhaust depletes the
soil of vital nutrients and contributes to acid rain. In addition, it absorbs other toxins and heavy metals

in the air. Idling also puts great stress on bus engines. A bus idling for one hour a day during the school
year adds the equivalent of 1,260 miles of wear on the engine. Additionally, one hour of idling burns
approximately ¥ a gallon of fuel {77]. Reducing idling could also save schools thousands of dollars on fuel
costs. If a school bus fleet has 100 buses and each bus reduces its idling time by 30 minutes a day, at $3 per
gallon of diesel fuel, the fleet would save over $13,500 per school year in fuel costs [78].

School officials must adopt and implement a School Bus Idling Policy to reduce idling times and ensure
understanding and cooperation on all levels. Posting anti-idling signs around school grounds, as well as
enforcing this prohibition, will remind school bus drivers and parents to shut off their engines during
student drop off and pick up times.

If a school bus fleet has
100 buses and each bus
reduces its idling time by
30 minutes a day. at $3
per gallon of diesel fuel.
the fleet would save over
$13,500 per school year
in fuel costs.
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'SW.PA Data Comparison (1=98)

In16-17 SY
* 54% of schools did not have anti-idling signs.

* The average number of anti-idling signs was 5.

In19-20 SY

* 48% of schools reported anti-idling signs. Of those with signs, 41% had at least one anti-idling sign per
school building.

In 21-22 SY

* 53% of schools reported anti-idling signs.

« In the 47 districts with signage, 20 districts had fewer signs than school buildings, which is notin
compliance with the state regulation.

% Anti-
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Idling Signage Posted in District (any) - 2023 report, n=80 school districts
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# anti-idling signs less than the # schools
In all districts in 2023 report, =80 school districts

In the current report (21-22 SY), 53.7% of school districts in the statewide sample (n=80) reported that they
do not have anti-idling signage, as required by state law. In the 37 districts with signage, 12 had fewer signs

than schools, meaning many school buildings did not have the required anti-idling postings.

In the previous report (19-20 SY), 47.7% of school districts in the statewide sample (n=65) reported that

they do not have anti-idling signage. In the 34 districts with signage, 9 had fewer signs than schools.

Between the previous and current reports, we saw a greater proportion of schools that do not have anti-

idling signage.



7 :;; Otto-Eldred School District posts anti-idling signs where large diesel vehicles (i.e., school

\ * buses) load/unload and in parking areas. Additionally, the school has an anti-idling policy
"= included in their Transportation Policy Manual outlining the state law. The School Board is
responsible for ensuring that anti-idling signs are in place and maintained on district property
and that all bus drivers are notified of the idling restrictions.

Recommended and Required Actions:

The Pennsylvania Diese] Powered Motor Vehicle Idling Act became effective on February 6, 2009 [79]. The
act forbids school buses to idle more than 5 minutes in any 60-minute period. Schools are also required to post
approved anti-idling signs. School districts must adhere to the state regulation, as a means to protect children
from diesel fuel exposure. If you see a violation, you can call your local law enforcement agency or the PA
DEP’s toll-free Citizen Complaint line at 1-866-255-5158.
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Artificial Turt Fie

The installation of artificial grass fields or turf has become increasingly popular in the sports
industry. Many decide to install turf, thinking it will be easier to maintain, lower in cost,
durable, and provide a consistent playing surface. Two of the most popular sports in the United
States, football and soccer, have had players speaking out against the increase in turf fields. The
National Football League Players Association (NFLPA) has stated its disapproval of the turf
fields, advocating for both game and practice fields to become natural grass fields. Collective
bargaining agreements are one avenue by which sports teams have been successful at pushing
leagues away from artificial turf by upholding health and safety of players. The NFLPA has
stated that due to the turf surfaces, 2 player’s risk of a lower extremity injury has increased

[80]. The statistics state that there is a 28% higher rate of non-contact lower extremity injuries
when playing on turf [80]. Similarly to the National Football League (NFL), the Fédération
Internationale de Football Association (FIFA) has listened to players complaints about turf and
has mandated that the World Cup Tournaments be played on natural grass, banning turf from
the World Cup.

With the widespread installation of artificial turf fields for schools, studies have raised concern
about the health and environmental impacts. Researchers have determined numerous toxic
chemicals in artificial turf infill, including polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs, a class of
harmful chemicals produced during the incomplete burning of organic substances such as coal,
oil, and gas, and found in rubber materials), VOCs, and PFAS.

The European Union has taken one step in the right direction by recently issuing a ban in
2024 on microplastics, which includes artificial turf. Numerous studies over the past twenty
years have mostly examined the human health risk assessments of crumb rubber fora wide
range of contaminants including metals, VOCs, phthalates, PAHs, and BPA. Most studies have
been focused on children and young adults and have explored oral, dermal, and inhalation as
exposure pathways. A landmark research study conducted at Yale University on crumb rubber
found 92 compounds, of which only about half have been tested for human health effects. Of
these, nine are known carcinogens, and another 20 are recognized as irritants [81]. With the
growing popularity and installation of artificial turf fields in the face of additional concerns such
as PFAS, careful consideration must be taken by schools to understand the complete risks and
benefits of artificial turf fields.

While artificial turf fields are not considered universally as hazardous waste, environmental
groups have brought attention to the challenges that exist with waste management and the
cumulative impact of microplastics, chemical leaching, and improper disposal. Artificial tarf
fields in schools typically require replacement every 8-10 years, but schools may choose to
delay replacement due to budget constraints, thereby risking playing safety. Pennsylvania has
become a dumping ground for discarded artificial turf due to the lack of recycling facilities
and the presence of chemicals like PFAS that make disposal challenging [82]. Artificial turfis
marketed as recyclable, but few companies in the US are capable of truly recycling it. In 2022,
one company received state incentives to build a recycling plant in PA but has not yet done so,
leaving thousands of rolls of used artificial turf on land.
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* 96 synthetic playing surfaces were reported.

* The average number of synthetic fields per district was 1.

In 19-20 SY (n=99)

* 73 synthetic playing fields were reported.

* The highest number of synthetic fields per district was 4 (three different districts had this number of
synthetic fields.)

* Artificial turf fields were reported by 60% of school districts (35% had both turf and grass fields; 14% had
synthetic fields only), 37% had all grass fields, and 13% provided no response.

In 21-22 SY (n=98)

* 56 school districts reported having synthetic playing fields.

* A total 168 synthetic playing fields were reported by SW PA schools.

» Artificial turf fields were reported by $7% of school districts (56% had both turf and grass fields; 1% had
synthetic fields only); 6% had all grass fields, and 36.7% provided no response.

* Compared to the 2019 report, there was an apparent increase of 99 artificial rurf fields. While 26 districts
reported the same number of synthetic fields, one reported one fewer, twelve districts reported one more,
eleven have added between two and six additional fields, and one large district reported having 52 additional

synthetic playing surfaces.

In the current report (21-22 SY), artificial turf fields were reported by 56.2% of school districts in the
statewide sample (n=80). 51.2% of school districts had both turf and grass fields while 5% had synthetic fields
only and 8.8% had all grass fields. 35% of school districts provided no response.

In the previous report (19-20 SY), artificial turf fields were reported by 38.5% of school districts in the
statewide sample (n=65). 26.2% of school districts had both turf and grass fields while 12.3% had synthetic
fields only and 46.2% had all grass fields. 15.4% of school districts provided no response.

Between the previous report and current report, we saw a significant decrease in schools with all grass

fields only and an increase in schools (more than double) with a combination of artificial and natural

grass fields.



A In a 2021, UMass Lowell published a Case Study report featuring Pittsburgh Public Schools
o (f Qﬁ&‘; " (PPS) and Fort Cherry School District as exemplars for sustainable grass management
TN "7 without the use of pesticides [83]. At the time of the report, PPS had nine natural grass
v d  fields and all of the athletic fields within Fort Cherry School District were natural grass.
' Aerating, seeding (as needed), fertilizing (when native soil is less available), and mowing the

fields periodically have kept the grass healthy at their schools without any use of harmful chemicals.

Recommended and Required Actions:

A growing body of scientific literature has raised concerns about potential environmental and health risks
associated with artificial turf fields, particularly related to chemical exposure and heat retention. Below are
examples of government bodies that have acted in the best interest of public health.

Burlington, MA adopted a policy in which students must move to a grass field instead of artificial turf given
sufficient heat, recognizing that turf can be hotter than grass [83]. In light of information about the dangers
of PFAS, Boston stopped installing new artificial turf fields in city parks in 2022 [84].

In May 2024, Sharon, MA residents voted to extend the Artificial Turf Moratorium for an additional
' | five years.

In May 2025, the Burrillville (RI) Planning Board voted down a proposal for a high school artificial rurf
field. While not a formal ban, this decision effectively blocked new turf fields in the district.

Schools can utilize educational materials from the Partnership for Healthy Playing Surfaces, a partnership
of medical, scientific, and environmental organizations, to help them make informed decisions about their
playing fields. The Lowell Center for Sustainable Production also has a collection of reports and other
resources that schools can utilize for artificial turf, playground surfacing, and natural grass athletic fields.
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Electric Vehicles

The Bipartisan Infrastructure Law of 2021 authorized the EPA to offer grants and rebates to replace existing school
buses with cleaner, zero-emission models, as well as charging installation and equipment from the electrical meter

to the charging port of the bus (i.e., electric meter, electrical panel, charging stations, battery energy storage systems,
renewable onsite power generation systems, and electric buses). As part of this initiative, the EPA’s 2022 Clean School
Bus program provided $5 billion over a five-year period (2022-2026). Recipients have the flexibility to determine the
split between funding for the bus itself and supporting infrastructure. In Pennsylvania, only one school district reported
having electric buses in this 2022 sample. That district was awarded seven electric buses through the EPA Clean School
Bus Rebate Program. (Only one school district reported data, but more were awarded).

In October 2022, it was announced that 11 school districts in Pennsylvania were awarded $34.6 million in rebates for 89
new “clean” school buses as part of the first round of funding [85]. For the second round of funding, 21 school districts
in Pennsylvania were awarded $55.7 million in rebates for 213 clean school buses [86]. The third round of funding

for the rebate program closed on January 14, 2025. At that time, the EPA anticipated awarding $965 million to fund
new clean school buses throughout the nation. News reports indicate there has been a delay in distributing the funds

to school districts awarded the grants. As of October 2024, nearly 9,000 buses across the nation have been replaced
through 1,009 awards, with almost $3 billion allocated. The adoption of electric buses in school districts continues to
grow, and it is expected that in future reports, more Pennsylvania school districts will utilize electric vehicles.

Benefits of Electric Buses

Environmental Impact

Electric buses significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions and harmful pollutants, contributing to cleaner air around
schools and communities [87]. By transitioning from diesel to electric, school districts can help combat climate change
and reduce local air pollution, benefiting both the environment and public health.

Health Benefits for Students with Asthma

Diesel buses release pollutants like nitrogen dioxide and particulate matrer, which worsen asthma and other
respiratory issues [87]. Electric buses eliminate these harmful emissions, creating healthier air for all students,
especially those with asthma.

Helping Low-Income Communities

Low-income and disadvantaged communities often face higher air pollution and asthma rates. Since many are near busy
roads and industrial sites, electric buses can reduce diesel emissions and improve air quality, promoting better health for
children in these areas [87].



A Steelton-Highspire School District (SHSD) applied for the EPA 2022 Clean School Bus

. Program and was selected for funding of up to $2,585,000 rebate to replace 7 school buses and
provide charging infrastructure [88, 89]. SHSD is one of the first Pennsylvania school districts
to use renewable energy to power its buses and has taken strides to use renewable energy

to power its building as well with the installation of solar panels. SHSD found that energy
efficiency and solar energy provided significant operational cost savings by offsetting energy savings of up to $4
million to be expected in savings over the next two decades. The district’s location in an environmental justice
community made it a priority to receive federal funding for the Clean School Bus Program.

Recommended and Required Actions:

If the EPA Clean School Bus Rebate program continues as proposed into FY 2026, we anticipate more
school districts across Pennsylvania will continue to apply for the program, and more districts are expected to
transition to electric buses in the coming years. The ongoing funding through the Bipartisan Infrastructure
Law would provide opportunities for districts to replace older, polluting buses with clean, zero-emission
models, ultimately improving the air quality and health outcomes for students and communities across the
state. Visit the EPA’s Clean School Bus Program webpage for previous and upcoming webinars, technical

assistance, and educational materials.
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Emergency Preparedness Plans

Importance of Emergency Preparedness Plans (EPP) in Schools:

Emergency preparedness plans are essential for schools to know how to respond in the event of a crisis, whether it’s a
natura) disaster such as a tornado or hurricane, a fire, an explosion, or an active shooter situation. Schools often serve as
community emergency shelters, providing a safe haven for residents during disasters and emergencies, especially when
other shelter options are unavailable. Thus, schools must be ready to address a wide range of emergencies, ensuring that
students and staff are protected. This report includes the question of emergency preparedness to assess how well schools
are equipped to handle emergencies in which the school would or could be used as an emergency shelter.

21-22 SY Highlights

Extreme Weather EPP:

* Overall Sample (n=80): 31.3% have a plan, 12.5% do not, 56.3% gave no response.

* SWPA Region (n=98): 29.6% have a plan, 7.1% do not, 63.2% gave no respons.

* This is especially troubling as schools face increasing risks from climate change, leading to more frequent events
like heatwaves, storms, and flooding.

» Schools can consult with their county emergency management director or the National Weather Service (NWS)
to get tailored support with developing an action plan for emergency shelter.

Natural Disasters EPP:

* Overall Sample (n=80): 28.7% have a plan, 15.0% do not, 56.3% gave no response.

* SWPA Region (n=98): 24.5% have a plan, 12.2% do not, 63.2% gave no response.

Medical or Health EPP:

» Overall Sample (n=80): 17.5% have a plan, 26.3% do not, 56.3% gave no response.

* SWPA Region(n=98): 18.4% have a plan, 18.4% do not, 63.2% gave no response.

« This oversight is critical, given the rising rates of chronic health conditions like asthma, which could be exacerbated by
environmental factors, especially in buildings with poor air quality or inadequate ventilation.

» Schools should adopt asthma action plans for asthmatic students. These plans provide information and instructions
on how to manage a student’s asthma. Templates are available from the AAFA, the ALA, and the American Academy
of Allergy Asthma and Immunology (AAAATI).

Hazardous Materials EPP:

* Overall Sample (n=80): 30.0% have a plan, 12.5% do not, 57.5% gave no response.

* SWPA Region (n=98): 20.4% have a plan, 16.3% do not, 63.2% gave no response.

* With many school buildings being decades old, potential exposure to harmful chemicals or structural failures
during an emergency is a significant concern.

* Visit the Women for a Healthy Environment Environmental Hazards Map to view the potential environmental
risks surrounding PA schools. The map is to be updated by summer 2025.

Fire/Explosions EPP:

* Overall Sample (n=80): 26.3% have a plan, 17.5% do not, 56.3% gave no response.

* SWPA Region (n=98): 31.6% have a plan, 5.1% do not, 63.2% gave no response.

* Emergencies such as fires, explosions, or active shooter incidents require not only well-rehearsed plans but also
buildings with the infrastructure to support quick evacuation or secure sheltering.

Lockdown/Lock-in EPP:

* Overall Sample (n=80): 15.0% have a plan, 28.7% do not, 56.3% gave no response.

* SWPA Region(n=98): 16.3% have a plan, 20.4% do not, 63.2% gave no response.

Disaster EPP:

* Overall Sample (n=80): 15.0% have a plan, 28.7% do not, 56.3% gave no response.

* SWPA Region(n=98): 10.2% have a plan, 26.5% do not, 63.2% gave no response.



In some cases, schools may choose not to disclose detailed information about their emergency preparedness plans due
to safety and security concerns, as publicly sharing specific protocols could potentially compromise the effectiveness
of these plans during actual emergencies. While this is understandable, it underscores the need for ensuring that these
plans are well-developed, regularly updated, and communicated internally to staff and students, even if they are not
shared publicly.

Aging Infrastructure and Preparedness Needs

Mény of Pennsylvania’s schools are housed in aging buildings, some of which were constructed decades ago under
outdated building codes. These buildings may not be structurally equipped to handle modern-day emergencies. For
example, inadequate ventilation systems can complicate shelter-in-place procedures during a chemical spill, while
deteriorating infrastructure (e.g., windows, roofs, doors, and stairways) could impede evacuation ina fire or natural
disaster. It is possible that the physical condition of these buildings could compromise the effectiveness of emergency
preparedness plans, putting students and staff at greater risk during a crisis.

In conclusion, while some districts have begun implementing emergency preparedness plans, the widespread lack
of planning, combined with the aging infrastructure of many school buildings, poses substantial risks. Developing
comprehensive emergency preparedness plans and upgrading school facilities to meet modern safety standards are
crucial steps to ensure that Pennsylvania’s schools are ready to protect their students and staff during any emergency.
As climate change intensifies natural disasters, schools must become more resilient and prepared to ensure the safety
and education of students and staff. This includes infrastructure upgrades, disaster preparedness training, and
proactive measures to minimize disruptions to learning and equip schools to continue to serve as shelters.

COVID Response Plan

A COVID Response Plan refers to guidance for schools to remain open and help administrators support safe, in-
person learning while reducing the spread of COVID-19. The PA DOH encourages schools to follow CDC guidelines
when it comes to having plans in place that can help reduce illness and illness-related absenteeism by preventing the
spread of common infections like COVID-19 [90]. Plans should be designed to maximize school attendance and its
benefits for all students, while also preventing the spread of infectious diseases.

Under the American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA), each local education agency (LEA) that received funding from

the ARPA Elementary and Secondary School Emergency Relief (ESSER) Fund was required to develop and make
available on the LEA’s website a Safe Return to In-Person Instruction and Continuity of Services Plan, also known as
Health and Safety Plan [91]. The ARPA and US DOE required Health and Safety Plans to include information on
how the LEA would implement prevention and mitigation policies in line with the CDC for the reopening of schools,
how the LEA would ensure continuity of services, and how the LEA would maintain the health and safety of students
and staff using CDC recommendations. However, each LEA should be tailored to the unique needs of its schools.

21-22 SY Highlights
SW PA (n=98)
A COVID policy was reported by 54.1% of districts.

Statewide sample (n=80)
A COVID policy was reported by 60% of the districts.

Surveyed School Districts: n=166

Of the 158 Responding Districts, 96 (61%) indicated that they have 2 COVID response plan. 87 (64%)
indicated that they had a response plan and received COVID Funding. Of the 87 with COVID funds that
created a response plan, 48 were in SW,, 4 on §C, 18 in SE, 9in NE, 4 in NC and 4in NW.

Among those reporting no response plan, the asthma prevalence for 21-22 was 8.6% (8.4-8.9). For those that
reported creating a response plan, asthma prevalence was 16.9% (16.8-17). Schools that were aware that they
had a higher than average prevalence of asthma may have determined that it was more urgent to mitigate the
severity of disease during the recent pandemic.
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ARPA & CARES Funding

The American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) of 2021 was signed into action by President Biden and included federal
funding to “provide additional relief to address the continued impact of COVID-19 on the economy, public

health, state and local governments, individuals, and businesses” [92]. A portion of funds were allocated to the U.S.
Department of Education to assist states with addressing the impacts of COVID-19 on elementary and secondary
schools, specifically with enroliment and school participation of homeless and low-income children and youth. Local
educational agencies (LEAs) were required to reserve funds to address student learning loss, including the purchase of
sanitization supplies and educational technology.

The Coronavirus Aid Relief and Economic Security (CARES) Act of 2020 was signed into law by President Trump
and included federal funding to support workers, families, and businesses respond to the economic impacts of the
COVID-19 pandemic [93]. The CARES Act is divided into two main parts: Division A, which contains language
for programs and mandatory spending provisions, and Division B, which contains emergency, discretionary
appropriations. Regarding schools, under Division B, $5 million was allocated to Pediatric Environmental Health
Specialty Units and state health departments to provide guidance and outreach on safe practices for disinfection

for homes, schools, and childcare facilities. More than $25 billion was made available for food assistance programs,
including school breakfast and lunch programs, and $1 billion was available for personal protective equipment [94].

We asked schools to provide any/all accounting of ARPA and/or CARES funding and expenditures in the defined
study period.

21-22 SY current report highlights (SWPA, n=98):
ARPA and/or CARES funding

« 60% of school districts in SW PA reported ARPA and/or CARES funding (compared to 65% of school districts in
the overall study sample).

e The median for total funds distributed to SW PA school districts was $1,193,644 (compared to $1,297,801 for school
districts in the overall study sample).

* The median for total funds per student in SW PA school districts was $564 (equivalent amount for school districts in
the overall study sample).

Total Funds Distributed (Median $) for
ARPA and/or CARES by region: Total Funds per Student (Median $) for

(Overall Sample n=80) ARPA and/or CARES by region:

$426,000

51,369,000

Respondent Highlights n=166

* Of the 159 responding schools, 137 (87%) indicated that they received COVID funds, ranging from
$14,000 to over $112 million of combined CARES and American Rescue Plan (ARPA) funds.

* The average funds received were $2,228,270.15.
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Our children deserve safe and healthy learning environments. Right now, we have the opportunity

to make meaningful changes to protect their health and well-being where they spend a majority of
their time in school buildings. We must act now to improve indoor air quality, address environmental
hazards, and ensure our schools meet the highest safety standards, at the school board level, as well as
within the state legislature.

Engage Parents in Healthy Schools

Parents are a key audience of this report. They are positioned to influence school administrators

and can play a significant role in generating momentum at the district level. Parents should leverage
this report to ask informed questions, raise concerns, and target advocacy efforts for school-level
improvements.

Support Stronger Policies

Urge PA lawmakers to mandate annual testing for lead, radon, PCBs, and PFAS in schools. Advocate
for state regulations that address needs such as asthma medication access, funding for lead-free drinking
water, and mandatory radon testing in schools.

Invest in Safer Schools

Schools should have taken advantage of funding from programs like the EPA Clean School Bus Rebate
Program and the Public School Environmental Repairs Program when the grant was open. Schools
in SW PA can still apply for WHE’s 1000 Hours a Year program to improve air and water quality and
address radon. In the 2024-25 PA budget, there was a historic $1.1 billion increase in K-12 public
education funding which included a $100 million budget for environmental repairs and other facility
upgrades in schools and $25 million specifically for Solar for Schools. The PA budget for upcoming
years has the opportunity to continue investments in schools to create healthier and safer learning
environments for students and teachers.

Improve Indoor Air Quality

Schools must implement IAQ plans, enhance HVAC systems, and use EPA’s IAQ Tools for Schools
Action Kit to control mold and moisture.

Promote Safer Practices

Encourage PA to evaluate policies similar to those adopted in Massachusetts, which aim to limit
artificial turf in light of potential health and environmental risks identified by public health experts.
Support stronger implementation of IPM strategies to minimize pesticide exposure, and advocate for
improved compliance with anti-idling regulations to protect air quality around schools.

Promote Green Cleaning

Support the use of third-party certified green cleaning products and professional development on green
cleaning in schools.

Pennsylvania can lead the way in creating healthier, safer schools for all students.
Contact your legislators today and demand action!
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Sample Letter to School
Administrafors

Subject: Request for Information on School Environmental Health Practices
Dear [Principal/Superintendent Name],

Tam a parent of a student at [School Name}...

I would appreciate any available information on the following:
- Has the school tested for lead, radon, or mold?

- Does the district have IAQ or IPM plans?

- Are anti-idling signs posted and enforced?

- What is the process when issues are found?

- How are parents notified?

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

[Your Name]

st ol oo ol He drlom Pronc o o Dacis
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School Districts in Data

Abington
Albert Gallatin Area
Aliquippa
Allegheny Clarion Valley
Allegheny Valley
Ambridge Area
Apollo Ridge
Armstrong

Avella Area

Avon Grove
Avonworth
Baldwin-Whitehall
Beaver Area
Bedford Area

Belle Vernon
Bellwood-Antis
Bentworth
Berwick Area
Bethel Park

Big Beaver Falls Area
Blackhawk
Blacklick Valley
Brentwood Borough
Bristol Township
Brownsville Area
Burgettstown Area
Burrell SD
California Area
Canon McMillan
Carbondale Area
Carlynton

Central Bucks
Central Crawford
Central Fulton
Central Greene
Central Valley
Charleroi Area
Chartiers Houston
Chartiers Valley
Clairton

Cocalico

Columbia Borough
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Conneaut
Connellsville Area
Conrad Weiser Area
Cornell
Coudersport Area
Crestwood
Danville Area
Deer Lakes
Delaware Valley
Derry Area
Duquesne City
East Penn
Elizabeth Forward
Elizabethtown Area
Fleetwood Area
Forbes Road

Fort Cherry

Fort LeBoeuf

Fox Chapel
Franklin Regional
Frazier

Freedom Area
Freeport Area
Gateway

Greater Latrobe
Greater Nanticoke Area
Greensburg Salem
Harbor Creek
Harmony Area
Hatboro-Horsham
Hempfield Area
Highlands
Hopewell Area
Huntingdon Area
Indiana Area
Jeannette City
Jefferson - Morgan
Jim Thorpe Area
Karns City Area
Kennett Consolidated
Keystone Oaks
Kiski Area

)

Knoch
Lampeter-Strasburg
Leechburg

Ligonier Valley
Loyalsock Township
Marion Center Area
Marple Newtown
Mars

McGuffey
McKeesport Area
Midvalley

Millville Area
Montour
Mountain View
Mt. Lebanon

New Brighton Area
North Allegheny
North Hills
Northampton Area
Northern Potter
Northern York County
Northgate

Norwin

Octorara Area
Otto-Eldred
Palmerton Area
Penn Delco

Penn Hills
Pennridge

Penns Manor Area
Penn-Trafford
Perkiomen Valley
Philadelphia Public
Phoenixville Area
Pine Richland
Pittsburgh Public
Plum Borough
Pottsville Area
Punxsutawncy Area
Purchase Line
Quaker Valley
Ringgold

=¥

River Valley

Riverside Beaver County

Riverside

Riverview

Rochester Area

Rose Tree Media

Saint Mary’s Area

Saucon Valley

Schuylkill Haven Area

Schuylkill Valley

Shaler

Shippensburg Area

South Allegheny

South Fayette

South Park

South Side Area

South Williamsport Area

Southeastern Greene

Southern Hun tingdon
County

Southmoreland

Steel Valley

Steelton—Highspire

Sto-Rox

Towanda Area

Tri Valley

Trinity Area

Tunkhannock Area

Twin Valley

United

Upper Dublin

Upper St. Clair

West Allegheny

West Greene

West Jefferson

Western Beaver County

Wilkinsburg

William Penn

Williams Valley

Woodland Hills

Wyoming Area
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Testimony in Support of PA House Bill 1701
Submitted by: Neal Zipser, Knox Company

My name is Neal Zipser, and | am the industry Affairs Manager for the Knox Company. We are a
Women-owned small business based in Phoenix, Arizona. Since 1975, we have worked with
approximately 18,000 first responder agencies across the country, including 1,157 fire departments
and 30 law enforcement agencies right here in Pennsylvania.

HB 1701 would require Pennsylvania schools to install secure key boxes that provide law
enforcement with immediate access to schools during emergencies. As a representative of a
company with experience supporting first responders and schools nationwide, | can share insights
into how key boxes are saving time and lives.

Many schools in Pennsylvania are already using KnoxBoxes for fire safety purposes in conjunction
with their local fire departments. The fire departments use the box to gain entry to the building,
typically in the middle of the night when an alarm goes off and no one is there to let them in. Fire
Departments and schools have placed the box at the front door. In an emergency, the jurisdiction’s
unique Knox key can be used to open the box and find a master key to the building inside. This
predictable and trustworthy method of entry speeds up response time and reduces property loss.

Based on the success of this model, law enforcement has begun using their own Knox boxes or
other key boxes for access to locked school buildings during critical moments. The U.S.
Department of Justice report following the Uvalde, TX shooting also recommends key boxes on
schools for law enforcement needs. The report stated: “School districts should implement universal
access boxes. A universal access box refers to a locked box that contains master keys, located
near the entry points of school buildings, that can be accessed by authorized emergency first
responders and school district staff. (Recommendation 10.1)” The report added that “...active
shooter training should include instruction and scenarios on gaining entry to the threat
environment, such as breaching, KNOX boxes (emergency key boxes), and secured equipment
located on site.”

There are numerous reasons why law enforcement should have their own key box at schools. In
states where these boxes are already required for schools, law enforcement collaborates with the
school district to install the key box in a strategic location, allowing for the best tactical response.
For example, public schools in Nashville, Tennessee, have boxes for law enforcement at the gym
entrance, which is typically at the back of a school or on the side of the building. This can be a
better strategy than running up to unlock the front door, where the law enforcement officer may be
in the line of sight of the threat.

Law enforcement-specific key boxes also accommodate the varying needs of their contents.
Schools that we work with typically include master external and internal keys, gate and padlock
keys, access cards, school layouts, and, in a few cases, tourniquets and Narcan. Law enforcement
will no longer have to carry a box with various access cards, mechanical keys, and other items,
trying to find the right one when seconds matter. Instead, they will have a single key that can be
used for entry into any of the key boxes for buildings in the entire school district or county.

For schools that believe they already have a system in place, the key box concept can serve as an
additional layer of security, which law enforcement consistently seeks. Additionally, the boxes do
not require power, batteries, or maintenance. This ensures the box will still operate if the shooter
shuts down the school's power. Plus, this eliminates the need for maintenance, the concern of
dead batteries, and allows for flexible key box placement.



Access is a critical shortcoming in school safety, as it completes the response ecosystem of
notification and mapping. This bill aims to provide a solution to this emerging threat that is easy
and quick to implement and is not nearly as costly as many other safety devices. All the cameras,
Al software, and panic alarms are useless if the good guys can't quickly gain access and mitigate
the incident.

Please note that we are not the only company offering key boxes. Other companies like ours
provide boxes that meet the UL 1037 standard, which gives school leaders peace of mind that the
boxes will not be vandalized or compromised.

Pennsylvania has an opportunity to join the growing list of states that are looking to ensure law
enforcement has access when and where they need it. Currently, Texas, North Carolina,
Minnesota, Utah, and Missouri have passed key box legislation.

Another benefit of having the keys and cards readily available is the reduction in property damage
that would be caused by forced entry. At the school shooting at UNLV a couple of years ago, more

the recent high-profile incident at Villanova University and last year's incident with the Woodland
Hills School District, Law enforcement key boxes can help reduce costly and unnecessary property
damage caused by swatting incidents and false alarms.

Make no mistake - Seconds do matter. We urge the members of the Pennsylvania House
Education Committee to support HB 1701 to ensure our schools are better prepared for
emergencies.

Thank you again for your time and work in keeping Pennsylvania schools safe.



