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William S. Hart Union 
High School District

CDE / Title 5 Issues
By: James F. Bush, President

School Site Solutions, Inc.
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State Process for Site Approval and 
Funding

California Department of Education (CDE) site 
approval - Title 5 Requirements
Division of the State Architect (DSA) approval, fire, 
life safety and access

California Geological Survey (CGS) office and 
geotechnical approval - need prior to DSA approval

Office of Public School Construction (OPSC) – State 
funding

Requires CDE site and plan approval and DSA 
approval for plans prior to submittal to OPSC for State 
funding
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District Eligibility for State Facility 
Funding

In 2009, the William S. Hart Union High School 
District (District) processed and received eligibility for 
the following:

7-8 9-12 Non-Severe Severe
3,646 5,416 772 298

This eligibility is recalculated every year based upon 
historical enrollments projected forward 5 years and 
supplemented by approved (not built) residential 
subdivision lots.
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State Funding Submittal Requirements

Applications for State facility funding can be 
submitted upon CDE and DSA approval of plans and 
prior to occupation of the school
Funding is currently based upon the following criteria:

A per student grant of approximately $12,000 per 9-12 
student
A supplemental per student grant for non severe and 
severe special education students
Plus 50% of the land appraised value or purchase 
price, whichever is less.  State funding of land can not 
exceed CDE approved site size. 
Plus 50% of service site, off-site and utilities as agreed 
upon by the Office of Public School Construction
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State Unfunded List

Currently the State funds school facilities 
through voter approved Bonds

Prop 1D was approved in 2008 which will be 
allocated by July of this year for new 
construction projects.

A Bond in 2010 has not been placed on the 
ballot. 
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Education Code and Title 5 Requirements 
For School Site Approvals

California Education Code 17251 provides 
that the State Department of Education 
develop standards for the selection of school 
sites.  Title 5 of the California Code of 
Regulations implements these standards.  
Prior to CDE approving the site, the following 
issues must be approved:
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Education Code and Title 5 Requirements 
For School Site Approvals

Master planned for 
2,600 students
CDE recommends 
58.3 net usable acres
Gross is 113.82 acres
Net usable is 50.1 
acres
This is 85% of the 
CDE recommended 
acres

Master planned for 
2,600 students
CDE recommends 
58.3 net usable acres
Gross is 68.55 acres
Net usable is 48.6 
acres
This is 83.3% of the 
CDE recommended 
acres

Net usable acres as 
recommended by CDE 

RomeroHasley SloanStandard

8

Education Code and Title 5 Requirements 
For School Site Approvals

No mapped active faults

No mapped active 
faults. Possible 
shearing noted about 
½- mile from site.  
DSA/CGS will 
probably require 
further investigation 
and possible trenching 
on site

Active earthquake faults 
on or near site

OKOKRailroads (1500 ft)
OKOKPipelines (1500 ft)
OKOKPower lines

Safety Standards:

RomeroHasley SloanStandard
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Education Code and Title 5 Requirements 
For School Site Approvals

OKOKAirport within 2 nautical miles

OKOKHazardous air emissions 
within ¼-mile

Safety study needed if 
aboveground tanks are placed 

on or near a school site.

Safety study needed if 
aboveground tanks are placed 

on or near a school site.

Water / fuel aboveground 
storage tanks

Four large landslide areas 
identified on site
Cut slope issue identified
Fill settlement issue 
identified
CGS would have to 
approve studies and 
improvement plans prior 
to DSA

Possible liquefaction 
related to drainage area
Seismic settling issue
Potential for landslides -
considered minor
CGS would have to 
approve studies and 
improvement plans prior 
to DSA

Liquefaction / landslides, 
slope stability, soil subsidence

OKPotential 100 year flood zoneFlood or dam inundation

Safety Standards (cont’d):

RomeroHasley SloanStandard
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Education Code and Title 5 Requirements 
For School Site Approvals

Phase I ESA completed 
February 2010
Submitted to DTSC April 
22, 2010
Additional information 
requested by DTSC, 
received May 19, 2010
DTSC determined further 
action was needed –
Preliminary 
Environmental 
Assessment (PEA)
Abandon well per Dept. of 
Oil and Gas
Soil testing around oil well 
drilling needed, old well 
pit testing and soil gas 
testing (proposal 
attached)

Phase I ESA completed 
July 2, 2002
DTSC issues a No 
Further Action letter on 
August 1, 2002
Padre recently updated 
the Phase I (April 2010) 
since the original study 
was over 5 years old
Recommended no further 
action

DTSC Clearance

RomeroHasley SloanStandard
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Education Code and Title 5 Requirements 
For School Site Approvals

The school Board would 
be the lead agency and 
responsible for 
completing and 
distributing the CEQA 
document for public 
comment and approving 
the document.
The CEQA analysis would 
need to be prepared for 
the school project if the 
Board purchased a pad 
ready lot or undeveloped 
land.
Padre would prepare the 
initial study as soon as 
the preferred site is 
selected. 

The school Board would 
be the lead agency and 
responsible for 
completing and 
distributing the CEQA 
document for public 
comment and approving 
the document.
Padre will prepare the 
initial study as soon as 
the preferred site is 
selected.

CEQA Adoption by School 
Board

RomeroHasley SloanStandard
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Education Code and Title 5 Requirements 
For School Site Approvals

To be done when 
preferred site is selected

To be done when 
preferred site is selected

Meet with local 
government and or park 
authorities to promote 
joint use

To be done when 
preferred site is selected

To be done when 
preferred site is selected

Written notice to local 
planning agency with 
respect to conformity to 
the adopted General 
Plan

OKOK
Air Pollution Control 
District – hazardous 
facilities within ¼-mile

Off-site extensions will be 
required

Off-site extensions will be 
required

Site conveniently 
located for public 
services

RomeroHasley SloanStandard



 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

Date: May 28, 2010   
 
To:  Project Team 
   
From: Jim Bush 
 
Re: Cost to Abandon Romero Property Well and Other Environmental 

Remediation Requirements 
 
I have put together the following cost estimate for abandoning the oil well located on the 
Romero property according to Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and the 
Department of Oil and Gas standards.  This cost estimate is based upon the following: 
 

1. Requirements from the DTSC in a letter dated May 24, 2010 (Exhibit A): 
 

a. Re-abandonment of “Devils Canyon No. 1” well to current Division of Oil, Gas 
and Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) standards 

b. Testing for methane and hydrogen sulfide from leaky oil well casings and 
biologic breakdown of hydrocarbons in near surface soil 

c. Subsurface exploration in the area of the existing oil well casing to evaluate for 
the presence of oil field related waste including drilling muds and production test 
fluids 

d. Excavation of soil from a surficial diesel fuel spill from a 5-gallon bucket 
 

2. A proposal from Padre Associates, Inc. to complete the DTSC requirements: Workplan, 
DTSC scoping meetings, testing and reports (Exhibit B).  If testing results show further 
issues, this proposal will have to be amended. 

 
3. A proposal from Padre to complete the necessary applications and plans through the 

Department of Oil and Gas.   
 
4. An estimated DTSC oversight fee. DTSC review time is billed to the project as a 

separate fee.  Fee estimated by Padre.  
 
5. The Department of Oil and Gas was contacted concerning the abandonment process. A 

formal application and a specific abandonment procedure for this well would have to be 
approved. However, a letter dated October 23, 1990 from the Department of Oil and 
Gas outlined the abandonment of this well.  It was indicated that this would be a good 
starting point (Exhibit C). 

 
6. A number of oil well drilling companies were contacted concerning cost estimates for 

abandonments.  MMI Services provided a cost estimate for the abandonment process 
(Exhibit D).  The 1990 letter from the Department of Oil and Gas was provided as a 
guide for developing the costs.  Once a new abandonment procedure is approved, a 
formal proposal can be obtained. The proposal received from MMI did not include waste 
disposal processes and costs. 
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7. Waste disposal activities needed that were not part of the MMI proposal: 
 

a. Property information regarding each well 
b. A place for disposal of all well fluids within 3 miles 
c. A place to load fresh water within 3 miles 
d. Two 550 bbl. tanks for all well bore returns 
e. Clean-out MMI provided ½ tank of cement returns, daily 
f. Dispose of all concrete and all well bore returns 
g. Supply vacuum trucks for well bore returns to disposal site 
 

Padre has reviewed the waste disposal activities and provided a cost estimate. 
 

8. The District project management would be needed to oversee the entire process if they 
were responsible for completion. 

 
9. A contingency factor is proposed in order to cover unforeseen costs.  For example, the 

testing required from DTSC for the old mud pits might come back positive. That would 
require excavation of the material and disposal of it at an appropriate landfill.  These 
types of costs are not included in the proposals. Further DTSC investigation is always a 
possibility.  The site will not be approved by the California Department of Education 
unless DTSC signs off on the project. 

 
 

Devil’s Canyon #1  
Well Abandonment Cost Estimate 

 
Estimated cost categories: 
 

 Environmental company to interface  

with the DTSC and DOG (Padre proposal) .....................................$50,000 

 DTSC oversight fee (Padre estimate) ............................................$25,000 

 DOG application and oversight fees ........................................................$0 

 Abandonment work (MMI proposal) ..............................................$196,552 

 Waste disposal (Padre estimate) ..................................................$100,000 

 District project management $10,000 

 Total $381,552 
 30% contingency $114,465 

 TOTAL $496,017 

 
 
 













































Education Code and Title 5 Requirements 
For School Site Approvals 

 
 
California Education Code 17251 provides that the State Department of Education develop 
standards for the selection of school sites.  Title 5 of the California Code of Regulations 
implements these standards.  Prior to CDE approving the site, the following issues must be 
approved: 
 

Standard Hasley Sloan Romero 

Net usable acres as 
recommended by CDE 

• Master planned for 2,600 
students 

• CDE recommends 58.3 
net usable acres 

• Gross is 68.55 acres 
• Net usable is 48.6 acres 
• This is 83.3% of the CDE 

recommended acres 
 

• Master planned for 2,600 
students 

• CDE recommends 58.3 
net usable acres 

• Gross is 113.82 acres 
• Net usable is 50.1 acres 
• This is 85% of the CDE 

recommended acres 

Safety Standards: 

Power lines 
 OK OK 

Pipelines (1500 ft) OK OK 

Railroads (1500 ft) 
 OK OK 

Active earthquake faults 
on or near site 

 
 

• No mapped active faults. 
Possible shearing noted 
about ½- mile from site.   

• DSA/CGS will probably 
require further 
investigation and possible 
trenching on site 

 

No mapped active faults 

Flood or dam inundation 
Potential 100 year flood zone OK 

Liquefaction / landslides, 
slope stability, soil 
subsidence 

 

• Possible liquefaction 
related to drainage area 

• Seismic settling issue 
• Potential for landslides - 

considered minor 
• CGS would have to 

approve studies and 
improvement plans prior to 
DSA 

 

• Four large landslide areas 
identified on site 

• Cut slope issue identified 
• Fill settlement issue 

identified 
• CGS would have to 

approve studies and 
improvement plans prior to 
DSA 



Water / fuel aboveground 
storage tanks 

 

Safety study needed if 
aboveground tanks are placed 

on or near a school site. 

Safety study needed if 
aboveground tanks are placed 

on or near a school site. 
Hazardous air emissions 
within ¼-mile 

 
OK OK 

Airport within 2 nautical 
miles OK OK 

DTSC Clearance 
 

• Phase I ESA completed 
July 2, 2002 

• DTSC issues a No Further 
Action letter on August 1, 
2002 

• Padre recently updated 
the Phase I (April 2010) 
since the original study 
was over 5 years old 

• Recommended no further 
action 

 

• Phase I ESA completed 
February 2010 

• Submitted to DTSC April 
22, 2010 

• Additional information 
requested by DTSC, 
received May 19, 2010 

• DTSC determined further 
action was needed – 
Preliminary Environmental 
Assessment (PEA) 

• Abandon well per Dept. of 
Oil and Gas 

• Soil testing around oil well 
drilling needed, old well pit 
testing and soil gas testing 
(proposal attached) 

 
CEQA Adoption by School 
Board 

• The school Board would 
be the lead agency and 
responsible for completing 
and distributing the CEQA 
document for public 
comment and approving 
the document. 

• Padre will prepare the 
initial study as soon as the 
preferred site is selected. 

• The school Board would 
be the lead agency and 
responsible for completing 
and distributing the CEQA 
document for public 
comment and approving 
the document. 

• The CEQA analysis would 
need to be prepared for 
the school project if the 
Board purchased a pad 
ready lot or undeveloped 
land. 

• Padre would prepare the 
initial study as soon as the 
preferred site is selected.  

 



Site conveniently located 
for public services 

Off-site extensions will be 
required 

Off-site extensions will be 
required 

Air Pollution Control District 
– hazardous facilities within 
¼-mile 

OK OK 

Written notice to local 
planning agency with 
respect to conformity to the 
adopted General Plan 

To be done when preferred 
site is selected 

To be done when preferred 
site is selected 

Meet with local government 
and or park authorities to 
promote joint use 

To be done when preferred 
site is selected 

To be done when preferred 
site is selected 

 
 
 




