
BOE Meetings 1/8/26 

Student Achievement Committee 

II. Vision of a Public School Graduate 

a. Motion to approve and send to full Board  
b. Will share with the unions for confer and consult considerations 

Finance and Infrastructure Committee 

III. Update on supplemental capital improvement projects budget for FY 26-27 

a. Jesse Souki presented   
950.9 million total approved by the Board 
Half of the budget has been approved by the Governor resulting in rephasing and 
delaying projects, disruption – 475.5 million 
Repair and maintenance work affected 
30 million shifted from preventative maintenance to CIP 
Increases cost over the long term to underfund preventative maintenance 

b. Discussion 
a. Lo – need to start working on monitoring the backlog. Has received calls for 

deferred maintenance.  
b. Dukelow – Board members get requests from school staff. How can we 

communicate to the school better about status of projects?  
i. Souki: Projects in the backlog are there due to funding constraints. 

Often waiting for funding to be released for construction. Perhaps 
funding for design is released and they are awaiting funding for 
construction. The Department does not have control over when 
funding is released. Can work on more transparency with the public 
and schools. 

c. Lo – how do we support the Department systemically without 
micromanaging  

d. Hartori – what is most concerning? 
i. Souki – Preventative maintenance, money was withheld this year  

ii. Given 75 million in last budget cycle for preventative maintenance in 
cash which offers more flexibility 

e. Lo – helpful to know from past sessions how much has been spent down 
before they advocate for additional funding 

IV. Update on Department specifications for educational facilities 



a. updating specs last updated in 2008 
establish educational space requirements to align with constructional priorities 
goal – how teaching and learning and happening in schools with appropriate 
design 
ex. Libraries have changed since 2008 – multipurpose learning centers, also 
cafeterias and PE locker rooms 

b. Educational specs – guidelines for educational programming spaces 
ID size, number of spaces, relationships between spaces to support teaching 
and learning 
Benchmark for capital improvement projects 
Building upon specs previously established 
Stakeholder engagement included 3 CAS, Principals, several DOE departments 
to better understand the facilities needs and constraints, did not include SFA 
Currently in pre-final stages of project - started in 2024 

c. increasing flexibility in schools, prioritizing student engagement 
d. 2026 – create Google website to easily understand specs, readily accessible 

information and more transparency 
e. Discussion  

a. Dukelow – how will this impact current projects? 
i. 2006-08 specs still the foundation for current projects, projects 

involve negotiations and trade offs between school staff and 
Facilities department  

ii. New schools – no compromise on specs  
iii. New specs help solidify baseline but construction still involves a 

discussion with the school staff 
iv. SFA should be using these specs  

b. Lo – when do the specs come into play as far as funding is concerned 
i. Ed specs will provide a baseline for particular needs, but need to 

work within the budget provided – creates a challenge 
ii. Phasing projects and sustainability are concerns 

iii. Phasing and delays makes projects more expensive 
iv. Lo - Construction costs have increased recently putting pressure 

on the Legislature, look at various funding models 
v. Takumi – they do not apply to pre-K classrooms, if SFA doesn’t 

adopt the specs 100% could increase resources expended 
1. Regardless of who develops the facility, need to engage the 

end user 
2. Takumi – SFA/DOE distinction not seamless 



a. Creates inefficiencies 
3. Is there any standardization across the system in facilities 

features 
a. Have to ensure parts, etc are in stock and can be 

maintained, not cost prohibitive, etc 
vi. Lo – SFA piloting new schools but needs to come together with 

DOE ed specs – sometimes architect consultants for SFA innovate 
for space and purpose, sometimes tension with DOE in new 
school projects 

vii. Kuraya – don’t need elaborate designs, ed specs are to ensure 
learning can take place, not go beyond what the department 
needs at this time, consultants often want more than the budget 
provides. What is the contingency plan when additional monies 
are needed to complete the project? There will always be budget 
constraints.  

V. Regional Kitchen Update: Jan 29th groundbreaking for Phase 1, will Open – June 2027. 
Also renovating 4 school cafeterias to receive more local foods (mostly temp control for 
serving hot and cold), storage.  

• staffing plan – developing position description for 26 positions 
• training – contracted CIA to emphasize locally sourced food that tastes good 
• Menu – needs to be in alignment with local commodities 

o 2 entrée items will be offered, hope to increase meal participation 
o Add salad bar  

• Multiagency infrastructure being developed with other state agencies to ensure 
availability of local foods 

• Project will not impact current cafeteria staffing 
• Will contract out delivery 

Discussion 

• Lo- feeling confident the Legislature will approve the positions, school renovations 
will not be major and will not delay rollout. 

• Dukelow – 60,000 meals total will be served out of the kitchen eventually. Start with 
4-5 schools in Lelehua complex by end of first year, then scale to other complexes.  

• How will phase out of school site cooking work? School cafeteria functions will 
change with addition of regional kitchen. Ex. Sauces will be prepared in regional 
kitchen and heated up at school site.  



• Takumi – regional kitchens supposed to increase cost efficiency. This project does 
not do that and increases 26FTE. 

• Might see efficiency in cost of food by centralizing and decrease in food waste.  
• 85-90% scratch prepared meals expected, 60-65% of students anticipated 

participating in meal program, which will bring in additional dollars 
• Kuraya – vacancies in cafeteria positions, might be reduced through attrition.  

V. Update on state goal of 30% of school meals consisting of locally sourced products 

• Infrastructure development with multiple other state agencies.  
• Strategies work together to achieve the goal.  
• Working on poi procurement, lettuce 
• Pushing local purchase – provide pricing for both local and imported in case there 

isn’t sufficient local supply 
• Regional kitchen provides catalyst for increasing local – easier for farmers to work 

centrally instead of school by school 
• Eventually will open multiple regional kitchens across the state.  
• Last year was 6.5% locally sourced. Currently at 8%.  
• Encouraging distributors to buy local  
• Takumi – concerned with leg statutes being specific and prescriptive, targets leg 

developed were arbitrary. Cost concerns, contracting with thousands of vendors 
instead of one vendor a challenge, will not meet state’s targets currently, 
department has limited influence on the private sector. 

• Lo- more expensive to buy local, aspirational goal.  

General Business Meeting 

II. Superintendent Budget Update 

• Federal changes have created uncertainty 
• 25.8 million supplemental budget request, Governor unable to accommodate the 

entire budget 
• General base budget will be reduced by 28.4 million in Governor’s budget 
• Request includes 3.69 million for 16 math coaching positions, 3.56 million for 26 

positions for the Regional Kitchen project, 6.77 million for neighbor island repair and 
maintenance, 11.82 million for refuse disposal and wildfire prevention, and a 
placeholder for potential loss of federal funding. 

• Other updates – Moanalua incident with Assistant Athletic Director 
o Person involved has been banned from all school campuses 



III. Hawaii Teacher Standards Board Update 

• There have been issues with the Board not conducting a thorough review of new 
teacher preparation programs in the past (for example providing no evidence of 
aspects of the program complying with requirements) 

• Difficult to manage many different programs with only a few candidates in them 
• Maintaining public trust involves reporting data to federal authorities and auditing 

and verifying program data and requirements, meet with programs annually 
• Legislative briefing next week – numbers for educator recruitment and retention 
• Collaboration with accreditors – invite all programs  
• Added indigenous program accreditor last year 
• Quality of educator preparation program is key to student performance but also 

educator retention  
• Some states lowering requirements and adding more emergency hires – but this 

impacts learning 
• HI standard license for a qualified teacher takes 5 years 
• Some states looking at apprenticeships – increases retention, work with master 

teacher for 2-3 years (on the job learning) 
• Teacher prep programs also key to learning how to manage a diverse classroom 
• Testimony for this item related to Kaiapuni Education – still in critical phase of 

research and development and standard programs are often insufficient. OHE 
recommends programs provide clarity of process, transparency and reviewer 
cultural competency, shared leadership in quality assurance. HTSB Hawaiian 
workgroup, which established requirements for Kaiapuni education, authority 
should be formalized in review process.  

• Testimony on evidence – requirements for providing program evidence are overreach 
• Testimony on annual reporting process – HTSB reporting needs to be streamlined, 

reporting expectations have grown over time in length requiring significant time, 
annual report requirements are redundant year over year, reporting expectations 
change quickly and programs struggle to adjust.  

• Testimony – HTSB process for program changes takes over a year. Lengthy process 
creates redundancies. Applications to HTSB review process has delays in 
processing the request for months, but HTSB requests copious information from the 
applicant with short time frame to be included in their meeting agenda. There are 
inaccuracies in new business items, which are created without consultation from 
programs.  

• Testimony – special education programs review process for teacher leaders 
misaligned and burdensome. Misalignment between program expectations and 



requirements from HTSB. Requirements for evidence are burdensome. Inaccuracies 
in the characterization of the program by HTSB.  

• Board Discussion 
o Dukelow (HTSB representative) – many changes in transition to new Director 

prompted need for update.  
o Lo- need to get to a shared vision instead of trying to interpret statute and 

administrative rules 
o Hartori- concerns from partners and providers huge red flag, systemic 

issues, issues with access, equity, and inclusion for Kaiapuni education 
o Legislature has audited HTSB in the past, Board should receive periodic 

reports/updates on the status of HTSB.  
o Hartori – concerns about programs having to go through multiple 

accreditation reviews – HTSB one more accreditation process, costly and 
time consuming for programs. Is HTSB an accreditor? 

o Takumi and testifiers– highly effective vs highly qualified teachers 
 Are there roadblocks or just misinterpretations of rules and 

regulations 
 Program review rules and regulations are burdensome 
 How can we collaborate and work better together with HTSB? 
 OHE partner with HTSB but there are inconsistencies in application 

process, concerns about multiple NBIs for one candidate, having to 
shift placements during student teaching, HI Language workgroup 
needs clarity on role of HTSB, OHE sees their role as facilitating 
discussions in the workgroup, should defer to the workgroup’s 
expertise on best practice.  

o HTSB – new director reconvened HI Language Workgroup, clarifying 
requirements for immersion teachers (HI Language Permit), also has CTE, 
online, and early childhood workgroups to inform the HTS Board. HI 
Language Immersion – when programs are modified there can be a minor or 
major modification. Board needs to review programs when they are modified, 
same as accreditors, to ensure data is aligned for Title II. Annual reports ask 
1) if anything has changed and 2) what support do their need. HTSB 
requirements less than other states. Trying to streamline their requirements.  

o Hartori – more collaboration with service providers is needed, review 
program review process  

IV. CIP Projects Update 

• Jesse Souki presented on current projects 



• Proposed lapses communicated with Leg and affected schools 
• Act 250 - 33.2 million in CIP funding is lapsing, additional 8 million is proposed to 

lapse, 5% of total CIP funding 
• Project Labor Agreements challenges– could impact DOE projects, all projects over 

1.5 million are affected, four projects under protest, pausing procurement process 
and risking lapses. 

• Lo - Planning to contract 122 projects in the coming months, worried about keeping 
up. Some work is contracted out to construction managers 

• Moved last year from line item to lump sum bracket budgeting to better manage 
projects 

• Sylvia – why take on new projects when there is a backlog? 
o Not all backlog projects are ones that the DOE asked for 

• Lo – health and safety dictates that we add projects, Repair and maintenance 
• Last year – requested that Legislators stop requesting specific projects and instead 

give DOE a lump sum, legislative project would jump the line in prioritization 
o Better control with a lump sum from the Leg – can control and adjust  

• DOE has 4400 buildings and Facilities Branch staffs 60 FTE 
• Process – ex. Once funding is appropriated 

o DAGS – finalizes warrants -  accounting and budget for the project in 
Aug/Sept 

o Facilities – comes up with quarterly expenditure plan for spending and 
release of the funds for Budget and Finance allotment request – 1.2-2 years 

o Budget and Finance sends this request to the Gov 
o Gov approves (3 months) and Facilities procures/contracts with a consultant 

(4-5 mo), legal review from Attn Gen office 
o Consultant proceeds with site assessment, design phase and permitting 

requirements  
o Facilities revises the design and develops construction estimate in 

discussion with the school and based on the budget allotment available. 
Bidding happens and could result in a protest, delaying project and can lapse 
project funding. Have 3 years in the biennium.  

o Special management area permits need to go before a separate board (ex. 
Windward side of Oahu), which can be unpredictable 

• Dukelow – lump sum budgeting better than line item budgeting provides more 
flexibility 

• Lo – Board ready to tackle systemic changes to improve the process 

 


