School Capital Improvement Planning Task Force

Notes from June 10, 2014 Meeting

David Douglas 1500 SE 130th Ave | Portland, OR

Members Present: Matt Donahue, Don Grotting, David Krumbein, David McKay, Cheri Rhinhart, Joe Rodriguez, Scott Rose, Carol Samuels, Edward Wolf, Jeana Woolley
Brian Reeder- DOE

Members Absent: Geoffrey Hunnicutt, Craig Roberts

Donahue opens meeting at 9:10

RECAP OF CISF BREAKFAST & PUBLIC COMMENT

· Donahue- Senator Devlin’s message was to start small and develop then program from there. Particularly, he thought that $200million/bienniem was much too large and suggested that we start with a much smaller ask. State not statutorily required to keep K-12 buildings in shape, but they are obligated to maintain college buildings and other state buildings. 

· Krumbein- Doug Wilson from the Legislative Fiscal Office suggested that the Task Force really work on the specific needs, such as technical assistance and the database. When it comes to his office, they look for the specific fiscal request.

· Rodriguez- Adam Davis from DHM Research did a poll that showed the public is focused on safety and health issues in school facilities

· Woolley- Senator Devlin said having some focus on health and safety issues should be prioritized.
· Samuels- Task Force has broader charter than just focusing on the political necessities. If we think that a longer term, high dollar program is important, we should continue to recommend what we think is right.
· Woolley- I do think we need to think about the number, and truly consider what is politically feasible.
· Morgan Allen- Senator Devlin is always very reserved and cautious for new, high dollar requests. This is a longer-term strategy. The most important thing is to get a hold in the bond process. I would encourage the Task Force to ask for more than you want, but also equally important not to ask for too much. Districts that don’t have enough support to apply for grants have asked ESDs for assistance. Approach this as a longer-term investment with the legislature. The technical assistance is a key. Focus on the investment. 
· Rodriguez- we should cast the number in the range of what the potential need has been in the past
· Rose- According to the historical bond election data, if you look at the last 15 years of bonds that passed, communities have passed about $335m in bonds each year. If about 70% is construction costs, that’s about $270m. If you have a state match of 50%--you’re looking at about $135m/year of a state investment.

· Allen- For technical assistance, there should be staff at ODE who have expertise. Long-term, OSBA would like to see the Washington State model where there is a small team of experts housed within the Department of Education to provide technical assistance. Oregon is starting from 0. Oregon has never had this type of state-level expertise. You need to make a very strong statement about why this is necessary. 
· Rodriguez- Governor emphasized equity and applying equity lens in everything we do.
· Samuels- Is the group moving toward the notion that technical assistance is the most important component. In my experience, most districts need money more than technical assistance. 
· Grotting- Most school districts probably have a pretty good idea of what they need in their schools. The technical assistance they need is about the application process, the bonding process, and presenting their case to the legislature to help legislators understand what school facilities look like across the state. 
· Rose- We need technical assistance to support the funding. Without the money, there isn’t the reason to do anything. Without the money to get projects done, what good is technical assistance?

· Donahue- You can’t have money without oversight, or a program without assistance.

· Woolley- Technical assistance is a critical part of the program. 
· Grotting- I don’t want to see us create a process where a significant portion of dollars is going into a system that will frustrate districts. 
· Reeder- We learned from QSCB and QZAB that it is easy set up a program that is easy to administer and easy to apply. If we’re talking about equity, it is important to set up something for smaller districts or geographically separated from the metro areas so that the largest districts don’t get all the money.

· Ruth Scott- provided results for the CISF poll that asked people to weigh in on potential Task Force recommendations. Participants at the CISF breakfast responded as well as representatives from about 60 school districts around the state. See CISF Poll Results
· Rodriguez- why don’t we mandate some things for school facilities.
· Scott- funding technical assistance with facilities grant is possible by asking the legislature to re-appropriate that money, rather than asking for new funding. 
· Samuels-there is a lot of agreement around the table, but it’s very difficult to nail down the details. I would suggest, staying high-level, united around the concept of providing technical assistance and funding. Let’s discuss the high-level things that we agree on. 

COMMUNITY COLLEGE FUNDING REQUEST PRIORITIZATION

· Krumbein- state statutes that authorize. ORS 341.721-341.725 (see https://www.oregonlegislature.gov/bills_laws/lawsstatutes/2013ors341.html) provide funds. 
· Their system for prioritizing: the business managers from all 17 community colleges put together proposals for each community college and then review them. Presidents all get together to “battle it out” and prioritize their list. Once the list is prioritized internally, they take it to the legislature and lobby for their requests.
· Reeder- on the community college side, I would expect to find that over long periods of time everyone got something.

· Krumbein- yes, that is one of the ground rules. If your request gets funded one year, you go to the bottom of list for the next cycle.

· Woolley- what is the amount of money appropriated for this biennium?

· Krumbein- $150m

· Grotting- How many students is that serving?

· Rhinhart- K-12 has 500,000 students and 197 districts that get nothing for facilities from the state. There are 17 community colleges serving probably tens of thousands.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE RECOMMENDATION & EDUCATION SPECIFICATIONS

Rose provided a revised draft PowerPoint presentation on technical assistance. Revisions are in red. See Technical Assistance Recommendation June 10 2014.ppt 

· Added a couple components for physical assessment—quality/hazards (life safety, air, water, light, etc.) and mandated programs like kindergarten, science, and physical education. 

· Added specific components for school facility planning that allows districts to receive funding for contracting with a state-certified entity to provide a school facility plan. 

· Communication to the districts about the availability of the planning money will be key. 

· About 60 districts already do this type of planning. About 140 don’t.

· Samuels- maybe we should add “no district should get more than one planning grant every 5 years

· John Day school district just spent $18,000 for a plan, which was difficult for the small, rural district to come up with. 

· Educational Specifications 

· Standards shall be set for new construction versus renovations

· Standards shall be updated every 5 years to reflect industry standards.

· Standards shall allow for variation based on regional materials and demographic needs

· Rose- we’ve discussed the need for an oversight committee. My concern is that a monthly or quarterly committee will lose momentum. 

· Other Technical Needs

· Districts need bond financing assistance, bond legal counsel, and bond campaign/communications. ODE should not provide technical assistance on these services, but those are services that will help districts pass bonds and they should be aware that they will need additional help in the next phase or step of their work.

· Woolley- passing the bond is critical to getting the match so they need help with that too

· Samuels- at the local level, the strategy is very localized. Often, districts are not equipped to deal with that but we cannot solve all the capacity issues that districts will have.

· Rose- there are resources (Secretary of State) where you can ask if bond literature is “promotional” or “informational.” Perhaps just making those types of resources available.

· McKay-every community communicated differently. 

· Woolley- maybe we should suggest a clearing-house of resources to help them put their campaign together so they’re not inherently locked out of the process. What are the resources that we can give them to run their campaign? If we use state dollars to develop the facility plan, but then leave the districts hanging without helping with the next step, we’ve essentially wasted the state investment. We need to see it through.

· Allen- the Task Force won’t be able to use state funds for elections or campaigning. Any assistance or support for that must be purely informational.

· Suggested Staffing Model

· Rose-At least a program manager, an admin assistant, and a database manager. These are not necessarily 1.0 FTE positions. 

· Program manager’s job in the first year would be to get people certified around specified regions to help with technical assistance across the state.

· Woolley- I want to create more opportunity for qualified contractors, architects, etc around the state. ODE should have a number of people in each region who can help districts. 

· Grotting- any district is going to go through the RFP process, so why add this layer of complexity?

· Rose- Some districts don’t even know how to issue the RFP process. This process would circumvent that process by having already-certified architects and other contractors who will develop the facilities plan for a set price. 

· Task Force members should email Scott Rose with any edits to the Technical Assistance presentation

· Education Specifications- 

· Rose- Packet prepared by DLR Group provides standards and specifications from five states: California, Maine, Washington, Texas, and Florida. 

· California specs include standards and attributes for different types of education spaces. Maine includes more detailed square footage specs for different spaces. Texas includes environmental conditions. I don’t think we should take any of these and directly apply them to Oregon, but use them as a guideline to develop some hybrid specs for Oregon.

· We don’t want to use these standards as a hammer, but a guide. We should create the “standard for the standard.” We are not going to determine the lighting quality or what should be in science labs, but say ‘these are they types of things we should set standards on.’

· Woolley- Can Rose come back with suggested language for standards, so the Task Force members who aren’t familiar with this type of content, aren’t trying to wade through this technical information?

· Woolley- we should also further discuss an oversight committee, and that information should be included in this section of our recommendations because this content is largely about program administration. 

· McKay- When would these funds actually be available? I think after the Task Force makes recommendations to the legislature in October 2014, the legislative session goes until June 2015, money is approved and appropriated, ODE needs to hire a program manager…it could be November 2016 before the entire program is up and running. However, perhaps we could design the program to allow some districts to get some technical assistance or grant by November 2015, which would be very helpful. 

· Grotting- some districts are currently planning for their bond elections

BOND ELECTION DATA & POVERTY DATA ANALYSIS

Grzybowski did some additional analysis on the historical bond election data by looking at repeated requests—those that eventually passed and those that have made repeated requests and have not passed. There were no firm conclusions from the analysis. Some districts have passed bonds by reducing the request, whereas others have increased the request or kept it the same and passed it. Other districts have reduced their ask over time and still failed four or five times.

The 13 districts that did not pass a bond between 1998-2013 are:

· Alsea

· Baker

· Fern Ridge (passed 5/20/14)

· Gervais

· La Grande

· Milton-Freewater

· Monroe

· North Lake

· North Santiam

· Powers

· St. Helens

· Willamina (passed 5/20/14)

· Woodburn

· Samuels—most districts on the list of repeated requests and failures are not tiny districts. Tiny districts are either successful or are not asking.

· Rose- Fern Ridge and Pleasant Hill had very similar approaches in their 5/14 campaigns. Fern Ridge passed easily, Pleasant Hill barely did. There are so many dynamics for each community that can vary perception.

· Wolf- Can you define the scope of the problem- how much has been asked for and not been funded (which is only a portion), which would help us develop the statement of need? Also look at the average ask (passed and asked) over the last 10 years.

· Rhinhart- what measures of poverty are we/should we be using to assess poverty?

· Reeder- there is a new Census Bureau measure that shows people in poverty, rather than free and reduced lunch.

· Grzybowski- the poverty data analysis that I shared at the last meeting used the new Census Bureau measure and ranked districts by students in poverty.

· Donahue- We don’t want to complicate the poverty assessment unnecessarily. People are used to assessed value per ADMw.

POTENTIAL RECOMMENDATIONS

· Krumbein- prioritization needs a committee that receives applications and ranks them based on priorities. I want priorities, not just first come first served. 

· Donahue- Let’s say that we have $100m allocation available and the program gets $150m in applications, all of which meet the broad criteria for matching funds. How do you determine who gets it and who doesn’t?

· Grotting- could you set something up where you have an application process like the facilities grants? Will there be stipulations in this funding that it is strictly for infrastructure?

· Samuels- I would like to recommend some sort of straight-forward formula that all school districts understand. Perhaps we divide it so that half the funding is only available for the lowest quartile of districts based on poverty.

· Woolley- I like using a poverty index for a portion of the money and it is more equitable. We need to decide how much of the pot of money is set aside for low-income districts and then determine how we prioritize those districts that fall within that category. Districts should be matched based on their level of poverty.

· Samuels- There are 2 features for making this work: 1- certainty. You need to be able to advertise how much money you’re eligible for 2- the amount has to be big enough that people think it’s important. The purpose is to support districts.

· Allen- the second pot of money could also include high-poverty, those who’ve repeatedly failed, and those who haven’t asked in 10-15 years. What happens if all the money in the “equity” pot doesn’t get used because districts weren’t able to pass their bond?

· Rodriguez- Then you could put the remaining money into the first come first served pot

· Allen- the process for the seismic grant is laborious and tedious for a small pot of money, so I would not recommend setting up a similar application/grant process. 

· Samuels- Or there could be one pot of money, pre-clearance on which types of projects are funded, first-come first served, but the matching grant cap is lower for the districts that fall in the top 25% of the poverty assessment (the more affluent districts) and the matching grant cap is higher for the lower 75% poverty. Simplicity has merit. As a result, more affluent districts might only get $5m grant, less affluent districts might get up to $10m grant.

· Donahue- this still doesn’t address what happens if you have more funding requests than money. 

· Samuels- You could have a firmer policy that says you cannot apply unless you will be on the ballot

· Samuels-we need districts to be successful. Also provide real equity as well as perception of equity. Another way to do it: Districts in bottom 75th percentile (of poverty ranking) are eligible to get in line up to half of the pot. They have to show initiative by getting in line and getting their application in on time. First come first served among those. Other half of the pot is open to everyone. 

· Scott- there is need in every district for poverty and needs related to seismic issues. You get urgency on this issue by highlighting safety and security issues. 

· Samuels:

· Do we have consensus around the parameters of the allocation that we should allocate a pot for prioritization? 

· Do we agree that we should prioritize beyond first come first serve

· Task Force-yes.

· Do we agree that we should set a cap? 

· Task Force- Yes.

· How much? 

· Task Force--Don’t know yet, until we land on a number for program

· Do we believe the criteria should be based on assessed value per student? 

· Task Force- yes

· Donahue- I’d also like to include the Census Bureau poverty ranking

· What ways could we sort districts?

· Donahue- assessed value per ADMw, Census Bureau poverty measure, facility needs,

· There are several measures of need we could use- Samuels prefers av/admw 

· Compare list of AV/ADMw, poverty list ranking, and those that haven’t passed a bond in the last 5-10 years

· Rodriguez- every school district has needs. Until we have a database and facility analysis, I don’t know that we can really go down a road of setting a bunch of priorities and criteria.

· Donahue- I will pull together a small subcommittee to discuss writing topics and assignments 

Next Meeting

Tuesday, July 15th
DLR Group

421 SW 6th Ave. Ste 1212

Portland, OR  97204
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