School Capital Improvement Planning Task Force

Notes from August 12, 2014 Meeting

Arts and Communications Magnet Academy 11375 SW Center St. | Beaverton, OR

Members Present: Matt Donahue, Geoffrey Hunnicutt, David Krumbein, Cheri Rhinhart, Craig Roberts, Joe Rodriguez, Edward Wolf, Jeana Woolley
Brian Reeder- ODE

Members Absent: Don Grotting, David McKay, Scott Rose, Carol Samuels

Guests: Morgan Allen—OSBA, Alice Bibler—Oregon State Treasury, Nicole Palmateer—Bravio Communications, Ruth Scott—CISF 

Donahue opens meeting: 9:15

Discussion of proposed agenda

DISCUSSION OF RECOMMENDATIONS

Wolf presents list of recommendations developed from individual draft writing assignments.

Recommendations—Capital Funding

· Rodriguez suggests combining first set of recommendations into one more substantial recommendation.

· Woolley- move recommendation 1.3 up to 1.2

· Reeder-- Worried that this is not a long-term project if future legislatures fail to fund it. There has to be political commitment.

· Roberts- Add a statement about long-term commitment or long-term intent. Clackamas County had a Blue Ribbon Committee that made a recommendation about continuation of funding for a program, which allowed county to frequently refer back to the recommendation 

· Bibler- Said she will talk to her office about putting Task Force recommended funding in forecast for future budgets

· Woolley- The recommendations should first describe program, before the discussion of establishment of office/program

· Scott- CISF requests a change to recommendation that school districts not be tied to GO bonds for matching but add “or equivalent” to the recommendation language. 

· Donahue- the language in the constitution for allowing XI-P funding is limited to GO bonds. However, if the legislature were to allocate funding for the program—such as from the Facilities Grants funding—that money could be recommended to appropriate for a matching program for districts that don’t/can’t pass a GO bond. The state facilities grant program is about $10m/year. We need to develop a line-item budget for the reallocation of that funding, which currently includes funding new ODE staff position and technical assistance. We could recommend that a portion of that be used for hardship grants or other funding for districts that can’t pass GO bonds. There are some districts that will be left out of state assistance unless we allow a way for districts to access state match.

· Reeder- Districts that can’t pass bonds will have to work really hard to save a small portion of their operating budget until they have enough and want to request a state match. That’s really hard for districts so I don’t think having a small hardship fund would incentivize districts to not pass GO bonds.

· Scott- we have a school district that has a building that was condemned and they’ve been putting kids in there for 30 years while trying to pass a bond. To me, that is a hardship.

· Woolley- can we take a vote on who in the TF supports this idea and the recommendations subcommittee can develop a specific recommendations

· Donahue- if you support the TF making a recommendation for an alternative path to a state match, such as “matching hardship grant funds” that come from a different pot of money, vote:

· 6 yes, 1 no

· Rodriguez- I voted no because I don’t want to muddy the water. I think we’d be able to address something like this in technical assistance

· Allen- On Recommendation 1.5, I don’t think you need to put the percentages (60/40) in the headline recommendation. That level of detail could come later in the report.

· Scott- there are a number of legislators who are only going to read the high level and not dive into the details.

Recommendations- Technical Assistance

· 2.1—Woolley the language “state-specified standards” raises an issue because during the first biennium, we aren’t going to have standards established yet. You still want districts to provide information to the database.

· Reeder- so what should we require in the first year? Should we waive standard requirements?

· Woolley- no, say something like: “as a condition of eligibility for state matching grants, school districts will be required to submit a facilities and site assessment data”

· Scott- you could add “or equivalent” which could be whatever you want it to be in the first biennium.

· Donahue- I think we could add “or equivalent” and leave it to ODE to establish the standards early on.

· Scott- there is a list of data in SB540 that districts are to provide

· Allen- Is there allowance in the recommendation for people within the district (in-house) to do the assessment, if they have a qualified facilities team?

· Donahue- yes, if districts can do it in house, that will be allowed. If it can’t, it will be eligible for grant money to get it done.

· 2.2—Woolley- again, for the first biennium, I don’t think it’s reasonable to require districts to provide a long-range plan. I know we talked about this, I just don’t know how it works for getting people into the program.

· Allen- if a district is only one building, what does its long-range plan look like?

· Scott- districts should be looking 20-30 years ahead about replacing their building or adding another. You could say “long range facilities plan, or similar, that addresses major building components.”

· Wolf- if we take out the reference to the statute, we could ask them to make a statement about their facility needs over the next 10 years.

· Scott- ORS 195.110 references districts over 2500 students. For smaller districts, requirements get much simpler.

· Rodriguez- This is an important long-term goal, especially with the fact that the technical assistance program will pay for it.

· Woolley- we agree that this recommendation should stand, but we can figure out how to qualify it for the first biennium later in the report. Exceptions for implementation for first round.

· 2.3—Allen- is this an eligibility requirement?

· Wolf- no, my understanding is that these are expectations or aspirations for the future—using industry standard materials, buying more efficient products.

· Scott- we established some standards for fire, life safety, and building life cycle, and standards that have impact on achievement—like air quality and noise.

· Allen- some legislative members are going to request Gold LEED certification, etc. that will add significant cost.

· Scott- I would suggest not using language from states that have long-established programs. California has had a program since the 1930s and we are just at the beginning.

· Donahue- I don’t think the task force has the time, resources, or bandwidth to establish the standards.

· 2.4—Woolley- we also talked about providing some money for regional training on specific topics. That needs to be in here somewhere.

· Donahue- For the state-certified technical assistance people, we need to be clear that we recommend a certification program. 

· Donahue-Some of the recommendations appear to be split. Some are in technical assistance and some are in the role of ODE. We need to decide how best to present them.

· Rodriguez- the charges of these sections seem to be combined.

· Woolley- you could put the types of technical assistance under technical assistance, and then define/refine that further under the ODE section.

· Krumbein- how is the legislature going to read through this and from what perspective will they approach it?

· Reeder- lay out components of technical assistance and then under section 3, say “it is the Task Force’s recommendation that ODE be the leading agency to do xyz..”

Role of ODE

· Recommendation 3.2.5- should we call out the specific dollar figures here or in the text of the report

· Scott- any district that is getting ready for a bond will have significant needs in preparing for them. 

· Donahue- the smallest districts have 1 building and about 15 students. Another big group of districts have recently gone through this process. So we aren’t really talking about 200 districts. More likely 120-150 who would be looking for this money in the first few years.

· Scott- I would encourage the task force to think more broadly and allow districts to use the technical assistance money as they need. If you get too prescriptive, you may fail to address the needs of certain districts.

· Krumbein- I think we put in a maximum and a time frame that districts can get up to that amount over 10 years.

· Donahue- if the program under spends its budget, the legislature is likely to take money away in future cycles.

· Woolley- I think we should allow districts to come back through every 4-5 years, rather than 10. 

· Scott- in the next 4-6 years, you’ll see the bulk of planning and assessment backlog getting done. But beyond that, you’ll see districts digging in to more specific areas of concern, like roofing, which will be smaller asks for assistance.

· Donahue- we should say that the technical assistance is to cover these specific areas—physical assessment, seismic, and long-range planning, within 6 years. 

· Scott- You should say within 10 years. I am reluctant to see you reduce the number of years from 10 to 6 so that the long-term commitment is there. I’m concerned about you starting too small. Go bigger and see the legislature shrink it, rather than starting smaller and expect the program to grow.

· Rodriguez- Asks Reeder to explain how the ODE staffing would work.

· Reeder-Item 2 needs resources up front, then it tapers off. Certification program takes money up front and then tapers off. Three-four bodies to maintain the program is reasonable, but probably more to get the program established. My gut reaction is that 3-4 is sufficient for the long run, but I don’t really know.

· Scott- You should consider adding 2 technical assistance managers to coordinate with ESDs around the state. Add in best practices website with technical assistance information, state certified planners, regional workshops.

· Wolf- We aren’t recommending that the state provides the technical assistance. It is providing information to districts about where to find it, which would be part of the program administration.

· Woolley- regional workshops should be contracted out. 

· Donahue- Why are we calling out a specific activity of the office. Why not: to support the regional delivery of capital maintenance, including best practices, training, workshops, etc. 

· Scott- education standards drive facilities.

· 3.3—Allen- do we have a notional budget for the proposed Office and technical assistance

· Reeder- I’ll put together a budget for repurposing the Facilities Grant fund

· Donahue- $3m for reimbursements, $3m for Office, $9m for hardship grants, $5m leave on the table. 

· 3.4- Woolley- take out OEIB as the oversight body for technical assistance.

· Rodriguez- we can’t lose sight of the fact that the OEIB is a powerful group that will be making significant recommendations, (like it did with full day kindergarten), which will impact facilities in the future.

· Allen- OEIB is set to sunset in 2016, unless the legislature changes their charge and gives them additional time and funding.

· Woolley- I think we need more of a review and advisory body for the whole program to evaluate the impact. We need to be specific about who needs to be on the committee, who appoints it.

· Roberts- include a charter and requirement to report to legislature

· Bibler- My office has several oversight committees and there is a lot of red tape. It takes quite a bit of time to get the governor’s appointment and approval. By having it go through the Deputy Superintendent, who reports to the governor, you’ll get the same type of governor-approved people, but likely bypass the red tape associated with going though the governor’s office.

· Krumbein- ask Scott Rose to work on it.

Recommendation 4- Database

· Scott- districts want to be able to compare their district data with other districts. For example, they say: my elementary school, which is the same size as this other elementary school, is using a lot more energy. What is going on there? People really like the Metro School Atlas, which is searchable and you can customize reports.

· Reeder- ODE is not in a position to collect land use and transportation date, the way Metro does.

· Reeder- my recollection is that ODE would make existing data available and districts would be able to login and update information, which they could do o an annual basis.

· Scott- between SB1149 audits and Cool Schools, there is a lot of energy data. We dumped everything together, manipulated it, and now use it frequently.

· Rhinhart- all the databases have different coding systems. You’d be better off starting over to avoid the problems of trying to integrate different systems.

· Roberts- Washington took facilitators in each school, brought in police, fire, and educators; took photos of each school; and developed new database for safety.

· Donahue- can we combine the data of all the groups working on school facilities?

· Reeder- yes, but not everyone will do it and not everyone’s data is compatible.

· Scott- many districts have 30+ year old portables that are poor learning environments. They need to be included in school facilities.

· Donahue- ODE should establish and circulate coding data for all school facilities.

· Woolley- whatever identity/coding for school facilities ODE comes up with, can we recommend that other groups and schools use it?

· Scott- in terms of infrastructure, it sounds like the state is moving toward systems that can talk to each other.

· Reeder- what about #7—data developed regionally?

· Rodriguez- Giving context/comparative data of the region or surrounding schools so that schools can see where and how they compare. We should determine:

· What are the data sets we need and want?

· Krumbein- we need to start somewhere and then can add components and scale up over time

· Scott- districts want to look at data regionally. They want to be compared to districts that they know. 

· Reeder- does someone have a regional scheme that is a useful one?

· Scott- DHM has 4-5 regional schemes based on geographic and demographic data.

· Allen- SB540 is prescriptive about types of data that should be included. OSBA hears that there is too much data collection. I urge you to find a balance between what’s necessary and what’s interesting. An overly complicated database gives the legislature an easy excuse to say, “we don’t even know the scope of the problem, and this is way too big for us to try to tackle. Come back in 3-4 years once you know the scope.” What’s necessary to make a good case?

· Scott- if you ask districts for facility data without anything in return, you are unlikely to get it.

· Donahue- our recommendations are tied to each other—grants are tied to assessments, which are tied to data.

ACTION ITEMS

· Wolf to meet with Scott Rose to discuss technical assistance recommendations
· Reeder to develop draft line-item budget for repurposing state facilities grant
· All Task Force members to review draft and proposed recommendations and send edits and comments to Grzybowski, Wolf, and Donahue.
· Grzybowski and Wolf will edit working draft for circulation prior to next meeting.
· Grzybowski to send doodle asking for other options for meeting dates the week of 9/15.
Next Meeting:
Tuesday, September 16th (or another date that week, depending on members’ availability).

9am-2pm

Salem, OR—Location TBD
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