School Capital Improvement Planning Task Force

Notes from July 15, 2014 Meeting

DLR Group 421 SW 6th Ave Ste. 1212 | Portland, OR

Members Present: Matt Donahue, Don Grotting, Geoffrey Hunnicutt, David Krumbein, Cheri Rhinhart, Craig Roberts, Scott Rose, Carol Samuels, Edward Wolf, Jeana Woolley
Brian Reeder- DOE

Members Absent: David McKay, Joe Rodriguez

Guests: Morgan Allen--OSBA, Alice Bibler—Oregon State Treasury, Otto Schell—Oregon PTA, Ruth Scott—Center for Innovative School Facilities, Doug Wells—Children’s Institute, Dennis Whitehouse—North Wasco County School District 

Donahue opens meeting at 9:12

PUBLIC COMMENT

· Doug Wells, Children’s Institute

· The Task Force should include early childhood education (ECE) in needs and recommendations. Although it’s not a system like K-12, it is the best investment for children is to start early. To do that, we need to tie it into capital needs. 

· All the state’s current policies are written around K-12. Encourage Dept of Ed to open up language to include early childhood education. 

· There should be an early childhood education Advisory group for the governor and legislature

· There is a lot of focus on Full-day Kindergarten. It is a good time to begin/continue ECE conversation and investments

· We need a full state-wide assessment of ECE. 

· Timeline for implementation:

· First, schools that don’t need any capital improvement could add ECE space

· Then, schools that have basic remodel needs could include ECE

· Finally, schools with greater capital needs could start to build in ECE

· Placeholder in governor’s budget for ECE

· Most ECE happens in family, friend and neighbor care, especially in rural areas. It will be a challenge to have a statewide solution; the solution will need to be community by community. 

· Scott Rose- with each school design/remodel DLR Group has been involved with, it’s been a district/school decision. How do we advocate for ECE when we don’t have the vehicle for it?

· Woolley- We are working to assist districts in moving their capital needs forward—how best do we discuss ECE?

· Wells- You could include a discussion of ECE in the narrative in the report and intentional inclusion in the recommendations as a student achievement lever. The state should support districts that want to include ECE in bonds, rather than districts going out on a limb, like David Douglas and Pendleton. 

· Krumbein- Policies need to include P-20, not just K-12. Most people realize the advantage of bringing in early childhood. 

· Grotting- David Douglas has been working with Assistant Superintendent of Schools Rob Saxton. It may have to be a legislative change for districts to start building ECE facilities. 

· Woolley- Changing that language so that districts have the ability to include ECE could be a potential recommendation

· Hunnicutt- Any ECE money has to be from ECE streams of money. The load on other education funding is already tapped out.

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROGRAM

· McKay and Rose took technical assistance presentation that Rose developed earlier and fleshed it out further into a report format. See DRAFT Technical Assistance Program document.
· Woolley- what are we allocating per district in this program? 
· Rose- up to $40,000, which will cover a district with 6-7 buildings.
· Dennis Whitehouse- This plan excludes seismic. In Eastern Oregon, seismic is very expensive and difficult to do. 
· Rose- we can add in seismic, but it will add in significant cost. I had 4 buildings looked at recently and it was $28,000.
· Or perhaps, set aside a certain amount for seismic.
· Wolf- Seismic may be another area where we look to Washington State, as they are developing cost-effective ways to assess seismic issues. Also, what about timing? Should this be immediately tied to a bond campaign?
· Rose- Not necessarily immediately tied, but we should include some time frame—maybe within 5 years. Otherwise, the assessment ages out.
· Donahue- the bond should be tied to the assessment, but is the assessment tied to the bond? As in, would the district have to reimburse the state for the assessment if they didn’t go out for a bond within 5 years?
· Rose- I think the assessment provides data to the state and adds value as a whole. We should discuss that more thoroughly, but I don’t think reimbursing the state for an assessment would be necessary if the district didn’t go out for a bond. 
· Woolley- we are trying to provide resources for districts to make progress. Dennis Whitehouse- Can you walk the group through a timeline?

· Rose- It takes about 2-2.5 years:

· Districts- ID immediate needs and what it takes to implement, or look at enrollment, or look at when their bond expires. If bond expires in 2018, start planning in 2015-2016.

· Assessments can take 3-4 months. 

· State law requires community planning, which takes 5-6 months, 

· sharing the draft with community takes 1-2 months

· reconvening the community takes another 1-2 months, 

· board approves, file, then develop information (district) and campaign (PAC) takes 6 months-12 months. 

· A 5 year window from the assessment planning to the time you make the ask for the bond feels like a legitimate window

· Woolley- how big do you see the pot of money? We should make a recommendation?

· Rose- If we proposed a 5-year cycle, 200 districts divided by 5 years= about 40 districts per year go out for a bond. If we allow up to $60,000 per district (20k for technical assistance, 20k for assessment, 20k for seismic) it would total about $2.5 million per year.

· Krumbein- First application for planning and technical assistance should be very straightforward. 

· Ruth Scott- Provided CISF Regional Technical Assistance handout. There is pent-up demand. The handout provides information for districts’ priorities. While $2.5 million would be great, my expectation is that because there is demand, more than 40 districts may choose to request that money early on

· Rose- Technical Assistance seems tied to capital matching funds.

· Woolley- Districts need help, so we may not want to focus dollars too narrowly. If they need help, the money should be available to help them.

· Scott- Some districts indicated needs like regional workshops on roof or HVAC maintenance might be valuable to groups of districts for districts that aren’t going out for a bond immediately. 

· Rose- Yes, but is that the charge of this Task Force?

· Dennis Whitehouse- Education and training on systems is needed

· Krumbein- the need for capital building is so huge that I think the need for additional maintenance training is going to deter the legislature. We should add this in additional recommendations, but not make it a central component of our technical assistance 

· Reeder- maybe ODE’s role is to point them to where they can find maintenance training. Or ODE could sponsor biannual regional trainings. 

· Hunnicutt- ODE already has to be the oversight of all this. Should we really put technical assistance training on them too? I think we’re adding too much to their plate. 

· Woolley- ODE wouldn’t provide the trainings, perhaps just organize them or provide information to districts about them. There will be a technical assistance program administrator to do that.

· Dennis Whitehouse- there are groups in Oregon who already do this. We can tap into that. They run $1000-$2000, plus food.

· Scott- A CISF regional workshop runs about $7500 for 5 regions, twice per year. While technology is in the Technical Assistance document, I’d like to see it called out a little more. On the Oversight Committee- I’d like to see the kinds of people who might sit on that—education leaders, industry representatives, community leaders.

MATCHING FORMULA & PRIORITIZATION

· Donahue- sub-committee (Donahue, Woolley, Samuels, and Reeder) developed draft funding formula recommendations since the last meeting. See DRAFT Funding Formula Recommendations document.

· Donahue- The group arrived at $125m per biennium. We got there by looking back at past elections and applying the formula to past elections and seeing if the matching formula would cover the requests.

· Woolley- once we lowered the pot from $200m to $125m, per the comments from Senator Devlin, we also wanted to lower the cap of the matching grant from the previously discussed $10m to $8m. Then, we applied weighted measures of district poverty ranks and the AV/ADMw rankings.

· Woolley- In getting to the numbers, the group added bonds that didn’t pass (45% yes to 49.999% yes) with the assumption that communities would see the matching grant as an incentive to pass the bond. We wanted to acknowledge the likelihood that some of these districts would pass bonds and make the pot big enough to accommodate those.

· Donahue- It’s a sliding scale and it takes into account tax base and poverty.

· Woolley- the $125m ($625m over 10 years) request represents about 17% of the state’s bonding capacity over a10 year period, which is not an unreasonable request for such a dire need.

· Grotting- how often could a district come back and ask for money?

· Woolley- We didn’t discuss it, but my assumption would be that a district wouldn’t be back for 3-4 biennia.

· Samuels- We want this program to be successful. If there is money left over and other districts that have not gotten a previous allocation already got funded, I don’t think we should dismiss districts that have already come.

· Donahue- The application date would be far enough ahead of the election so that the district could tell voters about the state match, which may increase the likelihood that the bond would pass.

· Allen- Would you publish a list of the formula match so every district would know?

· Donahue- Yes, districts would know how much they are eligible for.

· Samuels-There would be two pots.  One (60%) ranked by AV/ADMw adjusted for poverty, one (40%) that was first come first serve.  All would be subject to sizing limitations between minimum of $2 and $8 million.  We need to work out the mechanics if a district applied to both pots.

· Hunnicutt- Would Beaverton be eligible for the poverty pot? Yes, but ranked according to its AV/ADMw & poverty level (157) so probably better off applying to Pot 2 (first come first served) 

· Samuels- an easier way might be for everyone to apply to the first come first served pot, but then prioritize those with less tax base and higher poverty to automatically get allocated from the 60% prioritization pot of money.

· Samuels-Seaside went out for $128m bond last year. They need to replace buildings because they are in a tsunami zone. But according to our rankings, they are 195 (due to a lot of second homes and a lot of commercial property, but the students who live there are not affluent). They would not be eligible for very much money.

· Scott- An emergency fund or use of the State Facilities Grant program could help with that.

· Allen- the state school funding task force is also talking about repurposing facilities grant money. Just be aware that there are a lot of eyes on it.

· Wolf- is there a risk of disappointment for small districts?

· Donahue- a district would know whether they had an allocation or on the waiting list several months in advance of the election.

· Reeder- is it possible for districts to say to voters: if we pass this and get the state match, it’s a go. If we don’t get the state match, but we do pass it, we won’t sell the bonds (and therefore won’t impose the tax). 

· Samuels- yes, but it would not make sense for a district to go through planning process and election and not go through with a bond. 

· Dennis Whitehouse- If you start your communications in October 2014 for a November 2015 election. You wouldn’t be able to include this in your communications until after application period (January for May election, July for November election). 

· Allen- as long as you can say “we’re going to get a grant” about 90 days before, that is helpful and should be sufficient.

· Woolley- Is the committee comfortable with this approach for formula prioritization?

· Yes

REPORT OUTLINE, INTRO, & SCHEDULE

· Wolf presented a proposed reporting schedule for Task Force review

· Editorial group (Donahue, Wolf, Grzybowski, either McKay or Woolley) to pull together pieces

· Discussion of P-20. 

· Samuels- comfortable acknowledging need for funding from P-20, but the pot of money we are currently talking about is not even sufficient to cover K-12, so I am hesitant to open it up further.

· Rose- money should be going to traditional K-12 systems but for students/programs in P-20 (like college credit for high school students)

· Wolf- should we take note of current unfunded mandates 

· Woolley- I thought we wanted to keep it broad and be less prescriptive

· Donahue- I think we opted for prescriptive “light” that has broad categories of areas to spend the money, but broad enough to allow districts to spend the money the way that works for them

· Samuels- David Douglas could go out for a bond that includes P and 20, 

· Wolf- Editorial team will send an email to let everyone know what their assignments are, when they are due, and who to send them to

PUBLIC COMMENT

· Morgan Allen- Suggest/request when documents are updates, please post them to the website. Noted that he is meeting with Senator Devlin in two weeks and would be happy to ask him for feedback on the Task Force’s proposed outline. Members agreed that this would be helpful.

· Otto Schell- Oregon PTA- wants to help when the time comes

· Dennis Whitehouse- there is real hope and real promise with the technical assistance and funding formula. Task Force has done great work.
Next Meetings:
Tuesday, August 12th 

9am-2pm

ACMA- Arts & Communications Magnet Academy

11375 SW Center St. 

Beaverton, OR 97005

Meeting will be in the Library, but all Task Force members and guest first need to check in at the main office.

Tuesday, September 16th 

9am-2pm

Salem, OR—Location TBD
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