School Capital Improvement Planning Task Force

Notes from April 15, 2014 Meeting

Clackamas County Sheriff’s Office | Clackamas, OR

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

Members Absent: Don Grotting, David McKay

Donahue opens meeting at 9:10

UPDATES FROM LAST MEETING

Donahue reached out to John Myers, the Denver consultant formerly of Augenblick and Pailaich who worked in school funding/financing, and thought it would be beneficial for him to come out and talk with this task force as well as the School Funding Formula task force. Donahue and Reeder will arrange for him to come to the May meeting. 

Donahue reached out to Jeff Rubin, Vice Chair of the Oregon Resilience Task Force and will talk with him next week.

Next Meetings

May 13 —
Piper Jaffray





1300 SW 5th Ave #3650



Portland, OR  97201

June 10—
DLR Group



421 SW 6th Ave #1212



Portland, OR 97204

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE (TA)
Rose presented on Senate Bill 540’s technical assistance requirements and proposed draft recommendations. The Task Force needs to establish a baseline for technical assistance. Technical assistance is an essential equity issue for districts with fewer resources.

Technical Assistance is needed in three areas (for details see the PowerPoint presentation)

1. Physical assessment
Discussion
· Rose- before any monies are released, a physical assessment should be done. If a district is just looking for technology grant, do they need an assessment? Maybe. Maybe not. Should the state support technology in a school that should be condemned?

· Rhinhart- standards (technology and otherwise) need to be in place

· Hunnicutt- Would the physical assessment information be available in the database?

· Woolley- we talked about data and a vehicle for updating the database. There should be regularity—like annual reports. The Task Force should provide some definition for how database gets updated. 

· Rose- The database should have different fields. Enrollment, for example, needs to get updated every year. But if Klamath Falls isn’t updating buildings for 20 years, then we probably don’t need to update physical condition every year. 

· Woolley- some things would need to be updated more frequently than others. The Task Force should recommend a framework to ODE. We don’t have widespread understanding of the extent of the need. The goal would be to understand the condition of all the buildings in X years. Center for Innovative School Facilities has done a lot of work on its database. Reeder should take a look and see whether using that database would help get toward the goal. 

· Rose- Montana did a comprehensive assessment of every school in the state. The results showed them that there was a statewide technology problem, which allowed the state to use data to justify investments in technology across the state.

· Reeder- I have a conceptual framework for database. Every year, district would go in an update fields that need updating. 

· Donahue- what happens to districts that never ask for change? Would their information be captured in the database?

· Roberts- From public safety standpoint- could we import data from School Safety Task Force? 

· Samuels- School districts should be doing periodic physical assessments. The public may not be clued-in to the condition of schools. It could help districts pass bonds.

2. Condition

a. Threat

b. Energy Audit

c. Seismic

d. Technology

e. ADA Compliance

Krumbein suggests adding quality/hazards such as: air quality, light levels to the list

3. School facility planning 

a. Long-term strategic planning

b. Enrollment projection

c. Demographic reporting

d. Capacity Analysis

e. Site Acquisition

Discussion

· Woolley asked whether all of this information should/would reside in database. 

· Rose- capacity analysis, enrollment, demographics could easily live in the database. Site acquisition and strategic planning would be harder, as it would require physical space available in the district. 

4. Education specifications—establish baseline criteria/standards but don’t stifle design or try to make schools uniform across the state. Districts need flexibility to meet their needs. 

a. Systems and Materials

b. Academic Spaces and Attributes

c. Athletic Facilities and Components

· Samuels suggested getting clarity on the language. 

· Wolf- are there areas where industry standards exist?

· Rose- yes. But often standards are outdated quickly. Rose will send Task Force members some examples from other places. There are 4 generations of people in a school/work space. Need to allude to 21st century standards. We need a minimum bar, not a maximum.

· Samuels- lack of dollars—not lack of standards—is what creates poorly designed buildings. 

· Rose- if funds are contingent on meeting minimum standards, you can’t trade off for cheaper materials. At the same time, how do we cater to the local economy 

· Samuels- supportive of encouraging school districts to move in a smarter direction, but for those districts that don’t have supportive voters, we shouldn’t say they can’t do anything. Making money dependent on meeting standards might make getting money impossible.

· Woolley- I think we have to begin to set standards some place to create a capital program. For a long-term program, we should set minimum standards. 

· Rose- gross inequity in ability to fund across the state. We have to fix the inequity first before we set everyone to the same bar. There may be a different funding formula for the first 10 years and then it changes. 

· Roberts- many of these schools are going to get worse unless we have some sort of sliding scale. 

· Rose- QSCB or other incentives might help push some districts that have less capacity to raise money.

· Reeder- There will always be districts that have the capacity to raise money, but their voters choose not to. If you won’t/can’t pass a bond even with a significant state subsidy, there is something else going on in the community.

· Krumbein- minimum standards are just like building codes. Will be tricky to set minimums, but we have to start somewhere. Set standards for now and then raise them in 2020 so we can move toward something better. But minimum building codes are not good enough for good schools

· Donahue- if you’re getting state money, there is a certain accountability that districts should have to meet. But those standards might prevent them from doing something that is still valuable for the community. 

· Woolley- there could be an appeal process as well, so districts could opt out if there is a true hardship.

· Samuels- what we set standards on is key. A description that says “we will set standards in these key areas. Renovation vs. new

ODE should be the entity that assists school districts by:

· Creating and maintaining a single standard and centralized data site

· More

· More

Suggested model

School Facility Capital Program as a specialized department in ODE. See PowerPoint presentation for details of what the staffing, responsibilities, and rationale could look like. 

Discussion

· Rodriguez- what’s your best guess for cost?

· Rose- with this staffing (program manager, 4 regional managers, administrative support, database manager), probably $500,000/year.

· Rodriguez- How could you involve ESDs?

· Rose- there is value in involving ESDs, but then ODE doesn’t have control over some of the services provided.

· Hunnicutt- Beaverton has a big problem with ESDs. In our area, they seem to be on their way out. Will there be a political issue between school districts and ESDs delivering these services?

· Rodriguez- Rural parts of the state need ESDs

· Rose- A school district can call the state discuss the need. Then the Regional manager could coordinate with ESD.

· Samuels- Or ESD and State could co-fund the position

· Rhinart- different ESDs across the state. Some better than others.

· Reeder- not all ESDs have the same level of expertise. If they don’t have the expertise then they don’t have value to add. Other than their geographic presence, what do they offer?

· Krumbein- School district needs a service. But who provides that service could be different around the state—maybe in Fossil an it’s an ESD, whereas in Beaverton, it might be a private consultant.

· Rodriguez- if program has $10m, some is allocated to staffing and the rest is for actually providing the services to the district. Where can the funding come from?

· Samuels- money would have to come from an appropriation.

· Rose- everyone should be able to see (public and districts). Only password protected for making changes.

· Woolley- In regard to the whole program the Task Force recommends, we need to determine what the size of the technical assistance piece is and we should size it based on the overall technical assistance needed across the state. This is a critical need and we need to determine where we think we should start.

· Donahue- should there be some standing commission or board that oversees state program?

· Woolley- Suggest that there is independent oversight without deciding what that looks like.

· Reeder- if this is under ODE, the State Board of Education would oversee it.

· Rose- will accept changes via email and re-write the technical assistance recommendations. And will send Task Force members examples of standards from other states.

FUNDING FORMULA AND PRIORITIZATION

Samuels provided a spreadsheet of 2014 data on Local Option Equalization Grant

· Krumbein- Scio has virtual students. About 100-200 brick and mortar students and about 3000 virtual students. So these numbers don’t necessarily represent actual need.

· Samuels- every district has needs. If you try to prioritize on a certain formula, you may leave people out. 

· Reeder- ADMw or Real Market Value don’t adequately show where citizens have needs. 

· Samuels- First come, first served with a cap. If Monument came in the door with a $2million bond issue, they could get a $2million match. State can give no more than district is seeking. Beaverton doesn’t need much help getting bonds passed.

· Reeder- there will always be outliers. Our task is to find something that seems fair across different size, profile of districts. If you are higher poverty- you qualify for higher match.

· Woolley- can we take the same data and do the same analysis.  What’s the maximum a district would be able to go out for? Look at bonds districts have gone out for. We need a cap on amount of money any certain district could get.

· Samuels- OSBA maintains stats on elections. Last 5 years. Look at each district that passed bond, show free and reduced lunch data

· Krumbein- A rate isn’t the answer 

· Rhinhart- Free and reduced lunch is “as reported.” There is a new trend to provide lunch in schools, so that might not be relevant either. ODE uses another poverty index we should look at.

· Wolf- what about silent majority that haven’t gone out for bonds, but might find great need through comprehensive assessment?

· Krumbein- Sherman County has volunteers/ funds and gets its work done. 

· Woolley- let’s look at bond election over past 15 years and how much districts were asking for.

· Rose- $10million feels right, but legislature is going to want data to support it.

· Donahue- prioritization could be first come first served, plus other criteria. But funding formula is what kind of match we set up. If you have a cap, it works itself out. 

Prioritization/Technical Assistance

· Woolley- Encourage assessments. If people start looking at their buildings, you start understanding what scope of need it.

· Krumbein- I like districts needing to do some sort of assessment before getting money.

· Rose- in terms of prioritization, I’m in agreement with Samuels. If a district has their seismic projects in order, but has a technology need, they should still get funding.

· Samuels- I like the idea of having 5-6 categories. If a district is within a funding category, it has an even shot. 

· Rodriguez- Technical assistance helps with assessment information, but what’s the next step for getting the money?

· Samuels- Technical assistance services for bonds are widely known and free until bond campaign is put together.

· Rhinhart- Technical assistance for communications or public relations person to help district talk about bonds or issues with their district could help.

· Samuels- we need to be really careful as a Task Force, given the limitations on what district officials can say in support of a bond. TA could support some level of communications support, but not campaign strategy.

· Rose—Connecting them to the right place—like OSBA website for bonds conference.

· Donahue- if we go with first come first served. What if we have $100m and 11 school districts asking for $10million each? What happens to 11th district? Prorate or put them in line for next time?

· Samuels- The 11th district gets it next year, but at some point, you need to cut off, otherwise districts would queue up and take places for other districts that weren’t ready in the first year. For QSCB, the application period preceded bond campaign so districts could use it for leverage. Also, the 11th district might get it anyway because not all the other bonds will pass (for districts 1-10). The application and rules from QSCBs addressed this well. Reeder, can you circulate those?

· Reeder- If you don’t make a good enough case for doing it a certain way, legislature will get in the weeds when they design a process

· Roberts- what about when you get the money? Do you go to the bottom of the list until everyone has gotten something?

· Donahue- if it’s tied to bonds, you might not be up to the plate again for 10 years or so anyway.

Funding

· Rodriguez- Funds will be limited. One of the funding sources for schools—Common School Fund: $1.2 billion principle, growth 2012-13 $100 million. Some could be earmarked for technical assistance. Is it possible to earmark some for other purposes? It has grown from $1.19 to $1.21. Some money goes out to schools and some gets reinvested in the fund to help it grow. 

· Rose- changing CSF requires agreement between governor and treasurer, not legislature.

· Allen- There is about $25million per biennium in ODE’s Facilities Grant. Until 2010, districts that passed bonds couldn’t furnish new buildings with bond money, so this grant would help with that. Allen thinks it’s on the legislature’s radar for repurposing that money for other projects, as it’s seen as antiquated now. It may be a good time to suggest alternatives for that money, such as $5million for technical assistance. Legislature passed another task force to look at common school fund (in addition to the state school funding task force).

· Woolley- easier to make the case that that money should continue to be used for schools than something else.

· 
Donahue- we should identify as many plausible funding sources as possible. Money that has been used for facilities in the past, money that has been used for schools, potential new revenue sources

PUBLIC COMMENT

Diane Shiner—Center for Innovative School Facilities (CISF), Co-Chair of Research and Standards Committee

Provided draft analysis of types of change that $200 million could do in the next biennium. With $200 million, you could make a significant impact. See PDF—Why Should We Invest in Oregon Schools?
Discussion

· Krumbein- is there state-level data on the savings from SB 1149? 

· Scott- the CISF database has Energy Usage Indicators (EUIs). You can determine if a building has been upgraded by energy savings over time.

· Wolf- seismic data and tsunami risk data are changing. 

· Samuels- Can you add a column for the number of districts are represented in the data?

· Donahue- Part of our task is to continue educating and making our case that appropriating money for schools is necessary. Talking points and data will be key to that. 

Ruth Scott— Center for Innovative School Facilities, Executive Director 

CISF is finding a lot of differences by region, for example if a district is in an SB 1149 area or not. Bend/La Pine has 2 schools that are non-1149 (that they can’t use those funds on). If the Task Force ends up setting priorities, just be aware of regional issues.

On Technical Assistance—it is important to have a state program with regional arms. Regional people could connect with the state, but come from different sources. You could office/anchor them in an ESD. Contracting and vetting makes sense. Scott is a little uncomfortable with 4 regions; more comfortable with 5 regions. When technical assistance is such an incredible need, start with more since it may get cut back in legislature anyway.

Devlin wants to ensure basic level of assessment is there so state isn’t putting money in a hole.

Encourage oversight that Donahue talked about. There is incredible pressure on educational leaders to improve performance; it is very difficult to get attention on facility issues. If you don’t specify how a state program gets structured, at least specify how it would get funded. There is big difference between growing a program and monitoring a program. 

Funding- CISF has been hearing districts from regional workshops. There is interest in subsidized loans, but there is greater interest in matching grants.

Morgan Allen—Oregon School Boards Association, Legislative Specialist 
There is real importance between distinctive health (asbestos, lead, mold), and security (securing entrance) measures. Be careful of combining health & safety into one category.

Keep it broad. There are 197 school districts with different needs. Refer back to SB 273, Oregon School Board Association’s school facilities bill, for areas of need.
PRE-SCHOOL/ EARLY CHILDHOOD EDUCATION

Krumbein- Several pots of funding that fund preschool. It’s not part of K-12 allocation. 

Pendleton is adding ECE space to kindergarten buildings.

Mandates for Preschool

· Wolf- Early learning council- model for early learning hubs. Maybe a conversation with the chair of that council to hear issues, sizes, etc. Is there agreement on space needs?

· Scott- Children’s Institute has a piece called “Room to Grow” that addresses some of the facilities questions. That group is the research brains behind preschool. Smaller toilets and sinks. What is an acceptable floor covering? 

· Rhinhart- Early learning hubs have been established. The relevancy of preschool in our report and recommendations is to refer to a system as a P-20 system so that as system changes, our report and recommendations are still relevant.

· Wolf- What contribution can this Task Force add to that discussion?

· Woolley- it could become one of the categories that people can apply to do planning and implementation for preschool. 

· Samuels- the best we can do as a task force is recommend additional study to determine when and how preschool is going to connect to larger system from K-12 to P-20.

· Donahue- preschool has increasing facility needs.

· Krumbein- we need to address that preschool is coming down the pike, but it’s not here yet.

CHARTER SCHOOLS
Donahue- we should briefly discuss this Task Force’s role in making recommendations that affect charter schools. The charge in the bill says “facilities that delivers public education” so charter schools have facilities that deliver education to public students. 

· Krumbein- Charter schools are 95% public funded but they don’t have to do a lot of the things that public schools have to do. 

· Reeder- Total state enrollment of charter schools students is about 20,000

· Hunnicutt- Charter schools can also circumvent certified teachers. Putting untrained people in charge of students

· Samuels- we have a big enough job to look at public schools, I don’t think we can address the issues or conditions of charter schools. 

· Donahue- in other states, including them sometimes increases votes. 

· Krumbein- it’s too big of a topic for now. Let’s put charter schools in the “parking lot.”

· Rhinhart- there are a lot of charter schools and charter districts in rural eastern Oregon, due to funding issues and declining enrollment.

· Samuels- charter schools can go to sponsoring district for facility bond money.

· Donahue- if the district is issuing bonds, charter is eligible.
WORK PLAN, REPORT OUTLINE, AND REMAINING MEETINGS

Woolley and Samuels will prepare a draft outline of the report for discussion at the May meeting. By June, Task Force members should be writing and filling in sections. 

Topics for report outline

· Introduction

· Statement of need/ Problem statement

· Why? Legislation

· Existing conditions

· Exec Summary

· Background

· History of last school facilities committee

· Measure 68

· Other programs that have been successful

· Review of existing funding sources

· Previous funding systems—like QSCB

· Senate bill 273

· Paint a picture of the need 

· Funding / Prioritization

· Review bonding history

· Resources- how do we pay for it?

· Equity

· Technical assistance

· Assessment and standards

· States – best practices in Oregon and other states

· California

· Washington

· Alaska

· Recommendations

· Funding--$200 million?

· Resources

· Administration

· Prioritization 

· Database

· Parking lot

· Charter schools

· Pre-K

DATABASE UPDATE

Reeder:

The database would use existing ODE data and combine with:
· Inventory from districts

· More detailed data collected every x years

· PDFs of strategic plans or other documents

· Web-interface that has other information where school districts can get what they need. Some may have links to other websites 

· Design it for districts, but useable to the public. Or perhaps a different website for the public.

· Use information collection system from ODE to school districts

ACTION ITEMS

Grzybowski-- Look at bond elections over last 3 or 5 biennium, pair it with poverty data 

List of all districts that sought bonds, those that passed, how much asked for, what AV/ADMw ranking would be.

Rose- will send standards from other states and will make revisions to the technical assistance recommendations
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