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Funding

Areas of potential consensus

1. Conduct another statewide facility assessment.

2. The State should set a new funding goal - counties must
provide local match.

3. The State-Local Cost Share lormula should continue to favor
jurisdictions with limited resources to support school
construction.

4. Review and update eligible and ineligible costs in light of
changing circumstances (e.g., projectors are ineligible but
many classrooms now have projectors permanently mounted
to ceilings).

5. Eliminate the2.SVowithholding f,or contingencies from State

allocation. (related to Process Subcommittee recommendation
to eliminate DGS review of change orders)

6. Eliminate the requirement to submit future project requests in
the CIP beyond the current year.

1. The IAC should provide technical assistance and help
facilitate P3s, such as developing template lease agreements

between developers and school systems.

8. Preventative maintenance is critical - there is a need to
incentivize LEAs to perform required maintenance and for
IAC to collect and monitor performance data through
information systems

g. The State should encourage and provide technical support for
agreements between LEAs and county governments, including
regional partnerships, to improve efficiencies.

Areas for Further Discussion

1a. Should the assessment be

done by LEAs or an outside
vendor? One-time or periodic?

1b. Should LEAs have

assessments of their own or
standard state assessment? How

would State pay for assessment?

lc. Should/how should the
results of the assessment be

incorporated into project funding
decisions?

2a. What should be considered
for a new goal? lnflation
adjusted? Growth in
Construction Costs? Facility
assessment results?

3a. Should the components of
the current cost share formula
be altered?

3b. Should the cost share
formula be updated/set in

COMAR every 3 years (current
practice)?

4a. Should eligible costs be

expanded to include items like
A/E, moveable furniture, artificial
turf fields, etc. not currently
eligible for State funding? With
limited resources, any significant
expansion of eligible costs may
mean fewer projects receive
funding in a given year.

4b. Should any costs be removed
from eligibility, perhaps systemic
renovations (i.e., capital
maintenance)?
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10. The State should explore the possibility of creating a school
construction authority that issues appropriation-backed or
revenue bonds with life longer than 15 years to accelerate
State school construction funding.

1 1. Create a facility renewal fund equal to 27o of the value of the
facility assets? Or require locals to create such a fund?
Provide an incentive for locals to fund facility renewal?

12. Consider alternative methodology to current square footage
allocations that lead to State maximum allowable square foot,
such as cost per student? If keep building cost per square foot,
consider regional figures rather than one statewide amount.

13. Explore the feasibility of regional (mu1ti-district) school
construction projects, e.g. regional Career and Technical
Education high schools and develop mechanisms and

incentives to provide State funding.

14. The State should encourage (incentivize?) the maximum use

of energy savings performance contracts to improve energy
efficiency in new and renovated schools. Over time, the
operating savings from lower energy costs provides a new
revenue source that may be monetized.

10. GO bond debt is typically the
least expensive option for the State.

Moving to appropriation or revenue
backed bonds increases the cost of
debt, which may be offset by

completing projects sooner and

avoiding the inflationary costs.
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