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Members of the Legislative Audit Committee:

This report contains the results of a performance audit of the Public School
Capital Construction Grant Program, Colorado Department of Education. The audit
was conducted pursuant to Section 2-3-103, C.R.S., which authorizes the State
Auditor to conduct audits of all departments, institutions, and agencies of state
government. The report presents our findings, conclusions, and recommendations,

and the responses of the Department of Education.
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STATE OF COLORADO
OFFICE OF THE STATE AUDITOR REPORT SUMMARY

JOANNE HILL, CPA
State Auditor

Public School Capital Construction Grant Program
Department of Education
Performance Audit
May 2003

Authority, Purpose, and Scope

This audit of Colorado’ s Public School Capital Construction Grant Program (Program) was
conducted under the authority of Section 2-3-103, C.R.S., which authorizesthe Office of the
State Auditor to conduct performance audits of all departments, institutions, and agencies of
stategovernment. Theaudit wasconducted inaccordancewith generally accepted government
auditing standards. Audit work was performed from August 2002 through February 2003.

To evaluate the Program, we gathered information through interviews, dataanalysis, document
review, survey of school districts, and site visitsto observe construction projects. Our review
did not include charter school construction funding or public school construction conducted
as aresult of bond elections, school district capital reserve funds, or any other source of
funding not included in the Program.

We would like to acknowledge the efforts and assistance extended by management and staff
from the Colorado Department of Education, school districts, and individual schools.

Public School Capital Construction Grant Program

The Programincludesgrantsfunded through (1) the School Capital Construction Expenditures
Reserve, (2) the School Construction and Renovation Fund, (3) the Contingency Reserve, (4)
the Federal Fund and (5) loansthrough the State Public School Permanent Fund. The Colorado
Department of Education created the Program in Fiscal Y ear 2000 in response to settlement
of Giardino versusthe State Board of Education. The Settlement Agreement required that the
General Assembly appropriate $190 million over 11 years (Fiscal Y ears 2001 through 2011)
to address the most serious public school construction needs.

The State Board of Education established the Capital Construction Advisory Committee to
make recommendations regarding financial assistance to school districts. As of February
2003, more than $36 million in state grants had been awarded to 106 school districts. In
addition, districts have received about $8.5 million in federal grants for public school
construction through awards by the Department.

For further information on thisreport, contact the Office of the State Auditor at (303) 869-2800.

-1-
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Key Findings

Planning

The Department’ s approach to the Program has been largely short-term and reactive.
The Department lacks statewide data on public school construction needs necessary to
develop astrategic plan. A planwill ensurethat grant moneys are allocated efficiently
and effectively to the projects with the most serious needs.

The Department does not assist school districtsin obtaining other sources of funding
for capital construction. The Department should identify and eval uate state and federal
programs that might be available for school construction and provide thisinformation
to the districts.

Grant Application Process

Thetwo state-funded construction grant programs—the School Capital Construction
Expenditures Reserve and the School Construction and Renovation Fund—have
different criteria and approval processes. We found that this hasresulted in confusion
among the school districts involving the criteria for the two programs. Additionally,
administering these two funding sources within the Program has become challenging
for the Department. The Department should evaluate options for improving and
streamlining the Public School Construction Grant Program, including proposing
statutory changes and/or making administrative improvements.

The Department has designed a scoring method to rank district applications, but we
found that the Advisory Committee isinconsistent in using it. Asaresult, 30 projects
that had rankings indicating a high priority were not granted awards while 19 that were
not ranked among the most needy received grants. The Department needs to ensure
consistent use of the project ranking system.

The Department has not fully documented the Advisory Committee’s reasons for
decisions on grant applications. Further, the Department has not ensured that minutes
are recorded for all of the Advisory Committee’ s meetings. The Department needsto
comply with the Open Meetings Law by recording minutes and making them available
to the public. It shouldalsoincludethereasonsfor funding decisionsinletterssent to
districts.
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* The Department does not currently have formal contracts with school districts
receiving construction grants. Asaresult, the Department does not have recoursefor
districts' noncompliance with grant requirements. The Department needsto work with
the Office of the State Controller to develop approved contracts for the Program.

» The Department does not have a comprehensive process for monitoring construction
projects funded through the Program. As aresult, the Department may not become
aware of problems or provide as much oversight as it could. We believe the
Department could improve monitoring by creating a risk-based oversight system and
holding payments from the grant until it receives a completed annual or final report.

A summary of the recommendations and the Department’s responses can be found in the
Recommendation Locator on the following page.’” Our complete audit findings and
recommendations and the responses of the Department of Education can be found in the body
of the audit report.



RECOMMENDATION LOCATOR
Agency Addressed: Colorado Department of Education

Rec.  Page Recommendation Agency Implementation
No. No. Summary Response Date
1 26 Improve the Public School Capital Construction Grant Program (Program) Partially Agree Ongoing
by (a) developing a statewide needs assessment and (b) formulating a
strategic plan.
2 29 Assist school districts in obtaining funding from other state and federal grant Agree June 2003
programs by identifying and evaluate such programs that might be available
for public school construction, repair, and renovation..
3 31 Incorporate into the grant application the requirement for districts to assess Agree June 2003
areas of their facilities that could adversely impact the proposed project.
4 35 Evaluate alternatives for streamlining the Program. Agree Implemented
5 39 Work with the Capital Construction Advisory Committee to ensure Agree July 2003
consistent use of the project scoring system, and document the basis for the
Committee’s funding decision.
6 42 Improve the management of the Program by (a) promulgating rules Agree July 2003
regarding matches for all types of grants and (b) establishing criteria for
waiving the match requirement.
7 45 Improve the information and feedback provided to districts by (a) Agree Implemented

maintaining meeting minutes and (b) including the reason for funding
decisions in letters sent to the districts.




RECOMMENDATION LOCATOR
Agency Addressed: Colorado Department of Education

Rec. Page Recommendation Agency Implementation
No. No. Summary Response Date
8 50 Improve technical assistance by (a) including information on construction Agree July 2003
management in the Program Handbook and (b) ensuring that districts
receive information on statutory requirements.
9 52 Develop an approved contract for the Program. Agree August 2003
10 54 Develop a more timely and efficient monitoring process by (a) creating a Agree August 2003
risk-based oversight system, (b) requiring districts provide project status
reports earlier, and (c) holding payments until districts provide an annual
and/or final status report.
11 56 Enhance the reimbursement process by (a) improving the documentation of Agree Implemented

corrections made to district reimbursement forms and (b) providing
additional guidance on the use of the reimbursement form.




Overview of Colorado’s Public
School Capital Construction Grant
Program

Background

The purpose of this audit was to evauate the Public School Capita Construction Grant
Program (Program). The Program includes grants funded through (1) the School Capitd
Construction Expenditures Reserve, (2) the School Construction and Renovation Fund,
(3) the Contingency Reserve, (4) the Federad Fund and (5) loans through the State Public
School Permanent Fund.  As discussed below, the Colorado Department of Education
established the Program in response to settlement of alawsuit in Fiscd Y ear 2000.

The physicd condition of public schools has become a nationwide concern since the
1990s. The U.S. Generd Accounting Office (GAO) has issued numerous reports on the
conditionof public schoal facilities. Onereport estimated one-third of the nation’ sschools
needed extensive repair or replacement, with an estimated cost of $112 billion to bring dl
schoal facilities in the country to good overdl condition. Concerns with school facilities
indlude old mechanical and dectrica systems, damage from lesking roofs, warped and
buckling floors, classroomswith poor ventilation, condemned and crumbling buildings, and
the presence of hazardous materiasin school buildings.

During the last hdf of the twentieth century, States began assuming alarger financid role
in congtructing and renovating public schoal buildings. School congtruction codts have
higoricdly been the responsibility of loca government. Unitil the 1940s only 12 Sates
provided any support for school construction. The need for more classroom space during
the baby boom years along with surplus revenues brought increased ate financia support
for school congtruction. In addition, litigation across the country in the past 10 years has
focused attention on economic inequalities of rich and poor schooal didtricts, including the
condition of the didricts educationd facilities. While gate involvement in public school
fadlities varies widdy, nearly dl states now have some role in school congruction,
renovation, and mgor maintenance.
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Funding of Colorado Public School Capital
Construction Projects

Capital congtructionfor K-12 public schoolsin Colorado has historically been considered
aloca school districtissue. Prior to 1988 Colorado’ sschool financelegidation authorized
digricts to impase amill levy (up to four mills) for capital construction needs. Since 1988
Colorado public schools have been funded through the Public School Finance Act, which
was established to provide equitable funding for both operating and congtruction needs
across al school digricts for public education in the State. The Act defines the funding
formula used to identify the amount each school didtrict is to spend per sudent for the
school year. This amount is referred to as the “per pupil operating revenue’ (PPOR).
Didtricts have different amounts of required per pupil operating revenue under the Act
because the funding formula reflects cost factors unique to each didtrict, such as cost of
living. The Act dso outlines the process for determining how much the State and loca
schoal districts will each contribute to generate the required per pupil operating revenue.
The Stat€' sshare varies based on each digtrict’ sability to raise revenuesfromitstax base.

The Public School Finance Act aso indudesaminimum fixed funding dlocation (currently
$262 per pupil per year) for capital improvements and/or insurance needs. According to
the Department, as part of the PPOR formula, districts may budget theminimum alocation
to their capital reserve funds and/or insurance reserve funds. Section 22-54-105(2)(d),
C.R.S., specifiesthat school digtrictsmay only usethemoneysintheir capita reservefunds
for long-range capita expenditures. Didtrictsmay incur bonded indebtednessfor acquiring
buildings or grounds, congtructing or improving school buildings, equipping or furnishing
buildingsin relation to aconstruction project, and improving school grounds. In November
2002 aone, voters approved bonded debt totaling aimost $817 million for capita
improvements. In Fisca Y ear 2002 school districts sold more than $405 million in bonds
approved as aresult of bond eections.

L egislation

Between 1996 and 1998 the General Assembly took several actions to provide State
assistance to didricts for public school capita construction. For example, in 1996 the
Generd Assembly created the Interim Committee on K-12 Capital Congtruction Finance
to study the issues involved in financing capita congtruction projects. Over the years,
various bills were introduced to provide funding for public school congtruction. 1n 1998
House Bill 98-1231 was enacted. This bill created the School Construction and
Renovation Fund to be used to make matching grants to school digtricts for capital
congdruction projects. The Fund was to consst of excess state revenues transferred
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pursuant to House Bill 98-1256. House Bill 98-1256 referred a measure to the voters
which, if gpproved, would have alowed the State to retain up to $200 million of dtate
revenuesin excess of the Taxpayer Bill of Rights (TABOR) requirementsfor five yearsfor
the “purpose of funding school digtrict capital congtruction projects, state and loca
trangportation needs, and capital construction projects of state colleges and universities.”

However, the referred measure was rejected by the voters in November 1998. Thus,
dthough a program had been established by House Bill 98-1231 to provide state
assistance for capita congtruction projects, it lacked a funding mechanism and was not
implemented.

Giardino Versusthe State Board of Education

On January 13, 1998, a class action complaint relating to school capital construction
expenditures, Giardino versus the State Board of Education, was filed in Denver
Didtrict Court on behdf of studentsin 10 school digtricts. The complaint dleged that the
State had not fulfilled its congtitutiona respongihbility to provide for the establishment and
maintenance of athorough and uniform system of free public schoolsasaresult of the poor
conditions existingin school s, including condemned portionsof buildings, lesking andfaling
roofs, overcrowded fecilities, substandard plumbing and wiring, asbestos-containing
meaterias requiring abatement, inadequate access for the disabled, inadequate technology
infragtructure, and inadequiate hesting and cooling equipment.

On April 26, 2000, the parties agreed to settle the action. The Settlement Agreement was
contingent onthe Generd Assembly’ sadopting legidation that would provideamechaniam
for funding capita congtruction, repair, and maintenancein public schoolsand furnish $190
millionin general funds over 11 years to address the most serious needs [emphasis
added]. The General Assembly subsequently adopted and the Governor signed Senate
Bill 00-181, which included provisons that implemented the terms of the Settlement
Agreement. Pursuant to Senate Bill 00-181, the $190 million is to be split between the
newly created School Capital Construction Expenditures Reserve ($105 million) and the
exigting School Construction and Renovation Fund ($85 million) according to an annud
schedule.

Senate Bill 00-181 doesnot require any generd fund appropriationin afiscd year inwhich
genera fund revenues do not exceed certain annud obligations by more than $80 million.
However, the Settlement Agreement alows the case to be reopened if the Genera
Assembly does not appropriate funds in accordance with the funding schedule. State
reserves have fdlen under the $80 million threshold during Fiscal Y ears 2002 and 2003;
as a reault, other funding sources have been utilized. For example, rather than generd
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funds, the State Education Fund and Lottery moneys (discussed below) have been used
to meet the State' s Giardino commitment for these two years.

In November 2000 Colorado voters passed two measuresthat provided state funding for
schools. Amendment 23 created the State Education Fund to be financed from state
income taxes. Among other things, the moneysin this Fund can be used to support public
school congtruction.

The second measure gpproved in November 2000 was Referendum E, which authorized
the Colorado State L ottery Commission to enter into agreements for a multi-state |ottery
(i.e, Powerbdl). Referendum E requires that al net Lottery proceeds that would have
been transferred to the General Fund instead be transferred to the Contingency Reserve
(described below) beginning in the first quarter of Fisca Year 2002. As required, $4.1
million was transferred to the Contingency Reserve in Fisca Year 2002. However, the
$4.1 million was not used to provide additiona funding for school congtruction. Instead,
the money was appropriated to the School Construction and Renovation Fund to help
meet the State's Giardino settlement commitment. In Fiscd Year 2003, $4.4 million in
Lottery moneys was transferred to the Contingency Reserve, but the State Board of
Education had not awarded any grants from the moneys as of May 2003.

During the 2001 Session the Genera Assembly passed Senate Bill 01-129, which created
anew program to contribute State Education Fund moneys to charter schoolsfor capital
condruction. Specificdly, Senate Bill 01-129 provided that charter schools will receive
afla amount of funding per pupil for capita construction expenditures based on aformula
specified in statute ($322 per pupil in Fiscad Year 2002). Thisformulawas subsequently
amended through House Bill 02-1349. Asareault, state funding for charter school capita
congtruction will increase each year based solely on the rate of inflation for the previous
cdendar year. Senate Bill 01-129 aso required the Generd Assembly to annualy
appropriate to the School Capita Construction Expenditures Reserve for school ditrict
capital congtruction an amount equd to the amount appropriated for charter school capital
congtruction. Such additiona funding was to come from the State Education Fund
beginning in Fiscal Year 2002. About $6.5 million each, or atotd of about $13 million,
was provided from the State Education Fund to both charter schools and school digtricts
under this provison in Fisca Year 2002,

In Fiscd Year 2003 the General Assembly used funds from the State Education Fund
(induding the $7.8 million charter school match) to meet the minimum annua Giardino
funding. The charter school matching funds were not used as additiona funding beyond
the Giardino requirements for the Program in Fisca Y ear 2003.
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Current Methods of Providing Assistanceto
Schoolsfor Capital Construction

As discussed earlier, the Department devel oped the Public School Capital Congtruction
Grant Program (Program) to administer the various congtruction grant and loan programs
induding those established in response to the Giardino settlement in Fiscal Y ear 2000. The
State Board established the Capital Construction Advisory Committee to make
recommendations regarding financia assstanceto schoal didtricts. The Committee meets
two to three times per year to review the gpplications from didtricts for state and federa
assistance.

Today the State has four methods by which it may provide financid assstance to loca
school digrictsfor capitd improvements. Whiletherelevant criteriaand procedures differ
for each funding mechanism, dl four are administered by the State Board of Educetion.
The state-funded sources of public school construction are:

C School Capital Construction Expenditur esReser ve(Sections 22-54-117 and
24-75-201.1(4), C.R.S) is edtablished within the State Public School Fund.
Grants from the School Capital Construction Expenditures Reserve do not by
satute require matching funds, though the Department believes that if a didtrict
makes amatch, there will be more of acommitment by the digtrict to maintain the
project after completion. Senate Bill 00-181 requires that any moneys in the
School Capital Construction Expenditures Reserve that remain unexpended or
unencumbered on March 15 of each fisca year be transferred to the School
Condtruction and Renovation Fund.

C School Construction and Renovation Fund (Sections22-43.7-101, et seq. and
24-75-201.1(4), C.R.S)) provides matching grants to school digtricts for certain
qudified congtruction projects.

C The Contingency Reserve (Section 22-54-117, C.R.S)) is established within
the State Public School Permanent Fund. The State Board of Education is
authorized to approve payments from the Contingency Reserve to assst school
digtricts with certain emergency financia stuations. As discussed previoudy, in
November 2000 the voters of Colorado approved Referendum E, which requires
that al net Lottery proceedsthat would have been transferred to the Generd Fund
be instead transferred to the Contingency Reserve for school construction.



Public School Capital Construction Grant Program Performance Audit - May 2003

C Loansfrom the State Public School Permanent Fund (Article X, Sections 3
and 4 of the Colorado Constitution; Sections 22-41-104, 22-41-109 and 22-
43.7-101 et s2q., C.R.S.)) consst of proceedsfrom landsthat were granted to the
State by the federal government for educational purposes. The Fund principd is
to remain intact, but the interest or other income earned may be expended “inthe
maintenance of schools of the state.” Pursuant to a congtitutional amendment
adopted by the votersin 1996, the General Assembly may adopt laws authorizing
the State Treasurer to use the Fund's interest or other income to “assist public
schoalsin the State in providing necessary buildings, land, and equipment.” The
amendment allows the State Treasurer to invest in bonds of school digtricts,
guarantee bonds issued by school digtricts, and make loans to school didtricts.
The Generd Assembly subsequently adopted Senate Bill 97-206 and Senate Bill
00-181, authorizing each of the three uses of the State Public School Permanent
Fund. Todate, no digtricts have applied for construction loans under this process.
These loans require voter approval.

Additiondly, federd funds are available for public school congtruction projects through
grants made from the federd School Renovation, IDEA (Individuds with Disabilities
Education Act), and Technology Fund (Federal Fund). The Federa Fund is a one-time
federal competitive grant program administered by the Department. The Omnibus
Appropriations Act of Federal Fiscd Year 2001 provided $1.2 billion for urgent school
renovation, activities authorized under part B of the Individua s with Disabilities Education
Act (for excess costs of providing specid education and related services to children with
disabilities), and technology activities related to school renovation. Colorado received
about $3.8 million of thesefedera funds. Thegrantsareto be awarded to school digtricts
on acompetitive bass. All funds are to be awarded by September 30, 2003. However,
funding for projects not completed by December 2003 may be extended until 2007.

School didricts aso use loca sources of funding for capital improvements such as their
capita reserve funds and bonded debt. Thefollowing table compares the different types
of funding for public school congruction.



Comparison of Public School Construction Funding

District
Match
Funding Type Sour ce of Funding Types of Projects Required? Approval Process
School Capital Genera Fund per the | Projectsto addressimmediate safety hazards or health concerns, Yes State Board of Education reviews alist of projects submitted by the
Construction Giardino Settlement excess operating costs, and building conditions which detract from Capital Construction Advisory Committee for approval.
Expenditures and charter school an effective learning environment.
Reserve matching funds from
(Grants) the State Education
Fund
School General Fund per the | Projectsin adistrict that: has alower relative wealth; hasreached 90 | Yes State Board of Education reviews alist of projects submitted by the
Construction and | Giardino Settlement percent or more of its limit on bonded indebtedness; has a project Capital Construction Advisory Committee. The State Board then
Renovation Fund | and transfers from addressing safety hazards or health concerns; has demonstrated develops aprioritized list of projects, which it submits to the
(Grants) the School Capital efforts to allocate moneys to the district’ s capital reserve fund; or legidative Capital Development Committee (CDC). CDC
Construction has a project to incorporate technology into the educational determines the projects on the list that may receive moneys from the
Expenditures environment. All other capital construction projects. Fund, but cannot change the prioritized list from the State Board.
Reserve The CDC submits the list to the Joint Budget Committee to make an
appropriation to the Department.
Contingency L ottery moneys Projects to address immediate safety hazards or health concerns. Yes State Board of Education reviews alist of projects submitted by the
Reserve Capital Construction Advisory Committee for approval.
(Grants)
State Public Interest or income Projectsinvolving instructional facilities and associated Not State Treasurer may make loans for construction projects which
School earned on principal administrative areas or the incorporation of technology into the Applicable have been evaluated by the State Board of Education and included in
Permanent Fund educational environment. its prioritized list. School districts must have voter approval for the
(Loans) debt.
Federal Funds One-time federa Seventy-five percent of the funds are reserved for school renovation. | Yes The Capital Construction Advisory Committee reviews and
(Grants) grant High poverty and rura districts must receive, in aggregate, an approves projects to receive federal funds. The State Board of
amount proportional to their share of Title | funds. Twenty-five Education is not reguired to approve the projects selected.
percent of the funds must be used for activities under Part B of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, technology activities
associated with school renovation, or some combination thereof.
School District Districts budget a Long-range capital expenditures such asimprovementsto or Not Expenditures must be authorized by a resolution adopted by the
Capital Reserve minimum allocation construction of structures, acquisition of equipment or buses, Applicable Board of Education of a school district. The loca Board of
Fund to their capital installment purchases or lease agreements, and software licensing Education must receive voter approval prior to entering into an
(District Funds) reserve funds and/or agreements. installment purchase or |ease agreement.
insurance reserve
funds
Debt District issuance of Contingent upon terms of bond issuance. Typically used for Not Prior approval by the eligible voters of the district.
bonds acquiring buildings or grounds, constructing or improving buildings, Applicable

equipping or furnishing buildingsin relation to a construction
project, and improving school grounds.

Source:  Colorado Revised Statutes and Public Law 106-554.

Note:

This audit did not include areview of construction projects conducted by charter schools or projects financed by school districts through their capital reserve fund or bonded indebtedness.
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State and Federal Grant Awards

As mentioned earlier, the Department of Education established the Public School Capital
Condtruction Grant Program to administer the various state-administered grant and loan
programs shown in the table on the previous page. The State is in its third cycle of
providing grants to public schoal ditrictsfor construction projects and has completed the
approva processfor al funds except the Contingency Reserve.

As of February 2003 the State Board had awarded more than $36 millionin state funds
from the School Capital Construction Expenditures Reserve and the School Congtruction
and Renovation Fund. In addition, digtricts have received about $3.5 million in federa
fundsfor public school congtruction through awards by the Department. We estimate that
digtricts will dso contribute gpproximately $33.6 million in matching funds for projects
funded through the Program in Fisca Years 2001 through 2003. The following table
shows the state and federal funding of the Program to date.

Public School Capital Congtruction Grant Program
Appropriated Funding Fiscal Years 2001 — 2003

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2001 2002 2003 Total

School Capital Construction
Expenditures Reserve $5,000,000* $16,471,0522 $10,000,000° $31,471,052
School Construction and
Renovation Fund $0 $5,000,000* $0 $5,000,000
Contingency Reserve $0 $0 $4,399,940° $4,399,940°
L oans From the State Public
School Permanent Fund $0 $0 $0 $0
Federal Funds $0 $0 $8,625,538° $8,625,538
Total $5,000,000 $21,471,0527 $23,025,478° $49,496,530

Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of Department of Education data.

Note: Thefiguresin the table do not include matching funds from school districts or any capital construction funds

allocated to charter schools.

General funds.

A w N R

$10 million from the General Fund and about $6.5 million from the State Education Fund.

$10 million from the State Education Fund.
$4.1 million from Lottery funds plus $900,000 from the State Education Fund. The Department has classified the

School Construction and Renovation Fund moneys as Fiscal Y ear 2002, but the moneys were not available to
school districts until Fiscal Y ear 2003.
5 Asof February 2003 the State Board of Education had not approved any projects to receive funds from the

Contingency Reservein Fiscal Year 2003. The State Board planned to request legislative approval to use the funds

in place of State Education Fund moneys already appropriated.
& The Federal Funds figure does not include $146,959 not awarded as of March 2003.

" Includes $79,042 used for Department of Education administrative costs.

Includes $174,797 used for Department of Education administrative costs ($87,072 in state funds and $87,725 in
federal funds).
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The following table shows the number of projects and school digtricts funded during the
firg three funding cycles.

Public School Capital Construction Grant Program Projects
Funding Fiscal Years 2001 — 2003

Fiscal Year Fiscal Year
2001 Fiscal Year 2002 2003 Total
Projects Funded 40 % 106 242
Projects Proposad 150 134 292 576
Per cent of Proposed Projects
Funded 26.7% 71.6% 36.3% 42.0%
School Digtricts With at Least
OneProject Fundec? 29 53 62 91
School Districts Applyinge 58 61 89 107
Per cent of School Digtricts
Applying With at Least One
Project Funded 50.0% 86.9% 69.7% 85.0%
Per cent of School Digtricts
Funded to Total Digrictsin
State (178) 16.3% 29.8% 34.8% 51.1%
Source  Office of the State Auditor analysis of Department of Education data.
! Projects funded from the School Construction and Renovation Fund areincluded in the Fisca Y ear 2002 figures,
athough funds were not available to digtricts until Fiscal Y ear 2003.
2 Totals count aschool district only once (i.e., if adistrict applied for multiple projects or in multiple years, it would
only be counted once).

Of the 106 projects funded in Fisca Year 2003, 63 recelved federd grants. See

Appendix A for asummarized list of projects and schoal digtricts.

Audit Scope and M ethodology

We reviewed documentation and interviewed personnd in the Department of Education
with respect to program policies and procedures for the Public School Capital
Congtruction Grant Program. We examined the Department’ s process for reviewing and
approving grant applications as well as its methods for providing assistance to school
digtricts and monitoring projects. In addition, we visited 10 school digtricts to observe
projects that received funding through the Program. We aso performed detailed andysis
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of Fisca Year 2003 funding decisons. Our audit work included a survey of school
digtricts to determine the overall need for construction and/or renovation of Colorado
public schools. Our review did not include charter school congtruction funding or public
school construction conducted asaresult of bond e ections, school digtrict capita reserve
funds, or any other source of funding not included in the Program.
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Construction Needsand Strategic
Planning

Chapter 1

Background

As discussed in the Overview section, the Department of Education established the Public
School Capitd Congtruction Grant Program (Program) to administer various grants that
can be used to improve the conditions of the State’ s public schools. In particular, one of
the primary purposes of the Program is to provide funding assstance to didricts in high
poverty areas for projects that address health and safety needs.

When designing the grant programs for public school congtruction, the Generd Assembly
sought to ensure that the awards would go to projects with “the most serious needs.”
Specificaly, sate satutes require that the Department consider the relative wedlth of the
digrict as well as the type of project when reviewing applications from didtricts.
Additiondly, federd statutesrequire that states ensure that high poverty and rurd digtricts
receive priority for grants from the Federal Fund.

Recent Grant Awards

Legidation requires that the State Board of Education or its designee place the highest
priority on projects funded from the School Congtruction and Renovation Fund on those
that arein“aschool digrict that hasalower rdativewedth. . . . and address safety hazards
or hedth concerns” The highest priorities for projects funded from the School Cepita
Congtruction Expenditures Reserve arethosethat “ addressimmediately safety hazards or
hedlth concerns within existing school facilities” For the Federal Fund, the Department
must ensure that high poverty and rurd didricts receive, in aggregate, an amount
proportiond to their share of Title | funds. Didtricts that meet the federa poverty criteria
tend to have a per pupil assessed vauation (PPAV) below the Sate average. PPAV is
explained later in this chapter.

To determine how well the Department hastargeted the critical needsof Colorado’ spublic
schools, we andyzed the rdative wed th of districts recelving awards from the most recent
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year, known as Cycle 3, and the types of projects (e.g., health and safety) that were
approved for these grants. Eighty-nine school districts submitted applications for 292
projects. About $18.5 million in gate and federa fundswas awarded for 106 grantsin 62
digtricts.  Grants ranged from $3,000 to $2 million. The average grant was about
$174,000, and the median grant award was about $63,000.

Overdl, we concluded that the grants were generally awarded to projects that (1) were
in “poorer,” rurd digtrictswith relatively few sudents and (2) addressed hedth and safety
issues in schoals. At the same time, we found that the Department could improve the
alocation of state construction resources as discussed below. Thefollowing summearizes
our andysis of the Fiscal Year 2003 grant awards by digtrict wedlth factors and project

type.
District Wealth

All grant programsthat are part of the Public School Capital Congtruction Grant Program
require an assessment of the district’ swedlth as part of the award process. According to
Section 22-43.7-105, C.R.S,, gpplications for grants from the School Construction and
Renovation Fund must be prioritized on the following criteria, in descending order of
importance:

* Projectsin aschool didrict that has alower relative weath compared with other
schoal digrictsin the State based on the per pupil assessed vduation within the
digtrict.

* Projects in a school digtrict that has reached 90 percent or more of its limit on
bonded indebtedness under Section 22-42-104, C.R.S.

* Projects that will address safety hazards or hedlth concerns at existing school
facilities, consdering the age of the facilities and any previous renovation work or
controlled maintenance that has been performed at the facilities if such projects
could not qudify for funding or were not gpproved for funding from the School
Capitd Congtruction Expenditures Reserve.

* Projectsin aschoal digtrict that has previoudy demongtrated consistent effortsto
alocate moneys to the didrict’s Capitd Reserve Fund in excess of the minimum
amounts required.

* Projects that are designed to incorporate technology into the educationd
environmen.

» All other types of projects.
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The School Capital Construction Expenditures Reserve statutes, Section 22-54-117(1.5),
C.R.S, require that the grants from this source be used to:

* Address immediate safety hazards or hedth concerns within existing school
fadlities

* Rédieve excessve building operating codts created by insufficient maintenance or
congtruction spending that are currently required to be expended by the digtrict.

* Rdieve building congruction conditions that detract from an effective learning
environmen.

Neither the School Congtruction and Renovation Fund statutes nor the School Capita
Congtruction Expenditures Reserve statutes require that projectsfrom poorer districtsbe
funded before projects from more wedlthy digtricts. However, for the state-funded
programs, the Department uses the per pupil assessed vauation (PPAV) as the initial
factor in evauating dl applications. PPAV isameasure of adigtrict’s property and utility
wedth. Each county assessor determines the vauation of al property located within a
school digtrict’s boundaries (e.g., resdentid, commercid, agriculturd, oil, and gas). The
Stateisrespongblefor determining thevauation of public utilitieswithin district boundaries.
Assessed valuation is based on a percentage of the property’ sactual value as determined
under state law. For example, in Fisca Year 2003 residentid property has an assessed
vauationequal to 9.15 percent of itsactua value. The PPAV congsts of thetotals of the
digtrict’s assessed property and utility va uations divided by the number of gudentsinthe
digtrict, thus making the measure comparable across schoal didtricts. A digtrict’' s PPAV
may change each year. The State average PPAV for Fiscal Year 2003 was $80,036.
District PPAVsranged from $11,489 (Sanford) to $1.2 million (Aspen).

In generd, wefound that state and federadl awardsin the most recent grant alocation were
for projectsin poorer districts as measured by PPAV, didtrict setting, and digtrict Sze, as
described below:

* PPAV. Of the106 projectsreceiving grantsin Fiscal Y ear 2003, 89 (84 percent)
were from 48 digtricts with a PPAV below the state average. These districts
received grants totaing $16.1 million, or 88 percent of the total amount awarded.
The average grant awarded to these projectswas $181,000, and the median grant
was $63,300.

» District setting. Didtrict setting refers to the type of areain which the didtrict is
located. The Department has categorized the five settings as Rurd, Outlying
Town (eg., Buena Viga), Outlying City (e.g., Alamosa), Urban-Suburban, or
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Denver-Metro.  Our andysis dso showed that the mgority of grants were
awarded to Rurd or Outlying Town districts, which tend to be poorer (e.g., lower
PPAVs) than the other three settings. Out of the 62 digtricts that received funds,
52 (84 percent) were in Rurd and Outlying Town areas and received about $13
million in grants, or 70.6 percent of the total awarded. Statewide, 136 (76
percent) of Colorado’s 178 school didtricts are located in Rura and Outlying
Town areas.

Didrictsinthe Rurd and Outlying Town areas have significant condruction needs.
67 digrictslocated in Rurd and Outlying Town areas submitted about 63 percent
of the latest round of gpplications. In addition, our resultsfrom astatewide survey
of school digtricts showed that about 75 percent of the school districts reporting
a need for at least one capita congtruction project are located in Rura and
Outlying Town aress.

* Digtrict size. Didtricts with few students tend to be poorer (e.g., lower PPAV)
thanlarger digricts. Our analysisshowed that, in generd, smaler digtrictsreceived
more awards. Forty-eight districts with 1,200 or fewer students received about
$11.3 million, or 61 percent of the total amount awarded, and represented 77
percent of the digtricts recaiving funds.

Type of Project

The third highest priority for grants from the School Congtruction and Renovation Fundis
for projects to improve hedlth and safety conditions in public schools. One of the three
criteria for School Capitad Congtruction Expenditures Reserve dso involves hedth and
safety. Thus, type of project is a critical factor in the Department’s evauation of
gpplications. For state-funded grants, the Department categorizes projects as (1) Hedth
and Safety, (2) Maintenance, (3) Improve the Learning Environment, or (4) some
combination of those. Projectsthat are related to health and safety needs are considered
most important. In Fisca Year 2003, Health and Safety-related projects received about
67 percent of the grant dollars.

Construction Needs

The following table shows the distribution of grantsfor Fiscal Y ears 2001 through 2003
by educationa region. Only 42 percent of the proposed projects have been awarded
Program grants, and about 29 percent of the requested funding has been granted.
Applications and avards have varied by region.
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Distribution of Public School Construction Grants Among Educational Regions
Fiscal Years 2001 — 2003

Grant Awards

Proposed Projects

Amount Amount Number Number
Region Requested Awar ded Percent | Requested | Awarded | Percent
Metropolitan $16,100,184 $3,678,043 23% 71 13 18%
North Central $13,069,623 $1,858,339 14% 43 9 21%
Northeast $7,138,631 $3,825,593 54% 58 30 52%
Northwest $35587,218 $1,991,782 56% 44 14 32%
Pikes Peak $27,442,938 $7,513,374 27% 93 39 42%
Southeast $39,352,856 $15,672,059 40% 71 33 54%
Southwest $40,883,014 $9,144,265 22% 162 86 53%
West Central $8,407,120 $1,159,201 14% 4 13 38%
Total $155,981,584 $44,842,751 2% 576 242 42%

Source:; Office of the State Auditor analysis of Public School Construction Grant Program applications and

awards.

Because not every schoal digtrict in the State has applied for Program funds, the awards
ultimetely reflect the needs of the didtricts in the applicant pool rather than statewide
needs. Therefore, to gain a better sense of the statewide need for public school
congtruction, we surveyed all 178 Colorado school districts. Wereceived responsesfrom
174 digtricts for a 98 percent responserate. See Appendix B for asummary of the survey

results.

We asked didricts to estimate the total cost of al repairs and renovations that would be
required to put their buildings and facilities in good overal physicd condition. Asshown
in the table below, the 173 didtricts that responded to this question varied widdy in ther

esimates. Thetotal estimate was about $4.7 hillion.
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Didtricts Cost Estimatesto Renovate School Facilities
to“Good” Condition
Number of Per centage of Districts
Districts

Less than $1 million 52 30.0%

$1 million to $4.9 million 58 335%

$5 million to $9.9 million 20 11.6%

$10 million to $19.9 million 15 8.7%

$20 million to $49.9 million 13 7.5%

At least $50 million 15 8.7%
Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of district survey responses, December 2002.
Note: 173 out of the 174 districts responding to our survey answered this question.

We found that the cost estimates provided by didricts on our survey are generdly
consstent with the didtrict characteritics. For example, digtricts with alarger number of
buildings and higher enrollment figures tended to report higher cost estimatesin our survey.
School digrictsin morerural areas of the State tended to report lower total cost estimates
than did school didiricts in more urban aress because they have fewer buildings.

Part of the purpose of our survey was to determine specific areas where Colorado’s
school digtricts have the most need for capital congtruction. We provided alist of different
types of capital construction projects and asked respondents to mark al that applied to
current needs in their digtrict. The table below summarizes the top five responses.
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Greatest Areasof Need Reported by School Districts I
Number of Per centage of
Area of Need Districts Districts
Repairs and/or replacement of heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning systems 121 69.5%
Roof repairs and/or roof replacement 114 65.5%
Temperature and ventilation control (e.g.,
thermostat) 111 63.8%
Window and door replacement 109 62.6%
Improve classroom technology 105 60.3%
Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of district survey responses, December 2002.
Note: Districts could identify as many “areas of need” asthey believed existed. A total of
174 districts resgonded to this guesti on.

There were 153 school digtricts responding to our survey (88 percent) that reported at
least one specific capita congtruction need related to hedlth and safety issues.  For these
digricts, the average estimated cost of al repairs necessary to put buildings and fadilities
in good overal condition was $30.5 million. The median cost estimate was $2.5 million.

Strategic Planning

Many of the Stat€' s public school facilities are aging and deteriorating. According to the
respondents to our survey, about 53 percent of the buildings are between 21 and 50 years
old, and about 19 percent are more than 50 yearsold. Didtricts are struggling to maintain
their buildings. ThePublic School Capita Congtruction Grant Program’ sfundsarelimited,
and the congtruction needs of the school digtricts are growing. Our anadlysis of the
responses to our questionnaire indicates that capital construction needs in Colorado far
exceed the funds available through the Program. The Giardino settlement requiresthat the
Genera Assembly appropriate $190 million over 11 yearsfor public school construction.
The Program may receive additiona fundsfrom Lottery moneysand the matching charter
school funds. Disgtricts may aso incur bonded indebtedness for congtruction needs. In
Fiscal Y ear 2002 Colorado digtricts sold more than $405 million in bonds. Even with a
variety of additiona funding sources, Colorado’s schools do not have enough money to
meset all their needs. As noted earlier, the 174 districts who responded to our survey
estimated their congtruction needs to tota about $4.7 billion.
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The Department’ s approach to the Public School Capital Congtruction Grant Program has
beenlargely short-term and reactive. Some evidence of thiscan be seenintheapplications
for grants. About 40 percent of the school digtricts have not applied for a grant. Of
Colorado’ s 178 digtricts, 107 (60 percent) have applied for Program grants, and 91 have
received a least one grant as shown in the following table,

Digtrict Applications and Grants by Region “
Fiscal Years 2001 - 2003
Per cent of Number Per cent
Number of | Number Didtricts Awarded Oneor | of Number That
Region Didricts Applied | That Applied More Grants Applied
Metropolitan 18 10 56% 7 0%
North Central 20 11 55% 5 45%
Northeast R 15 47% 15 100%
Northwest 19 7 3% 5 71%
Pikes Peak 26 19 73% 18 9%
Southeast 28 20 71% 18 0%
Southwest 23 20 87% 18 0%
West Central 12 5 42% 5 100%
Total 178 107 60% o1 85%
Source:  Office of the State Auditor analysis of Public School Capital Construction Grant Program applications
and awards.

Many of the 71 digrictsthat have not gpplied have significant congtruction needs. Although
this group includes severa wedlthy school districts, asmeasured by PPAV, it dsoincludes
very poor digtricts. Thirty-five (49 percent) of the didtricts that have never gpplied have
aPPAV bdow the Sate average of $80,036. Additiondly, the 33 non-gpplicant districts
with below average PPAV's that responded to our survey:

 Identified congtruction needs of about $853 million. The average was $25.9
million, and the median was about $2.5 million.

« Estimated the cogts for their top five construction projects to be about $622
million. The average was $19.4 million, and the median was about $1.5 million.
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Legidators, policymakers, department staff, and didrict officids see a need for financid
assistance in public school congtruction. However, the State does not have complete,
accurateinformation about the current condition of public school buildingsacrossthe State.
Although digtricts that have gpplied for Program funds have identified what they consider
to be the most critica needs, many have not assessed dl agpects of their facilities. Sixty-
aght (38 percent) of the didtricts responding to our questionnaire have not applied for
grants and answered the question on what types of long-term congtruction planning they
had done. Of those 68, only 32 (47 percent) have a district-wide strategic plan, 36 (53
percent) have afacilities magter plan, and 20 have both types of plans. Although most
digtrictsdid not respond to thisquestionin our survey, theresponseswedid obtainindicate
that the digtricts themselves appear to lack complete information on their own funding
needs.

As a result, policymakers and others who must make funding decisons about these
fadilitiesdo not have complete information on which to base their decisons. Without such
information the Department cannot effectively plan to provide construction assistance to
digricts. Further, the Generd Assembly cannot be assured that the Department ismaking
cogt-effective repair and renovation funding decisonsthat are cons stent with thelong-term
gods. According to department staff, “the lack of a statewide picture [of public school
congtruction needs| represents alarge hole in the current grant program.”

Section 22-54-117(1.5)(c), C.R.S,, requires that the State Board “provide technicad
consultation and administrative services to digtricts to evaluate the need for capita
congtruction expenditures and the digtricts plans for expending any assistance received
from this subsection (1.5)” [School Capita Construction Expenditures Reserve]. The
Department needs to be proactive in planning how the Program funds could best be
leveraged to have the largest impact on congtruction needs. To do so, the Department
should identify the statewide needs and develop a gtrategic plan for the Program. For
administering the Program, the Department has been appropriated about $87,000 in state
funds, whichincludesone FTE. Additionaly, the Department received about $88,000 to
adminiger the Federd Fund. This funding aso incudes one FTE and will be fully
expended in November 2003.  We believe the Department should use these resources
to improve the cost-effectiveness of the Program through drategic planning. The
Department’s initiatives as described below are important first steps in the Strategic
planning process.

Department Effortsto Collect Data

Recently the Department began collecting data on schoal facilities from the Fiscd Year
2003 grant applications, from magter facility plans submitted by digtricts, and through staff
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observations during Stevigts. However, thedataareincomplete. Not dl the applications
included the requested master plans. Additionaly, Department staff have been ableto visit
only 73, or 41 percent, of Colorado’s 178 school digtricts.

Although the data are incomplete, the Department’ s database is the first step needed for
the Department to develop a statewide needs assessment and a strategic plan for the
Public School Capital Congtruction Grant Program.  Strategic planning is a long-term,
future oriented process of assessment, god setting, and decison making that maps an
explicit path between the present and the vison of the future. A drategic plan relies on
careful congderation of an organization's capabilities and environment and leads to
priority-based resource alocation. It outlines agency goa's and objectives, and produces
the plan the agency will follow to achieve these godls. A dtrategic plan addresses issues
of magor public importance and focuses on results rather than efforts.

The Department should continue its efforts to devel op a statewide needs assessment and
should incorporate the results into a strategic plan for the Public School Capita
CongtructionGrant Program. The Department should focusitseffortson collecting facility
conditionand construction plansdatafrom the school didtrictsthat arethe poorest interms
of the PPAV, are in the poorest areas of the State, and have the greatest construction
needs. The gtrategic plan should provide direction on how to best use the Program funds
for the greatest cost effectiveness. A statewide needs assessment and a strategic plan
would help the Department ensure that grant moneys are dlocated efficiently and
effectively to the projects with the most serious needs. The Department would be ableto
use the information from the needs assessment as part of its evaluaion and prioritization
of gpplications from didtricts.

Recommendation No. 1:

The Department of Education should improve the Public School Capital Construction
Grant Program by:

a. Devdoping a dtatewide needs assessment for public school congtruction,
renovation, and maintenance.

b. Udng the statewide needs assessment to formulate a strategic plan for the cost-
effective use of the Program grants.
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Department of Education Response:

Patidly agree. Extreme care should be taken to keep the Department from
assuming a proactive role in satewide facility planning that could potentidly
infringe on loca control. This could result in the State assuming the respongbility
for funding the capita needs of locd didtricts.

Presently the Department collects facility condition data from digtricts as part of
the grant gpplications and from facility madter plans that the Department
encourages didtricts to perform.  The Department doesn't believe that it has the
authority to require digtricts to perform facility master plans (unfunded mandate).
Theinformation being collected isn't complete because not dl digtricts apply for
grants, but it has provided the beginning of a database.

The Department disagrees that a statewide needs assessment can be done in a
manner in which it should be done with the 1 FTE that has been provided for this

program

The Genera Assembly needs to determineif thiswould be awise use of fundsiif
the capital congtruction funding continuesto bein agate of flux from year to year,
giventhegtate' scurrent fiscal status. Another issue of congderationisthe Generd
Assembly may come under pressure for more capita condruction funding if the
true cost of bringing school facilities up to an acceptable or standardized level
wereknown. Didtrictsthat responded to the State Auditor’ s survey sdlf-reported
needs of $4.7 billion. The cods could be consderably higher if a consstent
minimum level were required.

Even though a statewide needs assessment has not been done, the Department
believes the current program is cogt-effective and places the monies with the
digricts that have the highest needs.

Implementation Date: Ongoing. Currently collecting data - full implementation not
planned. As explained above, CDE doesn't have staff, funding or statutory
direction for a statewide assessment.

Auditor’s Addendum

By statute, the Departmentisresponsiblefor prioritizing grantsto school districts
that have the greatest needs in terms of aging facilities and financial resources.
In the absence of data, the Department is limited in fulfilling its statutory
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responsibilities. Additionally, the Department already hasabasisfor such aplan,
as it is currently in the process of gathering data on the condition of school
facilities. Such information will be helpful in avoiding the problems discussed
later in thisreportincluding awarding grantsto (a) replaceceilingtilesthat were
subsequently damaged by leaking roofs and (b) awarding grants to projects that
did not rank as high as others on the combined rank list. We emphasizethat our
recommendation does not infringe on long-established local control.

Other Sources of Construction Funding and
Assistance

As part of its srategic planning effort, the Department needs to identify additiona funding
sources for school congtruction. The Department hastaken stepsinthisarea. Staff have
worked with school didricts informaly to pursue additiona funding or assstance. For
example, staff reported that they have referred two digtrictsthat needed chemical cleanups
to asmadl grant program in Jefferson County.

We identified three additiona programs administered by other agencies in the State that
have been used in the past by school districts for capital construction-related projects.

 State Historical Fund Grants ae intended to assst with architectural
assessments and awide variety of preservation projects, including the restoration
and rehabilitation of higtoric buildings. To date, 45 out of gpproximately 1,740
State Higtorical Fund Grants (2.6 percent) have been awarded to school digtricts.
These grantstotaed gpproximately $3.2 million and werefor projects such asroof
replacement, interior/exterior rehabilitation, building restoration, and structura
asessments. For example, Durango School District 9-R received aFiscal Y ear
2002 State Higtorical Grant Award in the amount of $157,458 for restoration of
the roof on Durango High School. In Fiscal Year 2001, Rio Grande County
School Didgtrict 33J received a $9,000 award for a historic structure assessment
of Sargent High Schooal.

* Governor’s Office of Energy Management and Conservation (OEMC)
provides free energy engineering studies to help dlients identify energy-saving
opportunities and quantify the cost savings that potentia congtruction and
renovation projects could yield. OEMC provides between $3,000 and $15,000
per client in engineering services and other resources. Both Department staff and
OEMC d4ff reported having some contact with the other program concerning
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gpecific school digtricts needs. Four schoal digtricts used OEMC studiesto help
leverage funds from the Public School Capital Construction Grant Program. For
example, in April 2001 the OEMC completed an energy study of Agate School
Digrict 300 and outlined long-term energy savings if windows were replaced at
the Agate School. The digtrict included information from this study as part of its
Fiscal Year 2002 Capital Congtruction Grant gpplication. Agate School Didtrict
300 later received a Fisca Year 2002 award in the amount of $247,986 for a
window replacement project at its main building.

* Great Outdoors Colorado (GOCO) awards competitive grants to counties,
municipdities, and specid didtricts to acquire, establish, expand, and enhance
park, outdoor recrestion, and environmenta education fecilities. Although school
digtricts are not able to apply directly for these grants, municipdities, counties, or
specia recredtion digtricts may apply on behdf of a school digrict. Eligible
projectsthat arelikely to berelevant to school digtricts' capita congtruction needs
are outdoor athletic fields, tennis courts, and playgrounds.

The Public School Capital Congtruction Grant Program does not fund
improvements to athletic facilities. To date, about $767,000 in GOCO funds has
been awarded to 22 individud school digtrict projects. For example, in Fisca
Y ear 2002 the Town of Walsenberg was awarded $27,900 for the final phase of
aplayground renovation project a Washington Elementary School. The City of
L afayette was awarded $44,025 in Fiscd Y ear 2002 for playground renovation
at Lafayette Elementary School.

Because the Public School Capital Congtruction Grant Program has limited fundsand the
Colorado school digtricts have more needsfor construction projectsthan the Program will
be able to fund, the Department should assist digtricts in their efforts to supplement
Programfundswith other grants. Thishelp may be especidly important to school didricts
that lack the staff resources to research numerous grant and assistance programs and
prepare the applications. The Department has developed the Public School Capital
CongtructionGrant Program Handbook (Handbook), which describesthediffering grants,
the gpplication processes, and requirements for grant recipients. Information about other
sources of grants could be included in the Handbook.

Recommendation No. 2:

The Department of Education should enhance its efforts to assst didtricts by helping
digricts to obtain funding from other sources.  To do s, it should identify and evauate
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programs available in other Sate and federa agencies that might be available for public
school construction, repair, and renovation, and make thisinformation available to Public
School Capital Construction Grant Program applicants on the Department’ s Website and
in the Program Handbook.

Department of Education Response:

Agree. The Department will continue to notify school didricts of other avalable
resources as they become known to the Department. We are concerned about
endorsing dl available funding programs, because they may or may not be
beneficid to individua school didricts. Information concerning other available
resources will be placed on the Department’s Website immediately and will be
included in the Program Handbook update as applicable.

Implementation Date: June 2003. As dated above, the Department began
implementing this before the audit started. Additiona written information on
programs that the Department is currently aware of will be added the Program
Handbook update and the Capital Construction Website by June 2003. Other
programs will be added as they are identified.

Assessments Related to Proposed Projects

Section 22-43.7-105, C.R.S,, requires grant applicants to demonstrate the ability and
willingnessto maintain any new capita construction project funded through the Program.
The Department, however, does not have proceduresin placeto identify facility needsand
gructurd problems that could affect funded projects. In addition, the Department does
not require districts to provide an assessment of areas of their facilities that could directly
and adversely impact the project. We found that several funded projects have been
negatively affected by serious problems in other areas of didricts facilities.

Three of the ten projects evauated during our digtrict vidts included ingdlation of new
lighting and celling tiles. In two of the didtricts, damage to the new tiles has aready
occurred because of lesking roofs. Inthethird digtrict, arisk of damage exigts, dthough
the didtrict has temporarily patched the roof. These three digtricts were awarded atotal
of $224,921 for projects that either have been damaged or could be damaged by
gructura problemsin the facilities.
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Periodic evaduaion of building conditions is an essentid firdt sep in an effective facility
management program. Organizations should regularly conduct formd facilitiesreviewsto
evauate exising physica conditions and functiond performance as well as maintenance
deficiencies. Such arequired evauation could provide decision makers with information
for better prioritizing needs.

As part of its strategic planning project, the Department should increasetheinformationit
getsfromdidricts. It shouldincludeachecklist in the grant gpplication materidsthat would
requiredigtrictsto assesspecific areas of their facilitiesrel ated to proposed grant projects.
The checklist could provide the Capita Congtruction Advisory Committee with important
information concerning the didrict’s ability to maintain funded projects and could
potentidly assst digtricts and the State in prioritizing the most critical needs.

Recommendation No. 3:

The Department of Education should incorporate into the grant application a requirement
for digtrictsto assessareas of their facilitiesthat could adversely impact the project that the
digtrict intends to complete with the grant funds.

Department of Education Response:

Agree. The Department will revise the gpplication to include a section that
requires the digtrict to identify the condition of the structure adjacent to or
surrounding the area to be renovated and any possible adverse impacts those
areas could have on the new congtruction.

Implementation Date: June 2003.

Evaluation of State Grants

Two of the state-funded construction grant programs—the School Capita Construction
Expenditures Reserve and the School Congtruction and Renovation Fund—have different
criteriaand approva processes. These two programs were established at different times
and for different reasons. The School Construction and Renovation Fund was an early
effort by the Generd Assembly to provide assstance to digtricts for congtruction. The
School Capital Congtruction Expenditures Reserve was created as part of the settlement
of the Giardino lawsuit. The following table compares and contrasts the two programs.
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Comparison of the Two State-Funded
Public School Construction Grant Programs

School Construction and Renovation Fund
(Established Before the Giardino Settlement)

School Capital Construction Expenditures
Reserve (Established as Result of the Giardino
Settlement)

Authorizing Bill

House Bill 98-1231

Senate Bill 00-181

Date of first funding or grant
program funding

State Fiscal Y ear 2003 for State Fiscal Y ear 2002
projects

State Fiscal Y ear 2001

Statutory source of funding

General Fund, any moneys transferred from the School
Capital Construction Expenditures Reserve, and any
other moneys appropriated by the General Assembly

General Fund transferred to State Public School
Permanent Fund

Amount of funding anticipated by
statute

$85 million [Senate Bill 00-181, which amended Section
24-75-201.1, C.R.S]

$105 million [Senate Bill 00-181 which amended
Section 24-75-201.1, C.R.S]

Eligible projects

Projects may include new school facilities and may be for
instructional facilities, including classrooms, libraries,
physical plants, and associated areas, or involving the
incorporation of technology into the educational
environment.

Projects must be in existing school facilities and
include fixed assets or additions to fixed assets that
will have benefits for more than one year, including
improvements, repair, remodeling, alteration, or
renovation of existing school facilities or the
purchase of new or replacement equipment within
existing school facilities.

Statutory grant evaluation criteria

State Board of Education is required to prioritize projects
in the following descending order of importance:

- In school district with lower wealth based on PPAV.

- In school district that has reached at least 90 percent
of bonded indebtedness.

- That address safety hazards or health concerns at
existing facilities.

- In school district that has previously demonstrated
consistent efforts to allocate moneys to the district’s
capital reserve fund in excess of the minimum amounts
required in Section 22-54-105(2), C.R.S.

- That incorporate technology into the educational
environment.

- That represent any other type of capital construction.
[Section 22-43.7-105, C.R.S,, School District Capital
Construction Assistance Program|

State Board of Education is authorized to approve
and order payments for projects that:

- Address immediate safety hazards or health
concerns within existing school facilities.

- Relieve excess operating costs created by
insufficient maintenance or construction spending.
- Relieve building construction conditions which
detract from an effective learning environment.
[Section 22-54-117(1.5), C.R.S,, Public School
Finance Act]

Approval process

Subject to appropriation by the General Assembly.

State Board of Education submits prioritized list of
projects to the Capital Development Committee (CDC).
CDC determines the number of projects that may receive
funding but cannot change the priority. CDC submits the
list to the Joint Budget Committee.

State Board approves and orders payments to
districts receiving grants.

District match

Section 22-43.7-103, C.R.S., requires a match.

Not statutorily required, but the Department requires
amatch unless the district can document a hardship.
The Department has not promulgated a rule
regarding this required match.

Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of statutory and Department requirements.
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One areaof confuson involves the find approval processes for the two programs. The
State Board approves and orders payment to districtsfor projectsfunded from the School
Capita Construction ExpendituresReserve. However, projectsfunded through the School
Congtruction and Renovation Fund must go through two additiona levels of review.
Section 22-43.7-105(6), C.R.S,, requiresthat the State Board submit itslist of prioritized
projects to the Capitd Development Committee (CDC). The CDC is required to
determine the number of projects on the ligt that could receive matching grants from the
Fund, but it cannot change the priority of projectsonthe list. 1t merdy submitsthelist to
the Joint Budget Committeefor the purpose of making an appropriation to the Department.

Currently, the process does not enable digtricts to know if the State will appropriate
moneys to fund approved grant awards from the School Congtruction and Renovation
Fund until March or later. This presents a problem for a district that submits a bond
proposd to its votersin November if the didtrict’s purpose is to use the proceeds as the
local match for the State grant. In addition, athough the statutory timelines were dtered
during the 2002 L egidative Sesson to make the Program more viable, according to the
Department, the School Congtruction and Renovation Fund timelines needs further
revison. For Fisca Year 2004 the following timelines are in place:

* The Depatment received spending authority for the School Congtruction and
Renovationfundsin May 2003 through an appropriationin Senate Bill 03-248, the
School Finance Bill.

*  Depatment daff and the Advisory Committee will receive and process
gpplications for recommendation to the State Board by early June 2003.

» The State Board will approve projects at its August 2003 mesting.

*  The Department will submit a prioritized list of approved projects to the Capital
Development Committee (CDC) by October 1, 2003.

*  The Department anticipatesthat it will have approval from the CDC in November
2003. Therefore, projects could be awarded grants at that time; however, they
would not be funded.

*  Section24-43.7-105(6), C.R.S,, requires the CDC to submit itslist of approved
projects to the Joint Budget Committee (JBC) by January 1, 2004 for
gppropriation.
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* According to JBC daff, the appropriation would be part of a supplementa
appropriationand that generdly thiswould take place in mid-February. Although
the funds are appropriated the digtricts would not receive the moneys until March
2004 or later. If thefunds are not gppropriated, the districts gpproved for grants
fromthe School Construction and Renovation Fund would not receiveagrant. As
aresult, under the current statutory timeline and process, the digtricts are not able
to assure their voters that a state grant has been awarded and funded prior to a
November vote on a bond issuance.

Additiondly, there is confuson among the didricts involving the criteria for the two
programs. Department staff reported that it is difficult to communicate the various criteria
to the digtricts. For example, the School Capitd Construction Expenditures Reserve' s
highest priority isfor projects that addressimmediate safety hazards or health concernsin
exising schoal facilities, while the School Construction and Renovation Fund's highest
priority is for projects in a school digtrict that has a lower rlative wedth. The School
Capita Congtruction Expenditures Reserve can fund projectsin existing schools, whilethe
School Congtruction and Renovation Fund grants may aso be used for new or
replacement schools. Staff in the digtricts we visited dso told us that they are confused
about the different criteria for grants from the funds and the digibility of projects. Asa
result, some digtricts have applied for grants for projects that did not meet the specific
criteriafor that grant.

According to Department officias, administering the Program is resource intensive. The
Program daff spend congderable time reviewing and prioritizing agpplications, and
reviewing and approving reimbursement requestsfromthedidtricts. ChangingtheProgram
gructure could streamline the gpplication process and dlow staff to redlocate their time
to technica assstance. Changes could aso help ensure participation by more school
digricts. There are severd options that should be considered. Some of the dternatives
involve legidative changes, and some could be done adminigtratively by the Department.
The options are summarized below.

Alternatives that the Generd Assembly could consider:

*  Combining the School Construction and Renovation Fund and the School Capital
Congtruction Expenditures Reserve into one fund with one set of criteria. This
option could include reporting the list of prioritized projects to the Capita
Deveopment Committee and the Joint Budget Committee for information only.
From an operationa perspective, this would result in a change in the statutory
prioritization. Currently the School Capita Condtruction Expenditures Reserve
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statutes do not require the prioritization of applications on the basis of specific
criteria, unlike the School Construction and Renovation Fund.

Didributing grant funds on aformula basis, with a calculated amount per student
count and documented congruction need. This would eiminate the time-
consuming gpplication and review process while providing funds statewide.

Offering a minima amount of funding to each district but alowing competitive
goplications to be submitted for additiona resources. This would ensure some
funding is available to dl didtricts Satewide.

Alterndtives for the Department of Education to consider:

Using the results of the statewide needs assessment to prioritize projects. All
public schoal facilitieswould be ranked based on their condition. Awardswould
be granted to improve those buildings that are in the worst condition. The
secondary criteriacould betherdlative wealth of thedidrict. Theneediest didtricts
with the schools in the poorest condition would, thus, have the highest priority for
funding assistance.

Desgnating aportion of the available grant fundsto various categories of didtricts,
such as those that are below the state average PPAV or those that are small.
Within each designated portion, digible didricts could compete for the available
funds. This would ensure that didricts sharing Smilar characteristics would
compete agang each other ingead of againgt didricts in very different
circumstances.

Recommendation No. 4:

The Department of Education should evaluate aternatives discussed above for improving
the Public School Congtruction Grant Program and work with the Generd Assembly to
propose any needed statutory changes.

Department of Education Response:

Agree. The Department has evauated, and will continue to evauate, distributing
the funds on aformulabasis. For ingtance, didtributing fundsto dl digtrictswould
not provide enough funding to digrictsto affect a postiveimpact. Thiswould be
paticularly truein smal didricts.



Public School Capital Construction Grant Program Performance Audit - May 2003

The Department agrees that combining the two fundswould smplify the program.
However, the Department doesn't agree that consolidation should occur sincethe
language is clearly documented within the Giardino Settlement Agreement and
refersto SB00-181. Specificdly, the Department isconcerned that any suggested
changes may requiire areview of the Settlement Agreement. The requirements of
adminigtering two separate funds and the varying criteriahas been somewnhat | abor
intensive for the Department and confusing for the didricts.  However, the
department and the digtricts are becoming more comfortablewith the program and
the process.

The Department agrees that the statutory timelines need to be revised for the
School Congruction and Renovation Fund. The gtatutory timelines were dtered
during the 2002 L egidative Session to make the program moreviable. However,
the School Construction and Renovation Fund timeline still needs to be revised.
A didtrict needs to assure their voters that a state grant has been awarded
contingent on passing the bond. This has proven to be a powerful tool for a
digtrict trying to get a bond passed. Given the current timeline and process for
legidaive oversght, the didricts will sill be going to their voters without the
assurance of a State grant.

Implementation Date: Implemented.




37

Grant Application Review and
Approval

Chapter 2

Background

Asnoted earlier, the Department of Education (Department) administersthe Public School
Capital Congtruction Grant Program (Program). Currently the Program includes (1) the
School Capita Congtruction Expenditures Reserve, (2) the School Congtruction and
Renovation Fund, (3) the Contingency Reserve, (4) loans from the State Public School
Permanent Fund, and (5) the School Renovation, IDEA (Individuds with Disabilities
Education Act), and Technology Fund (Federal Fund). In order to receive a state or
federa grant for congtruction, a Colorado school district must submit an gpplication to the
Department. The same application isused for al types of grants. Section 22-43.7-105,
C.R.S, requires the State Board of Education (State Board) or its designeesto evauate
these gpplications based on certain statutory criteriaas discussed in the Overview section.
Statutes dso dlow the Department to establish other criteria by rules.

The State Board established the Capital Construction Advisory Committee (Advisory
Committee) to assst in sdlecting projects for funding. After districts submit the required
goplications, Department staff assign each project a score and provide the Advisory
Committee with aranked list of projects dong with a summary of each. The Advisory
Committee meetstwo to threetimes per year to review the applicationsand prioritizethose
it believes should recaive funding. The Advisory Committee then submits the prioritized
ligtothe State Board. The State Board either approvesthelist or submitsit to the Capital
Deve opment Committee, depending on which of the programswould be used to fund the
grant.

As part of the Giardino settlement, 11 grant cycles were established in Section 24-75
201.1, CR.S. The cycles correspond to State Fiscal Year 2001 through Fiscal Year
2011. During Fisca Y ears 2001 through 2003, awardstotaling about $45 millionin sate
and federal funds for 242 projects have been approved across 91 districts. Examplesof
projectsfundedincludeclassroom congtruction, ashestosremoval, e ectrical codeupdates,
and fire dlarm upgrades.
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Ranking Projects

Although the Department has designed a scoring methodology to rank applications, we
found that the Advisory Committee isinconsigtent in its use of the system. Asaresullt, its
recommendations may appear to be subjective. Department staff review all applications
for state grants prior to committee meetings and assign each project a score. A lower
score indicates a higher priority and greater need for the project and the district. The
scoring methodology used by the Department is described below:

C StateRank: TheDepartment ranksdigtrictsfrom lowest to highest according to
digricts minimum matching contribution, which the Department now requiresfor
al projects (discussed below). The Department determines the matching
percentage and bases it on:

< Didrict’sper pupil assessed vauation (PPAV) to determinerelative wedth as
discussed in Chapter 1.

< Didrict’'s bond higtory to determine the efforts of the digrict to fund the
project on its own.

< Didrict’smill levy to determine the indebtedness of the didtrict.

The factors on which the State Rank is based are required for prioritization of the
gpplications for grants from the School Congtruction and Renovation Fund.

C Project Rank: The Department aso ranks projects according to the following
categories. project to correct immediate health and safety need (assigned 100
points); project to reduce excessive operating costs (assigned 300 points); and
project toimprovethe learning environment (assigned 500 points). Thelower the
number of points, the higher the project is ranked.

C Digrict Match: Although only the School Congruction and Renovation Fund
has a statutory requirement for a matching contribution from school digtricts, the
Advisory Committee began requiring that al grant-funded projects include a
meatching contribution from the digtrict in March 2002. The Advisory Committee
added thematching requirement after digtrictsfirst submitted gpplicationsfor Fisca
Year 2003. All gpplicants had the opportunity to submit a match or a waiver
request beforethe Committee’ sfinal decison. The Department assigned projects
an additiona 50 pointsif the didtrict did not indicate on its origina gpplication an
intention to provide a match.
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C Combined Rank: The Department totalsthe three numbers described aboveto
determine acombined scorefor each project. The projectsare then sorted by the
combined score, with the lowest score representing the highest-priority project
and digtrict. The Department provides the sorted list to the Advisory Committee
aong with the project summaries to use as atool when evauating projects.

We andyzed the most recent applications to determine whether projects with a lower
combined gtate rank (indicating a higher-priority project and district) were funded before
projects with lower priorities. We used the most recent datafor our analysis becausethe
Department had further developed the scoring system in Fiscal Year 2003. There were
218 proposed projectsin Fiscal Y ear 2003 that received acombined state rank and were
digblefor statefunding (i.e., they were not funded through the Federa Fund). We placed
all 218 proposed projects in order according to their state combined rank and found that
54 projectswerein thelowest 25 percent. Therefore, based on their low combined rank,
these 54 projects were the “neediest.” Of these 54 proposed projects, 24 (44 percent)
were awarded Fiscal Year 2003 grants totaling $7.8 million. The remaining 30 projects
(56 percent) with a combined rank in the lowest 25 percent were not funded. These
unfunded projects had proposed project costs totaling around $14.9 million. Further,
while some of the most needy projects were not funded, we a so found that the Advisory
Committee awarded atotal of $2.3 million to 19 projects which were not ranked among
the most needy.

Although the Advisory Committee is not required to make award decisions based on the
combined rank, scoring systems make the grant review and award process more
systemdtic, consistent, and, therefore, equitable. This is especidly important with the
ggnificant demand for congtruction assistance moneys.

Recommendation No. 5:

The Department of Education should work with the Cepita Construction Advisory
Committee to ensure the consistent use of the project scoring system.  When the
Committee usesfactors other than the combined score, the Department should document
the basis for the decison.

Department of Education Response:

Agree. The need for better documentation has been identified and will be
corrected. The Department will continue to keep detailed notes and maintain
minutes of meetings, including posing the minutes on the Webste.  All
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communication with digtricts by email will be printed and placed in the individua
grant files

The Advisory Committee must be alowed some flexibility to deviate from the
prioritized, ranked list for project awards. The scoring and ranking system is a
good tool, but there is a human dement in it. Because of the variaion in the
projects, saff is required to determine whether each one fits the criteria. It is
possible that members on the Advisory Committee may view someof the projects
in a different light and a project may get consdered that would have gone
unfunded otherwise. The Advisory Committee needs to be able to consder the
complete list and have the authority, as agroup, to review and change CDE gaff
recommendations. If the projects were funded drictly on a formula basis, there
would be no need for an Advisory Committee.

Implementation Date:  Implementation has taken place for improved
documentation. Implementation of revisionsof the scoring systlem by the Advisory
Committee will begin after the audit isreleased. Anticipated date is July 2003.

Matching Fund Waiver Requests

Section 22-43.7-103, C.R.S,, requires that digtricts receiving grants from the School
Construction and Renovation Fund provide a matching contribution for their projects. As
shown in the following table, the School Capitd Congtruction Expenditures Reserve
statutes do not require a district match and the Federa Fund statutes alow but do not
require ameatch.
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Comparison of Requirementsfor District Matches by Grant Sour ce

School Capital
Program School Congruction and Construction
Requirement Renovation Fund Expenditures Reserve Federal Fund
Match Yes, Section 22-43.7-103, | No, Section 22-54-117, | Public Law 106-554

CR.S, requiresdigrictsto | CR.S, isslent on alows but does not
provide amatch. Section district matches. require states to
22-43.7-106, C.R.S,, impose matches for
mandates that the State projects.
Board of Education
determine the amount of the
district match required.

Source: Office of the State Auditor analysis of statutory regquirements.

As discussed previoudy, the Advisory Committee began requiring matches for dl Fiscd
Y ear 2003 grant applications, including thosefunded from the School Capital Congtruction
Expenditures Reserve and the Federd Fund.

Before the Committee made its find decisons on the Fiscd Year 2003 gpplications, it
notified al applicants that matches would be required or the district would need to submit
awalver request based on financid hardship. Fifteen districts submitted waiver requests.
The Advisory Committee waived the matching requirement for 12 of the districts and
intidly denied the waiver for 3 digtricts. One district appeded and agreed to contribute
a reduced match (from 96 percent to 50 percent). The second district provided its
minimum match of 17 percent. Thethird district did not provide any match and thus did
not receiveagrant. Thisdistrict’ saudit showed thet it had “ over $1 millionin undesignated,
unreserved [moneys in the generd fund.” The Advisory Committee concluded that “the
walver request did not judtify that some of that balance could not be used for a matching
contribution to its $842,000 project.”

Although the Department indructed districts concerning details to include in the waiver
requests, wefound that it has not established forma guiddinesfor the Advisory Committee
to usewhen evaluating these requests. Asaresult, the Advisory Committee does not have
conggent criteriato use when it eval uates whether awaiver request demondiratesinability
of adigtrict to contributefinancidly toitsprojects. Section 22-43.7-106, C.R.S,, requires
that the State Board determine the amount of the disirict match “to be used to finance the
qudified capitd congtruction grant” from the School Congtruction and Renovation Fund.
The State Board isrequired by statuteto “ devel op criteriato determine the amount of each
matching grant awarded.” By datute, the criteriamust include:
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» The schoal didrict’s ranking on assessed vaue per pupil, including whether the
digtrict ranks below the state average.

» Theschoal digtrict’smill levy and debt capacity.

» Theéffort of the school digtrict to submit bond questions to voters in the district
and to support the passage of such questions during the last 10 years.

By Satute, the State Board is aso alowed to develop other “ criteria deemed necessary.”

During our review of 30 of the 106 projects funded in Fisca Y ear 2003, the Department
provided us with a memo to the Advisory Committee regarding the waiver requests.
Department staff suggested that the Advisory Committeebe“fairly lenient” when reviewing
the requests during Fiscd Year 2003 because it was the firgt cycle in which dl didricts
were required to contribute a match. Staff recommended that the Department establish
guiddines for assessing the waver requests in future funding cycles. However, no
guidelines have been established to date.

The School Congruction and Renovation statutes and the Department consider the
matching contribution to be an important indicator of adigrict’s commitment to maintain
aproject. If dl didricts contribute financidly to their projects, the Department will be
better able to leverage state and federa funds and potentialy fund more projects than it
could otherwise. Given the importance of the matching contributions and each didtrict’s
individud financid congraints, the Advisory Committee should have completeinformation
to evaluate waiver requests. For example, the Advisory Committee could use such factors
as a didrict’s application for interest-free loans from the State Treasury. The State
Treasurer is required by statute to make loans to school districts that “demonstrate a
monthly cash flow deficit.” As of December 2002, 54 districts had borrowed money
through this program a some time over the past Sx years. The Department should
promulgate rules on the requirementsfor grant matches and should establish criteriafor the
Advisory Committee to use when evauating match waiver requests.

Recommendation No. 6:

The Department of Education should improveits management of the Public School Capita
Condtruction Grant Program by:

a. Promulgating rules regarding matches for al types of grants.

b. Egablishing criteriafor waiving the match requirement.
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Department of Education Response:

Agree. Section 22-54-117, C.R.S. Contingency reserve - capital construction
expenditures reserve, does not deny CDE the authority to require didricts to
provide matching funds for grants from the capital construction expenditures
reserve. It doessatein paragraph (1.5) (a) that . . .The state board isauthorized
to approve and order paymentsfrom the capital construction expendituresreserve
only for supplemental assistance to digtricts for capita expenditures. . ."
(emphasis added). Providing matching grants to digtrict funds would seem to be
providing supplemental assistance.

Since the Satute is slent concerning matching requirements and since the funding
was being reduced below expectation, the Advisory Committee determined the
requirement of matching funds would leverage the available monies and provide
supplemental assistance to more didtricts.

The Department will darify its authority to require matches for dl types of grants.
The Department and Advisory Committee will formdize the rules regarding
matches and waivers for matches. These rules will then be added to the
Handbook and to the workshop presentations.

At the next Advisory Committee meeting the guideinesto be used when reviewing
waivers of the match requirement will be formaized. Every circumstance is
different and the result will most likely be that therewill be guiddinesfor reviewing
waivers, not rigid formulas. CDE must not force digtricts into making risky
financial decisions in order to satisfy gtrict requirements for consideration of a
walver. However, the State should not provide funding to adigtrict that chooses
not to use asmal portion of an excessive fund balance to assist with a project.

Implementation Date: July 2003.

Feedback to Districts

As noted earlier, we found that the Department has not fully documented the Advisory
Committee's reasons for decisons on grant gpplications from didtricts.  Further, the
Department has not ensured that minutes are recorded for dl of the Advisory Committee's
medtings. Nether the limited minutesthat are available nor | ettersto gpplicants contain an
explanation of the decision to gpprove or deny the application. The Department maintains
a spreadsheet containing brief notes of the gpplication review process. We found,
however, there were notes for only 47 percent of the Fiscal Y ear 2003 gpplications. The
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notesmainly pertained to partia funding decisions, the Advisory Committeg scommitment
to fund multiple years of a project, waiver requests submitted, or the match required from
didtricts.

Although the Advisory Committee has existed for over two years and met approximeately
12 times, the Department could only provide meeting minutes from two Committee
meetings. Section 24-6-402, C.R.S., (Open Meetings Law) requires minutes of “any
meseting of a state public body shdl be taken and promptly recorded, and such records

shdl be open to public ingpection.”

Additiondly, we found that the Department has not provided adequate feedback to grant
goplicants on funding decisions. We reviewed 14 out of 38 unfunded Fiscal Year 2002
gpplication files to evauate the feedback that the Department provided to didricts. The
Department sends letters to school didtricts that are not awarded grants. These letters
provide a brief explanation for the basis of denid:

* In7of the 14 |etters, the reason provided for denia was alack of moneysto fund
al grant gpplications.

*  One of thefourteen letters only stated that the * parking ot lighting project does't
redly qualify” without any further explanation that the project did not meet the
funding criteria

In9 of the 14 |etters, it appeared that the Department had spoken to the district regarding
the project. Department staff reported that they verbaly communicate the basisfor denia
to grant gpplicantsif the gpplicants contact the Department. If adistrict does not contact
the Department, the only communication isthe denid |etter.

InJune 2001 the Office of the State Auditor issued a performance audit on the Department
of Education. One of the programs reviewed was the Read to Achieve grant program.
Inresponse to an audit recommendation to improve feedback to schools, the Department
reported that it provided individualized feedback to more than 700 applicants during the
2001-2002 school year. The Department reports that the feedback to grant applicantsis
intended to clarify program and budget issues, to be consistent, and to provide assistance
on the continuing process of the grant program.

The Department must comply with the Open Meetings Law by recording minutes of al
Advisory Committee meetings and meking these minutes avalable to the public.
Additiondly, our discussons with digtrict staff during our Site visits indicate that some
confusion exists concerning the grant funds' criteria and the digibility of projects. By
providing feedback to grant applicants concerning the basis for denied applications, the
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Department could help digtricts to understand the Public School Capital Construction
Grant Program’s requirements and incorporate the required information into future
goplications.

Recommendation No. 7:

The Department of Education should improve the information available and feedback
provided to grant gpplicants on funding decisons by:

a. Maintaning minuteson funding decisons.

b. Induding the reasonsfor funding decisionsin letters sent to digtrictsregarding their
grant gpplications.

Department of Education Response:

Agree. Implemented.
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Project Assistance and Monitoring
Chapter 3

Background

Managing a construction project often requires knowledge and skills not readily
available in school districts. Although construction projects can be challenging for
any school district, small districts are likely to face more problems than larger
districts. Thirty-eight (61 percent) of the sixty-two school districts that received
Public School Capital Construction Grant Program funds in Fiscal Year 2003 are
small (fewer than 1,200 students) and are located in rural areas. Small districts in
rural areas may not have staff with construction backgrounds or expertise. The
General Assembly recognized the challenges of school construction projects. Senate
Bill 00-181 directed the State Board of Education to:

... provide technical consultation and administrative services to districts to
evaluate the need for capital construction expenditures and the districts’ plans
for expending any assistance received . . .

The Department of Education (Department) provides technical assistance through
site visits to districts, workshops for district and school staff, and telephone contacts
with district and school officials. Department staff also review districts’ requests for
reimbursement and contact districts regarding any questions involving invoices or
the status of projects, and work directly with contractors. The Department has
developed the Public School Capital Construction Grant Program Handbook
(Handbook), which describes the differing grants, the application processes, and
requirements for grant recipients.

As part of the audit, we visited 10 school districts of varying sizes and in different
geographic locations in the State. We evaluated projects from these districts that
were approved in Fiscal Year 2002 from the School Capital Construction
Expenditures Reserve and the School Construction and Renovation Fund. The 10
projects out of the 96 funded projects in Fiscal Year 2002 represent $4.7 million (22
percent) of the $21.4 million awarded for that period. The funds were reported to be
spent to improve the safety of schools, enhance the learning environment, and
reduce the maintenance costs incurred by the schools. In addition, we discussed the
Public School Capital Construction Grant Program with district staff. We chose
Fiscal Year 2002 projects because construction had begun and in many cases been
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completed for these projects. The following table shows the districts and related
projects in our sample.

Public School Capital Construction Program
Districts Visited and Projects Reviewed

District County Project Grant Amount
Agate 300 Elbert Lighting Replacement $40,480
Fowler R-4] Otero School Replacement $2,102,647
Fort Morgan RE-3 Morgan Classroom Addition $500,000
Jefferson County R-1 Jefferson Mechanical System Fix $215,850
McClave RE-2 Bent Tile Abatement $105,441
Harrison 2 El Paso Building Security $79,200
Sanford 6J Conejos New Wing $585,000
Sheridan 2 Arapahoe Fire Alarm System $644,059
Mancos RE-6 Montezuma Asbestos Abatement $79,000
West End RE-2 Montrose Drainage Project $312,931
Total Funds Awarded for the 10 Projects: $4,664,608
Source: Office of the State Auditor summary of Fiscal Year 2002 projects in our sample.

Technical Assistance

The 10 districts we visited and the 9 additional districts we contacted reported that
they were pleased with the technical assistance that the Department provides.
However, some district staff told us they need more help because they do not have
experience in construction and they manage the projects in addition to their normal
duties. For example, one project we observed was managed by the superintendent
with general supervision from the district’s board of education. The district appeared
to have unresolved issues with its contractor for work that included a new roof. Due
to construction problems, the district has had to recoat the roof at an additional cost
of more than $60,000. The district also has withheld partial payment to the
contractor. Other issues with the project concerned items not corrected by the
contractor including various problems with the heating system. At the time of our
visit, the superintendent expected to go to arbitration concerning the project.

We identified areas in which the Department could improve the assistance it gives
to districts, including:
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C Notice of Final Settlement. At the conclusion of work on a construction
project, Section 38-26-107, C.R.S., requires the owner of a project to publish
a Notice of Contractor’s Final Settlement. The Notice protects the owner of
the project from subcontractor payment claims asserted after the contractor
receives final payment. One of the districts we visited had requested
assistance from the Department regarding closeout procedures. However, the
Department stated that it did not have closeout procedures which districts
should follow. In addition, we found that another district’s attorney advised
itin February 2002 to publish a Settlement Notice to protect the district from
subcontractor payment claims and to comply with Colorado law. The district
had not published the Notice by the time of our visit in late October 2002.

C General Construction Management. Although some districts have staff
who are dedicated to managing the districts’ facilities and/or have a
background in construction, districts with high superintendent turnover or
districts that infrequently undertake capital construction projects may lack
experience in construction management.

Another statute specific to school capital construction, Section 38-26-105, C.R.S.,
directs school districts to require the bonding of contractors for project contracts of
more than $50,000. Bonding is important because it protects districts in case a
contractor does not perform according to the contract requirements or does not pay
its subcontractors. Although all of the districts visited had required bonding of their
contractors for contracts of more than $50,000, not all were aware of the statutory
requirement. Districts mentioned that their policies required the use of bonded
contractors, but the districts based the policies on good business practice, not on
statutory requirements. One district stated that it has an informal policy to require
bonded contractors for projects of more than $50,000.

The Handbook and the Department’s workshops mainly include information to assist
districts in applying for grant funds. These sources do not provide direction
concerning different types of construction management or where to find information
on construction best practices. Another state grant program, the State Historical
Fund, provides technical assistance as part of the packet of information sent to grant
recipients with the award letter. The packet includes the grant manual, contract,
reporting forms, and guidelines for selecting an architect or contractor. The
Department could improve the technical assistance provided to school districts by
including additional information in its Handbook. Districts would then have the
information available as a reference throughout their construction projects and would
continue to be responsible for and in charge of managing their projects.
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Recommendation No. 8:

The Department of Education should improve the technical assistance provided to
districts by:

a. Including information about types of construction management and sources
of best practices in the Public School Capital Construction Grant Program
Handbook and, if appropriate, providing construction management
workshops for districts receiving grant funds.

b. Ensuring that districts receive information on statutory requirements related
to public school capital construction. The Department should also require
districts to provide documentation of statutory compliance.

Department of Education Response:
Agree.

a. The Department will add some basic information about construction
management to the handbook and to the workshops. This will be to aid
the districts and is not to shift the responsibility of construction
management from the districts to the Department.

b. The Department has already identified this as a need and is incorporating
certifications into the grant application and award. These certifications
will address specific statutory requirements, such as bonding, notice of
final settlement and others. This information will also be incorporated
into the Program Handbook and workshops.

Implementation Date: July 2003.

Contracts for Grant Awards

We reviewed the Department’s process for awarding construction grants to school
districts. The Department currently sends a letter to each district receiving a grant
to inform it of the award. Districts are required to sign the letter and return it to the
Department. The award letter also refers the districts to the requirements in the
Handbook. However, neither the award letter nor the Handbook includes any
penalties for noncompliance, such as withholding or denying payment to a district.



Report of The Colorado State Auditor 51

The letter does not detail the scope of the project or how a district may request to
change the project’s scope.

We found that even though districts sign award letters, they do not consistently
follow the terms of the letter or the guidelines in the Handbook. For example, each
grant includes an allowance for contingency funds. The Department requires that all
projects include an allowance of 5 to 10 percent as contingency funds. According
to the award letter and the Handbook, contingency funds are to be used for additional
costs that the district could not have anticipated when applying for the grant. Both
the award letter and the Handbook instruct districts to notify the Department as soon
as the district becomes aware of the need for using contingency funds. However,
districts do not always seek approval from the Department before incurring costs that
require the use of contingency funds.

If a district does not need to use its contingency funds, the funds revert to the
Department, which can disburse the funds to “backup” projects. These are projects
that did not receive awards but are eligible to receive funding if additional moneys
become available. One project in Fiscal Year 2001 received about $74,000 in
additional funding due to unused contingency funds. As of March 2003 the
Department was reviewing two projects for potentially unused Fiscal Year 2002
contingency funds of almost $78,000.

In our review of 21 of the 96 Fiscal Year 2002 projects, we found that in 6 of the 10
projects (60 percent) where districts used contingency funds, the district did not seek
approval from the Department before incurring the extra costs, which totaled about
$74,000. Additionally, in two out of three districts we visited where contingency
funds were used, district staff stated that they had been unaware that the Department
requires districts to seek prior approval until Department staff contacted them to ask
about a reimbursement form. In addition, district staff sometimes consider the
amount set aside for contingency funds to be part of the grant amount, not a separate
amount intended for unexpected purposes. Department staff also reported that some
districts have attempted to use contingency funds for construction work that was
outside the scope of the project award.

Although the Department has made efforts to inform districts regarding the
appropriate use of contingency funds by including the requirements in the Handbook
and the grant approval letter, a lack of understanding by school districts may still
exist. Therefore, the Department should take additional steps to ensure districts are
aware of approval requirements for use of contingency funds in order to increase
opportunities to fund back up projects. For example, the terms under which
contingency funds can be used could be clearly stated in contracts developed for
state construction grants. The Department should also designate contingency funds
separately from the grant amount in the grant contract with the district and state that
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the funds are intended only for unexpected purposes and will be held by the
Department until such time as there is a demonstrated need.

The Department does not require school districts receiving a grant award to sign a
contract that specifies the terms of the grant. As a result, the Department does not
have formal recourse for districts’ noncompliance with the Program’s requirements.
A contract in the Public School Capital Construction Grant Program could increase
the Department’s leverage with districts not complying with Program requirements.
In addition, a contract would protect the State and define the terms of its financial
obligation to grant recipients. The elements that should be in a contract include:

* Scope of the construction project and amount of award.
* Invoicing procedures.

» Contingency funds.

* Bonding requirements.

* Reporting requirements.

In view of the size and duration of the grants, the Department should develop a
standard approved contract for the Public School Capital Construction Grant
Program. Districts should be held accountable for meeting the terms and conditions
for state-funded construction projects. A contract can help ensure that districts use
grant funds for intended purposes and meet other requirements. Additionally, the
Department should include the requirement for obtaining prior approval to use
contingency funds in the contract, and discuss the appropriate procedures for use of
contingency funds at the workshops conducted with the districts.

Recommendation No. 9:

The Department of Education should improve its oversight of the Public School
Capital Construction Grant Program by working with the Office of the State
Controller to develop an approved contract for the Public School Capital
Construction Grant Program to ensure compliance with grant requirements.
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Department of Education Response:

Agree. The Department has met with the Office of the Attorney General and
discussed a contract. The initial response was positive, but it is going to be
looked into further. If the Office of the Attorney General determines that a
contract is needed and is appropriate, it will help the Department draft the
contract.

Implementation Date: August 2003.

Project Monitoring

We found that the Department does not have a comprehensive process for monitoring
projects funded through the Public School Capital Construction Grant Program. As
a result, the Department may not become aware of problems or provide as much
oversight and assistance to grant recipients as may be needed.

Currently there are three ways the Department monitors projects. First, Department
staff review invoices submitted by districts for reimbursement of expenses. This
paper review gives information on the progress of the project. Districts are not
required to submit requests for reimbursement on a specific schedule. Without
timely information from districts throughout the construction process, monitoring
projects is difficult, if not impossible.

Second, Department staff report visiting as many districts as possible both before and
after grants are awarded, as well as districts that have never applied for a grant. Staff
have visited 73 (41 percent) of the 178 school districts during the past three years.
Fifty-seven of the districts visited had been approved for 187 projects.

Third, Department staff review the annual and final reports submitted by districts.
The reports provide the Department with project expenditures, an evaluation of the
district’s experience with the contractors, and other information related to choosing
a contractor. Districts submit the reports each July 31 and at the end of the project.
We reviewed 21 of the 96 Fiscal Year 2002 funded projects and found that districts
do not always file annual reports in a timely manner:

C In 2 of 12 projects reviewed where the district should have submitted an
annual report, the report had not been submitted.
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C In 3 of the 10 projects where a district had submitted an annual report, the
district had not filed the report on time. The reports were submitted more
than 30 days after the due date.

Although districts should submit final reports with their last request for
reimbursement, they do not always do so. For example, for 1 of the 21 Fiscal Year
2002 projects reviewed, the Department paid the entire grant award of $92,400 to a
district without receiving the report. The Department should require districts to
submit project reports earlier in the construction cycle and hold payments from
districts that have not submitted reports as required.

We believe the Department could use a risk-based approach for project monitoring,
including site visits and review of invoices and reports. The Department could
identify certain types of projects with a higher potential for problems. For example,
building renovation projects may represent greater challenges than window
replacements, due to the larger scope and potential for unforeseen complications.
Smaller districts that do not have staff with construction expertise also might warrant
more intense monitoring than larger districts with construction units. By improving
its monitoring procedures, the Department will ensure that it receives timely and
critical data for evaluating the effectiveness of the Public School Capital
Construction Grant Program.

Recommendation No. 10:

The Department of Education should continue to improve its process for monitoring
projects funded through the Public School Capital Construction Grant Program by:

a. Creating a risk-based oversight system in which projects the Department
identifies as higher risk receive more oversight or visits from Department
staff.

b. Holding payments from the grant until the Department receives a completed
annual or final report from a district.

Department of Education Response:

Agree. The Department will continue to evaluate awarded projects and
determine projects with the most need.

Due to the limited staff and financial resources available to the Department
many districts have yet to receive an initial visit, as noted in the audit report.
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Districts that request technical assistance in relation to potential or active
projects receive priority.

CDE has awarded over 250 projects and, due to the volume, only a limited
number of projects can be visited. Some of the projects must be monitored
through review of reports, review of the funds requests, emails, and phone
calls. These methods are in place now, as described in the audit.

The Department will continue to withhold the last payment pending receipt
of the final report. Progress payments are withheld pending receipt of the
July 31 progress reports.

Implementation Dates:
a. Implementation initiated.
b. Implementation August 2003.

Reimbursement Process

The Department reimburses districts for project expenditures. Districts submit a
reimbursement form and their invoices to the Department for review. Department
staff check the form and the invoices for accuracy and appropriateness before
reimbursing the district for construction expenses. Although the Department does
not give the entire grant award to districts at one time and it monitors the total
amount paid to districts, we found that both the Department and districts have made
errors in the reimbursement process.

In our review of 21 of the 96 Fiscal Year 2002 projects, we identified instances
where payment mistakes had occurred. For example, the Department paid an
incorrect percentage of the amount on the reimbursement form. The Department did
not identify an error made by a district on the reimbursement form and underpaid the
district by more than $30,000. Although the Department later corrected the problem,
staff did not identify the mistake in some cases until the district submitted its next
request for reimbursement two months later.

We also found that the Department sometimes changed the amounts on the
reimbursement forms submitted by districts. For example, if the Department did not
allow payment for a specific charge, staff adjusted the amounts. Although the
Department also made some corrections to the forms due to errors made by districts,
the staff notations did not always clearly show the cause and the result of the
corrections. Without clear documentation concerning changes made to the
reimbursement forms, districts may have difficulty ensuring that the Department has



56

Public School Capital Construction Grant Program Performance Audit - May 2003

reimbursed it for the proper amount of grant funds. The districts’ review of changes
made by the Department serves as a control over the appropriateness of those
changes. Therefore, to minimize the risk of errors and irregularities, the Department
should clearly document all changes made to reimbursement forms.

In addition, the forms may be difficult for districts to understand, especially when a
district makes a matching contribution. The Department has not included guidance
on the proper use of the reimbursement form in the Public School Capital
Construction Grant Program Handbook. The guidelines should consist of examples,
a checklist on completing the form, and costs eligible for reimbursement.

Recommendation No. 11:

The Department of Education should improve the reimbursement process to school
districts under the Public School Capital Construction Grant Program by:

a. Improving documentation of corrections made to districts’ reimbursement
forms.

b. Providing additional guidance to districts on the proper use of the
reimbursement forms.

Department of Education Response:
Agree.

a. Before the audit began the Department identified this as a need. All
corrections were written on the fund request form or the attached
invoices. Now, there is a separate sheet attached to the fund request that
tracks Department notes and changes. Once the fund request is finalized
for payment, any changes and explanation of why the changes were
necessary are faxed to the district.

b. Each district receives individual guidance when their fund request
process begins. Additionally, information will be added to the
Handbook.

Implementation Date: Implementation has taken place.
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Public School Capital Construction Grant Program
Funded Project Descriptions, Award Amounts, and Matching Per centages
Funding Cycle 1 Through Funding Cycle 3

School
Construction | School Capital
and Construction Minimum
Renovation Expenditures Federal Total Award Matching

School District Project Description Fund Reserve Fund Amount Per centage*
Cycle1 Awards

Aguilar Reorganized 6 Education/Facility Plan $30,000 $30,000 N/A
Alamosa RE-11] Replace Gym Ceiling $280,330 $280,330 N/A
Alamosa RE-11J Asbestos Removal $71,500 $71,500 N/A
Alamosa RE-11] Replace Roofing $269,500 $269,500 N/A
Buffdo RE-4 Electrical Upgrade $30,000 $30,000 N/A
Buffdo RE-4 Roof Replacement $38,200 $38,200 N/A
Centennial R-1 Education/Facility Plan $30,000 $30,000 N/A
Center 26 JT Asbestos Replacement $28,556 $28,556 N/A
Crowley County RE-1J Repair Roof/Drainage $300,000 $300,000 N/A
Dd Norte C-7 Boiler/Plumbing Repair $206,300 $206,300 N/A
Eads RE-1 Fire Alarm Upgrade $34,976 $34,976 N/A
Fort Morgan RE-3 Classroom Construction $467,998 $467,998 N/A
KiowaC-2 Asbestos Abatement $195,606 $195,606 N/A
Lake County R-1 Tile Replacement $175,000 $175,000 N/A
Lake County R-1 Boiler Replacement $165,000 $165,000 N/A
Lake County R-1 Roof Repair $57,000 $57,000 N/A
Las Animas RE-1 Replace Heat System $155,700 $155,700 N/A
Limon RE-4J HVAC, Lighting, Electrical Upgrades $134,200 $134,200 N/A
Mancos RE-6 Boiler Replacement $99,000 $99,000 N/A
Monte VistaC-8 Roof Replacement $358,195 $358,195 N/A
Montezuma-Cortez RE-1 Replace Boiler/Heater $145,582 $145,582 N/A
Montrose County RE-1J Piping Replacement $315,150 $315,150 N/A
Montrose County RE-1J Window Replacement $26,620 $26,620 N/A
North Conejos RE-1J Facility Master Plan $30,000 $30,000 N/A
OtisR-3 Replace Heat System $175,000 $175,000 N/A
Platte Valey RE-7 Replace HVAC Units $341,006 $341,006 N/A
Sanford 6J Electric Code Updates $47,422 $47,422 N/A
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Public School Capital Construction Grant Program

Funded Project Descriptions, Award Amounts, and Matching Per centages
Funding Cycle 1 Through Funding Cycle 3

Schoal
Construction | School Capital
and Construction Minimum
Renovation Expenditures Federal Total Award Matching
School District Project Description Fund Reserve Fund Amount Per centage*
Sanford 6J Asbestos Cleanup 45,415 45,415 N/A
Sierra Grande R-30 Septic Tank Conversion $37,250 $37,250 N/A
Sierra Grande R-30 Roof Repair-Gym $88,700 $88,700 N/A
South Conejos RE-10 Replace Windows $34,293 $34,293 N/A
South Routt RE-3 Asbestos Abatement $95,601 $95,601 N/A
South Routt RE-3 Window Replacement $64,509 $64,509 N/A
Springfield RE-4 Replace Roof $30,000 $30,000 N/A
Springfield RE-4 Update Electric Codes $5,000 $5,000 N/A
Trinidad 1 Ceiling Replacement $208,614 $208,614 N/A
Weldon Valley RE-20J Asbestos Abatement $36,500 $36,500 N/A
West End RE-2 Roof Replacement $6,500 $6,500 N/A
West End RE-2 Drainage Plan $45,000 $45,000 N/A
Wigains RE-50J Asbestos Removal $94,777 $94,777 N/A
Total Cycle1 Awards: $0 $5,000,000 $0 | $5,000,000
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and Construction Minimum
Renovation Expenditures Federal Total Award Matching

School District Project Description Fund Reserve Fund Amount Per centage*
Cycde 2 Awards

Agate 300 Propane Tank Replaced $51,617 $51,617 N/A
Agate 300 Attic Insulation $18,564 $18,564 N/A
Agate 300 Window Replacement $247,986 $247,986 N/A
Agate 300 Door Replacements $43,754 $43,754 N/A
Agate 300 Lighting Replacement $40,480 $40,480 N/A
Aguilar Reorganized 6 School Replacement $1,458,669 $342,231 $1,800,900 33067
Akron R-1 Replace Heat Pipes $63,293 $63,293 N/A
Akron R-1 ADA Bathrooms $36,729 $36,729 N/A
Alamosa RE-11] Asbestos Abatement $200,954 $200,954 N/A
Alamosa RE-11J Fix Ceiling ACM Spray $50,684 $50,684 N/A
Alamosa RE-11J Asbestos Ceiling Fix $77,074 $77,074 N/A
Alamosa RE-11J Roof Repair $33,337 $33,337 N/A
Alamosa RE-11J Insulation $78,287 $78,287 N/A
Branson Reorganized 82 Fire Safety and Health $150,700 $150,700 N/A
Brighton 27J Remodel Project $1,480,000 $1,480,000 N/A
Buffalo RE-4 Science Classroom $64,534 $64,534 N/A
Centenniad R-1 Roof Replacement $250,000 $250,000 N/A
Center 26 JT Computer Lab/Elevator $58,000 $58,000 N/A
Colorado Springs 11 Replace Fire Alarm $110,000 $110,000 N/A
Cripple Creek-Victor RE-1 | Replace Heating Units $186,224 $186,224 N/A
Custer County C-1 Roof/Kitchen Upgrade $231,120 $231,120 N/A
Dd Norte C-7 Roof, Boiler, Window Fix $135,246 $135,246 N/A
Dolores County RE-2 Boiler Replacement $41,857 $41,857 N/A
Dolores RE-4A Industrial ArtsBuilding Replacement $300,000 $300,000 N/A
Edison 54 JT Install Fire Alarm System $25,564 $25,564 N/A
Edison 54 JT Replace Windows $16,299 $16,299 N/A
Edison 54 JT Cistern $13,695 $13,695 N/A

A-3



Appendix A
Public School Capital Construction Grant Program

Funded Project Descriptions, Award Amounts, and Matching Per centages
Funding Cycle 1 Through Funding Cycle 3
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Construction | School Capital
and Construction Minimum
Renovation Expenditures Federal Total Award Matching

School District Project Description Fund Reserve Fund Amount Per centage*

Ellicott 22 Partial Building Renovation $926,228 $926,228 N/A
Ellicott 22 Tornado Damage $516,285 $516,285 N/A
Florence RE-2 Security Alarm System $17,350 $17,350 N/A
Florence RE-2 Wheelchair Stairway Lift $15,750 $15,750 N/A
Florence RE-2 Elevator for ADA $119,989 $119,989 N/A
Fort Morgan RE-3 Classroom Addition $500,000 $500,000 N/A
Fowler R-4J School Replacement $704,792 $1,397,855 $2,102,647 26%°
Harrison 2 Building Security $79,200 $79,200 N/A
Harrison 2 Building Security $79,200 $79,200 N/A
Haxtun RE-2J Replace Heating System $250,000 $250,000 N/A
Hayden RE-1 Fire Alarm Upgrade $77,000 $77,000 N/A
Jefferson County R-1 Mechanical System Fix $215,850 $215,850 N/A
LaVeaRE-2 Asbestos Abatement $45,000 $45,000 N/A
Lake County R-1 Ceiling Tile Replacement $110,000 $110,000 N/A
Las Animas RE-1 School Replacement $2,251,539 $2,251,539 26%*
Limon RE-4J HVAC/Electrical Upgrade $500,000 $500,000 N/A
Lone Star 101 Asbestos Abatement $160,110 $160,110 NA/
Mancos RE-6 Asbestos Abatement $79,000 $79,000 N/A
Manzanola 3J Mortar Cracks/Gym Roof $280,658 $280,658 N/A
McClave RE-2 Tile Abatement $105,441 $105,441 N/A
McClave RE-2 Build Classrooms $344,600 $344,600 N/A
Mesa County Valley 51 PA/Intercom Upgrades $83,600 $83,600 N/A
Moffat 2 Roof Repair $30,000 $30,000 N/A
Monte Vista C-8 Cafeteria Acoustics $16,500 $16,500 N/A
Monte Vista C-8 Restroom Renovation $9,900 $9,900 N/A
Monte Vista C-8 Security and Entry $165,000 $165,000 N/A
Monte Vista C-8 Auditorium ADA $92,400 $92,400 N/A
Monte VistaC-8 Entry Door $8,800 $8,800 N/A
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Montezuma-Cortez RE-1 Replace 2 Doors $25,300 $25,300 N/A
Montezuma-Cortez RE-1 Roof Replacement $121,000 $121,000 N/A
Montezuma-Cortez RE-1 Asbestos Abatement $26,9%4 $26,9%4 N/A
Montezuma-Cortez RE-1 Asbestos Abatement $134,970 $134,970 N/A
Montezuma-Cortez RE-1 Boiler Replacement $59,833 $59,833 N/A
Montezuma-Cortez RE-1 Boiler Replacement $23,857 $23,857 N/A
Montezuma-Cortez RE-1 Asbestos Abatement $28,793 $28,793 N/A
Montrose RE-1J Re-Keying $44,662 $44,662 N/A
Montrose RE-1J Boiler Replacement $120,755 $120,755 N/A
Park County RE-2 Fire Detection System $10,000 $10,000 N/A
Park County RE-2 Replace Failed Boiler $60,000 $60,000 N/A
Park County RE-2 Gym Ceiling Renovation $10,000 $10,000 N/A
Pueblo City 60 Life Safety Projects $763,758 $763,758 N/A
Rocky Ford R-2 Office Safety Upgrades $102,439 $102,439 N/A
Sanford 6J Asbestos Project $57,915 $57,915 N/A
Sanford 6J Building New Wing $585,000 $585,000 %
Sanford 6J Pre-School Expansion $40,775 $40,775 N/A
Sanford 6J Evacuation Upgrade $26,125 $26,125 N/A
Sargent RE-33] Auditorium Acoustics $52,800 $52,800 N/A
Sargent RE-33] Suspend Ceiling/Lights $53,562 $53,562 N/A
Sargent RE-33J Roof Replacement $33,000 $33,000 N/A
Sheridan 2 Fire/Security Alarms $644,059 $644,059 N/A
South Conejos RE-10 Renovate Cafeteria $409,714 $409,714 N/A
South Conejos RE-10 Welding Shop Vents $13,475 $13,475 N/A
South Conejos RE-10 Replace Heating System $486,525 $486,525 N/A
South Routt RE-3 Roof Replacement $290,000 $290,000 N/A
Springfield RE-4 HVAC Replacement $56,000 $56,000 N/A
Stratton R-4 Environmental Safety $245,430 $245,430 N/A
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and Construction Minimum
Renovation Expenditures Federal Total Award Matching
School District Project Description Fund Reserve Fund Amount Per centage*
Trinidad 1 Renovation Assistance $308,500 $308,500 N/A
West End RE-2 Asbestos Abatement $28,000 $28,000 N/A
West End RE-2 Finish Drainage Project $312,931 $312,931 N/A
Westminster 50 Bus Loading Zones $68,250 $68,250 N/A
Westminster 50 Intercom Upgrade $46,300 $46,300 N/A
Westminster 50 Lock Renovation $187,362 $187,362 N/A
Westminster 50 Asbestos Abatement $224,696 $224,696 N/A
Westminster 50 Install Walls/Doors $30,000 $30,000 N/A
Widefield 3 Cafeteria Table Project $79,559 $79,559 N/A
Wigains RE-50J Replace HVAC Units $24,360 $24,360 N/A
Woodland Park RE-2 Roof Replacement $323,950 $323,950 N/A
Woodland Park RE-2 Roof Replacement $61,922 $61,922 N/A
Woodland Park RE-2 Roof Replacement $180,494 $180,494 N/A
Total Cycle2 Awards. $5,000,000 $16,392,010 $0 $21,392,01
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Cycle 3 Awards®

Adams County 14 Fire Alarm Replacement $158,541 $158,541 26%
Adams County 14 Fire Alarm Replacement $3,144 $3,144 26%
Aguilar Reorganized 6 Kitchen/Commons Area $1,395,450 $1,395,450 24%
Brush RE-2J Fire Alarm Replacement $10,382 $10,382 58%
Brush RE-2J Fire Alarm Replacement $15431 $15431 58%
Buffalo RE-4 Restroom Upgrade - ADA Compliant $12,900 $12,900 14%
Buffalo RE-4 Technology Infrastructure Upgrade $123,363 $123,363 14%
Cahan R}1 Communication System Replacement $33,789 $33,789 5%
Canon City RE-1 Technology $332,916 $332,916 20%
Centennia R-1 HVAC Air Quality/Mold Spores Removal $37,400 $37,400 45%
Center 26 JT ADA Access & Computer Lab Addition $190,800 $190,800 21%
Center 26 JT HVAC/Lighting Upgrades/Alarm System $552,664 $552,664 21%
Cheyenne County RE-5 HVAC, Lighting, Code Compliance $618,065 $618,065 95%
Cotopaxi RE-3 New Windows $69,000 $69,000 52%
Cotopaxi RE-3 New Roof on School & Dining Room $115,000 $115,000 52%
Creede Consolidated 1 Asbestos Removal $83,000 $83,000 88%
Crowley County RE-1J Electrical System & Service Renovation $113,200 $113,200 23%
Del Norte C-7 ES Safety & Energy Renovations $348,118 $348,118 33%
Del Norte C-7 21st Century Communications $310,142 $310,142 33%
Del Norte C-7 Mobile Wireless Lab $29,174 $29,174 33%
De Norte C-7 Technology Upgrade $10,518 $10,518 33%
Eads RE-1 Glass Hallway Renovation $83,400 $83,400 41%
Eads RE-1 HVAC Installation $233,200 $233,200 41%
East Otero R-1 HVAC Replacement $169,105 $169,105 16%
East Otero R-1 HV AC Replacement/Asbestos Abatement $133,482 $133,482 16%
Edison 54 JT Renovate Heating/Cooling Systems $38,336 $88,336 17%
Edison 54 JT Replace Roof on Original Building $27,300 $27,300 17%
Edison 54 JT Lighting Retrofit $24,248 $24,248 17%
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School
Construction | School Capital
and Construction Minimum
Renovation Expenditures Federal Total Award Matching

School District Project Description Fund Reserve Fund Amount Per centage'

Elbert 200 Computer Lab Renovation $57,739 $57,739 30%
Elbert 200 Office Remodel, Re-Keying & Drainage $5,695 $5,695 30%
Elbert 200 New Boiler $122,640 $122,640 30%
Elbert 200 New Roof & De-Icing System $25,900 $25,900 30%
Elbert 200 Solve Major Drainage Problem $42,000 $42,000 30%
Ellicott 22 Middle School Renovation $32,752 $32,752 14%
Frenchman RE-3 Air Quality/Energy Efficiency $412,711 $12,711 24%
Harrison 2 Fire Alarm Upgrade/Replace $600,000 $600,000 18%
Haxtun RE-2J Replace Roof $180,000 $180,000 28%
Haxtun RE-2J Energy Savings & Student Safety $133,788 $133,788 28%
Hoehne Reorganized 3 Roof Replacement $35,595 $35,595 30%
Holly RE-3 Safe and Productive Capital Project $370,000 $370,000 32%
IdaliaRJ}-3 Water Facility Compliance $2,792 $2,792 83%
KiowaC-2 Replace (Inoperative) Fire Alarm $65,000 $65,000 23%
LaVeaRE-2 High School Renovation $896,317 $896,317 53%
Lake County R-1 Middle School ADA Elevator $621,500 $621,500 19%
Lamar RE-2 ES Renovation/Media & Computer Labs $1,769,264 $230,736 $2,000,000 12%
Liberty J4 Boiler Replacement $21,928 $21,928 50%
Liberty J4 Window Facelift $14,000 $14,000 50%
Littleton 6 Replace Sewage Injection System $48,280 $48,280 3%
Mancos RE-6 Roof Replacement $75,900 $75,900 31%
Mancos RE-6 Security Window Installation $7,590 $7,590 31%
Manzanola 3] Health, Safety, Energy, Learning Projects $182,813 $182,813 13%
McClave RE-2 Science Room Renovation $100,100 $100,100 28%
McClave RE-2 Sewer Replacement and M oderni zation $72,500 $72,500 28%
Meeker RE-1 District Telecommunications System $140,088 $140,088 96%
Miami-Y oder 60JT Replace Foam-in-Place Roof $104,048 $104,048 4%
Moffat 2 Replace/Repair Doors $36,999 $36,999 3%
Moffat 2 Technology Project $22,366 $22,366 3%
Moffat 2 Re-Roofing $36,905 $36,905 3%
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Appendix A
Public School Capital Construction Grant Program
Funded Project Descriptions, Award Amounts, and Matching Per centages

Funding Cycle 1 Through Funding Cycle 3

School
Construction | School Capital
and Construction Minimum
Renovation Expenditures Federal Total Award Matching

School District Project Description Fund Reserve Fund Amount Per centage'

Moffat 2 Entry Sidewalk Replace/Roof Replace $22,707 $22,707 39%
Moffat 2 Brickwork Repair $10,065 $10,065 3%
Moffat 2 Water Purification Project $3,203 $3,203 39%
Monte Vista C-8 Heating System Renovation $382,798 $382,798 %
Monte VistaC-8 Fire Alarm System Upgrade $18,769 $18,769 %
Monte Vista C-8 Modular Renovation $35,035 $35,035 Y%
Monte Vista C-8 Shop Renovation $95,095 $95,095 Y%
Monte Vista C-8 Digtrict Fiber Network $164,464 $164,464 %
Mountain Valey RE-1 Drainage Project $49,830 $49,830 35%
Mountain Valey RE-1 ADA Restroom Renovation/Remodel $38,758 $38,758 35%
Mountain Valey RE-1 Safety Alert System $41,772 $41,772 35%
North Conejos RE-1J Boiler & Heating System Replacement $423,987 $423,987 3%
OtisR-3 Roof Replacement $95,159 $95,159 33%
Ouray R-1 Roof Replacement $60,000 $60,000 81%
Peyton 23 JT New Electrical Distribution System $49,200 $49,200 18%
Plateau Vdley 50 Science Room Renovation $63,320 $63,320 3%
Plateau Vdley 50 Classroom Remodel $13,413 $13/413 3%
Platte Canyon 1 Safety & Access Project $368,150 $368,150 16%
Pueblo City 60 Life Safety of Students and Staff $979,768 $979,768 23%
Pueblo Rural 70 Fire Alarm Upgrade $489,850 $489,850 12%
Sanford 6-J Roof Repair & Replacement $43,560 $43,560 %
Sangre de Cristo RE-22] Fire Safety $50,600 $50,600 33%
Sangre de Cristo RE-22] Roof Replacement/Insulation $52,166 $52,166 33%
Sangre de Cristo RE-22] Cafeteria Ventilation $10,299 $10,299 33%
Sangre de Cristo RE-22] Instructional $55,272 $55,272 33%
Sargent RE-33] Suspend Ceiling/Lighting Completion $42,799 $42,799 29%
Sargent RE-33] Carpet Replacement $59,543 $59,543 29%
Sargent RE-33] HVAC Fire System & Controls Repair $34,364 $34,364 29%
Sargent RE-33] Stair/Balcony Railing Replacement $16,050 $16,050 29%
Sargent RE-33J Heat L oss Abatement $62,402 $62,402 2%
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Appendix A
Public School Capital Construction Grant Program
Funded Project Descriptions, Award Amounts, and Matching Per centages

Funding Cycle 1 Through Funding Cycle 3

Schoal
Construction | School Capital
and Construction Minimum
Renovation Expenditures Federal Total Award Matching

School District Project Description Fund Reserve Fund Amount Per centage'

Sargent RE-33J Snow/I ce Protection $20,931 $20,931 2%
Sierra Grande R-30 Technology Upgrade Project $84,500 $84,500 71%
South Routt RE-3 DatalVoice System $116,084 $116,084 84%
Springfield RE-4 Heating-AC & Roof Replacement $236,755 $236,755 2%
Springfield RE-4 ES Expansion $567,364 $567,364 2%
Springfield RE-4 K-12 Technology $147,000 $147,000 2%
Springfield RE-4 HVAC Upgrade (Supplemental) $26,567 $26,567 2%
Strasburg 31J Install Energy-Efficient Windows $33,000 $33,000 25%
Stratton R-4 Asbestos Management & Abatement $62,625 $62,625 28%
Swink 33 Industrial Arts/Art Bldg Replacement $357,657 $357,657 P
West End RE-2 Coal Furnace Replacement $39,340 $39,340 37%
Westminster 50 Floor Tile/Asbestos Remove & Replace $203,411 $203,411 19%
Widefield 3 School Remodel $306,000 $306,000 15%
Wiggins RE-50J Replace Outdated Heating System $367,885 $367,885 25%
Wiley RE-13 JT HVAC Upgrade/Bleacher Safety $185,390 $185,390 16%
Wiley RE-13 JT Climate Control & Pollutant Mitigation $48,450 $48,450 16%
Wray RD-2 ADA-Accessible Doors $5,170 $5,170 53%
Y uma County 1 Replace Carpet $10,200 $10,200 4%

Total Cycle3 Awards: $0 $9,912,928 | $8,537,813 | $18,450,74

Source: Colorado Department of Education data.

1 The minimum matching percentage is the minimum percentage that school districts were required to contribute to their projectsif they received funding
through the Public School Capital Construction Grant Program. Districts may have contributed more than this minimum amount. No school districts were
required to provide amatchin Cycle 1.

submitted awaiver request subsequently approved by the Capital Construction Advisory Committee.

In Cycle 2, school districts were only required to provide amatch for projects funded from the School Construction and Renovation Fund.
In Cycle 3, school districts were not required to provide the minimum match (e.g., the matching percentage was reduced or waived completely) if the district
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Appendix B
Public School Capital Construction Grant Program
Colorado Office of the State Auditor
School District Capital Construction Needs Survey Results.

Survey Approach Statement

To gain ageneral overview of the capital construction needs facing Colorado’ s school districts, we surveyed the
Colorado school districts. The following summarizes the responses from 174 of the 178 Colorado school districts.

Response Rate

Total Number of School Districtsin Colorado: 178
Total Number of School Districts Responding: 174
Response Rate: 97.8%

Surveys were sent to school district superintendents viaU.S. mail and completed during the month of October 2002.

Survey Questionnaire

1 How many buildings and facilities does your district currently lease or own for education, administration,
and maintenance purposes?
Minimum: 1
Maximum: 843
Average: 19
2. Think about the age of the buildings and facilitiesin your district. Approximately what percent are:
Minimum Maximum Average
a. Under 5 yearsold 0% 80% 8.4%
b. 5-10 yearsold 0% 67% 8.8%
c. 11-20 yearsold 0% 100% 10.6%
d. 21-50 yearsold 0% 100% 53.2%
e. 51-80 yearsold 0% 100% 13.3%
f. More than 80 yearsold 0% 100% 5.7%
3. Think about recent renovation and capital construction effortsin your district. Have you renovated any of
the buildings and facilities in your district within the last 10 years?
Yes: 87.4%
No: 12.6%
4, Think about recent renovation and capital construction effortsin your district. Approximately what percent
of your buildings and facilities have been renovated within the last 10 years?
Minimum: 0%
Maximum: 100%
Average: 47.6%
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On ascale of 1-5, how would you characterize the overall scope of recent renovation and capital
construction projectsin your district?
Scale

1“Minimal” (e.g., general repairs, painting, etc.)

2“Small” (e.g., re-carpeting, re-keying, lighting)

3“Moderate” (e.g., classroom, bathroom, common area remodel)

4“Mgjor” (e.g., roof replacement, heating system replacement)

5“Significant” (e.g., new school construction, new wing addition)

Minimum Maximum Average
Rating Rating Rating
a. renovationsin the last 3 years? 1 5 36
b. renovationsinthelast 3-5 years? 1 5 32
C. renovationsin the last 5-10 years? 1 5 35

Think about the overall capacity of the schoolsin your district compared with their current occupancy. For
approximately what percent of the schoolsin your districts does the occupancy exceed the capacity?

Minimum: 0%
Maximum: 100%
Average: 18%

How would you characterize the overall extent of overcrowding in your district?

None (occupancy does not exceed capacity): 51.7%
Mild (occupancy exceeds capacity by 0-10%): 22.4%
M oderate (occupancy exceeds capacity by 11-25%): 17.8%
Significant (occupancy exceeds capacity by 26-35%): 6.9%
Extreme (occupancy exceeds capacity by more than 35%): 1.1%

Think about how you use the buildings and facilitiesin your district. Approximately what percent are used
for:

Minimum Maximum Average

a. administration purposes only? 0% 25% 5.3%
b. classroom instruction

(e.g., school buildings)? 0% 100% 70.1%
c. storage/maintenance

(e.g., bus barn, physical plant)? 0% 50% 10.6%
d. athletic/extracurricular activities only? 0% 35% 6.2%
e. multiple uses

(e.g., gym, cafeteria, administration)? 0% 100% 6.7%
f. other uses

(e.g., special education, teacher housing)? 0% 70% 1.5%
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On ascale of 1-6, how would you rate the overall physical condition of the buildings and facilitiesin your
district that are used for:
Scale

1“Replace’ (e.g., non-operational structure; replacement required)

2“Poor” (e.g., requires major repair or overhaul)

3“Fair” (e.g., extensive corrective maintenance and repair required)

4“Adequate” (e.g., some preventive maintenance and repair required)

5“Good” (e.g., only routine maintenance or minor repair required)

6 “Excellent” (e.g., new or easily restorable to “like new” condition)

Minimum Maximum Average
Rating Rating Rating
a. administration purposes only? 1 6 38
b. classroom instruction
(e.g., school buildings)? 1 6 37
c. storage and/or maintenance
(e.g., bus housing, physical plant)? 1 6 33
d. athletic and extracurricular activities only? 1 5 36
e. multiple uses
(e.g., gym, cafeteria, administration)? 1 6 39
f. other uses
(e.g., special education, teacher housing)? 1 5 31
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10.

Which of the following areas best capture the current capital construction needsin your district? (mark all

removal/replacement

that apply)

HVAC repairgreplacement 69.5% Asbestos testing/abatement 28.2%

Roof repairs/replacement 65.5% Acoustical control/noise 28.2%
reduction

Improve temperature/ventilation  63.8% Ceiling/wall repair dueto water  25.9%

control damage

Window/door replacement 62.6% Upgrade other systemsto meet  25.3%
code

Improve classroom technology 60.3% Improveinsulation 24.7%

Upgrade electrical systemsfor 56.3% Reduce number of students 24.7%

technology per classroom

Security/surveillance equipment  50.0% Other needs! 22.0%

Lunchroom/common area 48.3% Chemical/hazardous material 21.8%

improvement/renovation storage

Accessibility/ADA compliance 47.7% Correct major electrical hazards  21.8%

Fireaarms, sprinklers, firelanes  46.6% Emergency exitg/lighting 21.3%

Master key/door card systems 45.4% Ice, snow, wind protection 21.3%

Improve/increase classroom 43.7% Correct major mechanical 14.4%

storage space hazards (non-HVAC)

Aesthetic improvements to 40.8% Correct major structural 13.2%

walls/floors hazards

Upgrade electrical systemsto 37.4% Molds/fungi abatement 12.6%

meet code

Auditorium 35.1% Radon testing/abatement 9.2%

improvement/renovation

Media center/library 35.1% L ead testing/abatement 8.6%

improvement/renovation

Improve vehicle loading zones 32.8% Underground fuel tank 4.6%

1 Other Needs” includes additional district-reported items such as athletic fields, gymnasiums,
locker rooms, playgrounds, parking lot maintenance, bus barns, kitchens, plumbing, vocational

education, and alternative education facilities.
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11 Of those capital construction needs that you identified in Question 10, which are your top five district

priorities?

HVAC repairgreplacement 47.1% Reduce number of students 10.3%
per classroom

Roof repairs/replacement 46.0% Correct major structural 9.2%
hazards

Window/door replacement 28.7% Improvevehicleloading zones  8.6%

Improve temperature/ventilation control 23.6% Ceiling/wall repair duetowater  7.5%
damage

Improve classroom technology 21.8% Aesthetic improvements to 6.3%
walls/floors

Upgrade electrical systemsto meet code 20.1% Correct mgjor electrical hazards  5.2%

Fire alarms, sprinklers, fire lanes 18.4% Upgrade other systemsto meet  2.9%
code

Upgrade electrical systems for technology 17.8% Emergency exitg/lighting 2.3%

Accessibility/ADA compliance 16.7% Improveinsulation 2.3%

Other needs! 16.5% Ice, snow, wind protection 2.3%

Lunchroom/common areaimprovement/renovation  14.9% Correct major mechanical 1.7%
hazards (non-HVAC)

Security/surveillance equipment 13.8% Molds/fungi abatement 1.7%

Master key/door card systems 13.2% Chemical/hazardous material 1.7%
storage

Asbestos testing/abatement 10.9% Acoustical control/noise 1.1%
reduction

Media center/library improvement/renovation 10.9% Underground fuel tank 1.1%
removal/replacement

Improve/increase classroom storage space 10.3% Radon testing/abatement 0.6%

Auditorium improvement/renovation 10.3% L ead testing/abatement 0%

1 Other Needs” includes additional district-reported items such as athletic fields, gymnasiums, locker rooms,
playgrounds, parking lot maintenance, bus barns, kitchens, plumbing, vocational education, and alternative

education facilities.
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12. What would probably be the total cost of all repairs and renovations required to put your district’s
buildings and facilitiesin good overall physical condition?

Minimum Egtimate: $0
Maximum Estimate; $800,000,000
Median Egtimate; $2,000,000
Average Egimate; $27,265,977
Sum of All Estimates: $4,717,014,029

Frequency of District Responses

Less Than $1 million: 30.1%
$1 million -- $4.9 million: 33.5%
$5 million -- $9.9 million: 11.6%
$10 million -- $19.9 million: 8.7%
$20 million -- $49.9 million: 7.5%
$50 million and Above: 8.7%

13. What would probably be the total cost of all repairs and modifications required to sufficiently address your
district’ stop five capital construction prioritiesthat you identified in Question 11 above?

Minimum Estimate: $0
Maximum Estimate: $400,000,000
Median Estimate: $1,500,000
Average Estimate: $14,274,861
Sum of All Estimates: $2,441,001,232

Frequency of District Responses

Less Than $1 million: 40.9%

$1 million -- $4.9 million: 28.7%

$5 million -- $9.9 million: 9.9%

$10 million -- $19.9 million: 7.0%

$20 million -- $49.9 million: 7.0%

$50 million and Above: 6.4%

14. Which primary source listed below did you use to determine your cost estimates in Questions 12 and 13
above?

Inspections and/or assessments performed within the last 3 years by
licensed professionals: 25.7%
Repair/renovation work already being performed and/or contracted for: 15.2%
Capital improvement/facilities master plan or schedule: 22.1%
Best professional judgment: 29.0%
Opinions of other district administrators: 5.7%
Other source: 2.4%
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15. Which of the following long-term planning documents does your district currently havein place? (mark all

that apply)

District Strategic Plan: 50.3%

Facilities Master Plan: 64.2%

Facility Audit: 45.1%

Asbestos Hazard Emergency Response Act

(AHERA) Management Plan: 37.6%

ADA Survey/Code Compliance Document: 29.5%

Other (e.g., historical structure assessment): 9.2%

16. How old are the planning documents you identified in Question 15?
Minimum Maximum Average

a. Digtrict Strategic Plan Current 8.0yrs. 1.9yrs.
b. Facilities Master Plan Current 22.5yrs. 2.1yrs.
c. Facility Audit Current 18.0yrs. 2.6yrs.
d. AHERA Management Plan Current 18.0yrs. 3.0yrs.
e. ADA Survey/Code Compliance Current 18.0yrs. 49yrs.
f. Other (e.g., historical structure assessment) Current 3.0yrs. l1lyrs.
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The electronic version of thisreport is available on the Web site of the
Office of the State Auditor
www.state.co.us/auditor

A bound report may be obtained by calling the
Office of the State Auditor
303-869-2800

Please refer to the Report Control Number below when requesting this report.

Report Control Number 1505



