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A State Allocation Board subcommittee created plans this week to bring construction projects that pose a child safety risk to the front of the state’s funding line. 

The board is expected to vote on the measure along with myriad other items at the next meeting on May 26. 

Currently, “facility hardship” projects that fix hazardous buildings are given funding priority within the limited group of projects that the board approves at their monthly meetings. But once approved, they are placed behind the previous set of approved projects from the prior meeting. 

Under this new proposal, all facility hardship projects would be moved to the front of the entire unfunded list. 

The plan to give funding priority to “facility hardship” projects arose as the SAB panel on Wednesday worked to smooth out the details on a new pilot program intended to kick start school construction funding in the state. 

The new program will immediately open $415 million in available construction bonds to any district on the state’s unfunded list that can certify they are ready to start building. 

Under the program, districts would need to certify to the Office of Public School Construction that they will submit a fund release form within 60 days after receiving an apportionment. 

Once the state received that certification, the district would be automatically eligible for a portion of the $415 million regardless of when their project was approved. 

An SAB subcommittee met on Wednesday to hear concerns about the new program from stakeholders. Comments brought up at the meeting were intended to help OPSC/SAB staffers write policy recommendations to the allocation board. 

Board members Scott Harvey, Cynthia Bryant, and Kathleen Moore were split on whether to give financial hardship projects, or projects that receive 100 percent of their funding from the state, special consideration for designs and site acquisitions. 

Moore and Bryant appeared to like the idea, but Harvey argued that funding ancillary programs like land purchases did not go along with the stated purpose of the pilot program, which is to ignite California’s economy through school construction.  

“I want to create new jobs,” said Harvey, who is chief deputy director for the Department of General Services. “Funding an acquisition or design moves money, but it doesn’t have the parallel advantage of creating that local economic stimulus and creating safer schools for thousands of kids.”  

Also left undecided was how the board will handle material inaccuracies, or penalties on districts who certify that they will begin construction within the agreed upon timeline, but then back out of the agreement. 

Moore and Bryant argued it would be unfair to penalize districts who agreed to move forward with construction projects but then encountered unforeseen local challenges that halted the process. 

But following some discussion, the members agreed that some sort of negative consequence would need to be in place. The concern was that without penalties, an overwhelming amount of districts would make a run on the available funds regardless of whether they thought they could actually use them within the short timeline. 

Members appeared to support an idea to apply the current rescission practice to the new program. 

Under that scenario, the cycle from receiving an apportionment to submitting a fund release form would be shortened from 18 months to 60 days, and districts that failed make the deadline would have their projects rescinded, or closed. 

A rescission is considered a major hit to school facility operators because they must restart the entire OPSC funding application process.  

An escape hatch may still be available for districts encountering unseen difficulties, however, in the form of an appeal that could be filed to the SAB. 

Another discussion dealt with whether districts in the program could switch bond category assignments. The $415 million is overwhelmingly drawn from Proposition 1D funds. 

The subcommittee requested the OPSC look into the option of split funding, where a district’s original bond assignment would fund labor compliance program certifications, and the remainder of funding would come from 1D. 
