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Presentation Summary
 Summary of FY 2017 – FY 2021 Capital Budget Requests

 Rising debt levels and fiscal responsibility
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Requested Versus Planned
GO Bond Levels
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Summary of Capital Budget Requests by Fiscal Year
FY 2017 – FY 2021
($ in Millions)

FY 2017
State-Owned
Facilities
Capital Grant
Programs

FY 2018

FY 2019

FY 2020

FY 2021

Totals

604

711

899

823

784

3,820

1,082

1,096

1,073

1,137

1,054

5,442

Legislative Initiatives

35

35

35

35

35

176

SHA WIP*

0

100

100

0

0

200

1,942

2,107

1,995

1,873

Estimated Request
Total
CDAC Debt Limit

1,721
1,105

1,200

1,240

1,280

1,320

CDAC Oversubscription

616

742

867

715

553

Gov's Planned Debt Limit

1,030

1,060

1,090

1,120

1,150

691

882

1,017

875

723

Gov Oversubscription

*DBM assumes General Funds will not be available for mandated funding of SHA WIP 3

9,638
6,145
3,493
5,450
4,188

Major Sources of Funding Demand
($ in Millions)

State-owned Facilities





University System of Maryland
Morgan State University
Judiciary
Correctional Facilities

$1,879
$ 393
$ 369
$ 365

Capital Grant Programs






Public School Construction
Environmental Programs
Community Colleges
Housing
Prince George’s Hospital

$3,667
$ 307
$ 659
$ 481
$ 135

State Highway Administration WIP
4

$ 200

Summary of Governor Hogan’s Planned Capital Improvement Program
FY 2017 – FY 2021
($ in Millions)
Governor

Total Current

Hogan's Planned

and Anticipated

Bond

Requests

Funded Capital
Program

State-Owned
Facilities
Capital Grant
Programs
Legislative
Initiatives
SHA WIP*
Totals

Difference between
Anticipated Requests
and Gov's Planned
Funding Level

3,820

2,612

1,208

5,442

2,763

2,679

176
200

75
0

101
200

9,638

5,450

4,188
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Past Spending Habits Put
Debt Levels Above 8.0% Limit

6

The Governor’s CIP debt level remains under the
8% guideline

7

Sharp Increase in the Use of General Funds to pay
Debt Service

8

Comparison of Five Year Planned GO Bond
Funding Levels

9

Public School Construction Program
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F
and
d the Capital Need
Capital Funding
Since FY
Y 2006, the State of Maryland has allocated
a
ove
er $313 milliion each fisccal year to p
public
school co
onstruction. Despite this high level off commitmen
nt, the need for funding ccontinues; the first
of the following charts
s shows thatt in the annu
ual Capital Im
mprovement Program (CIP), State funding
quests for fun
nding in onlyy three years (FY 2013, 2015 and 2016).
has exceeded 50% off the local req
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Note for Charts: Figures for FY 2014 include a) 259 requests and 227 approved projects under the FY 2013 Energy
Efficiency Initiative (EEI) and b) 20 requests and 19 approved projects under the FY 2014 Air Conditioning Initiative
(ACI). The figures do not include the numerous small requests and approvals for the FY 2014 Security Initiative (SI).
Figures for FY 2016 include $6.9 million (pending IAC/BPW approval) for the Enrollment Growth and Relocatable
Classroom (EGRC) Initiative. The remaining $13.1 million is held in reserve for allocation with the FY 17 CIP.

Recognizing that the CIP requests represent only a partial picture of the capital needs of the school
systems, and that in the current market the value of the State and local construction dollar has lost a
considerable amount of its value, it is clear that a continuing commitment to school construction is
needed.
Construction Cost Escalation
Significant changes have occurred in the cost of construction in the last year, accelerating the
modest escalation trend experienced since 2011:
In July 2003, the approved State construction cost was calculated at $138.75/sf for new
construction; for July 2015 it was $233.00/sf, a 68% increase. However, this figure was
found to be significantly below the actual cost of construction in mid-2015:
Vertical Construction Cost:
 For three fiscal years, FY 2012 to FY 2014, the estimated 4% annual increase of
construction cost used by the IAC and DGS tracked well with actual bid-day costs.


In developing the cost for the FY 2016 CIP in July 2014, the IAC applied the same 4%
increase: the FY 2015 cost of $224.00/sf was increased to $233.00/sf.



However, in the last eight months, four school construction bids showed that the 4%
increase was about 16% too low; the figure should have been approximately $271/sf.
This figure corresponds to costs reported from construction sources in Maryland.

Sitework Cost
 The IAC has used a sitework cost of 12% for many years; in recent years, LEAs have
asserted that this figure was too low, largely because of the new stormwater
management requirements that became effective in 2011.
 The four bids indicated that the revised FY 2016 figure of $271/sf should have been
increased by 19% (to $322.42/sf). This figure is on the low end of percentages
experienced by a constructor who has built a large number of Maryland public schools.


The combined building-plus-site number of $322.42 for FY 2016 represents a full 23.6%
increase over the figure used by the IAC for the FY 2015 CIP (it is 107% higher than the
corresponding figure for 2003).

For the FY 2017 CIP, the IAC will:


Escalate the building-only figure by 4% above the figure that should have applied in FY
2016 ($271.00/sf) to $282.00/sf, and



Will use 19% for the sitework cost for new construction, for a total of $335.58/sf.

However, these assumptions are on the low side of industry indicators. Given the volatility of the
construction market and our recent experience, we will continue to monitor these figures throughout
the upcoming FY 2017 CIP process.
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Causes of the Cost Escalation
In early May 2015, a discussion about construction cost was held among LEA Facility Planners,
architects, and constructors at a meeting in Hagerstown, MD. Based on the discussion, the rapid
escalation in construction cost can be attributed to the following factors:
Market conditions: Competition for bidders from the private sector and other governmental
entities; reduced number of contractors and plant capacity as a result of the recession;
shortage of labor, particularly skilled; increase of contractor margins as they recover from
years of at- or below-cost bidding.
Regulations/Codes/Standards: Increased direct costs due to stormwater management, high
performance building standards, ventilation, accessibility, and energy code requirements, as
well as prevailing wage rates and associated labor requirements, and emergency electrical
power regulations; and increased indirect costs as contractors reportedly show a preference
to bid in less highly regulated environments, reducing competition.
Based on a sample of 262 side-by-side bids (i.e., both with and without prevailing wage
rates) between January 2012 and March 2015, the average cost increase attributable to
prevailing wage rates was 11.65%. The sample included 67 separate trade packages at 25
school construction projects in four LEAs. For mechanical systems, the average increase
attributable to prevailing wage rates was 13.21% (31 bids on seven separate packages). For
roofing, the average increase was 9.01% (83 bids on 17 separate packages).
Schedule: Longer times required to obtain permits, reducing the time available to complete
the projects and resulting in higher costs associated with acceleration or phasing of
construction activities.
Sites: High development costs for sites that are less than ideal, requiring soil mitigation or
extensive import/export of soils, combined with the increased cost of stormwater
management to meet Maryland’s regulatory requirements in effect since 2011.
A more detailed report on the causes of the cost increases is provided as an attachment. The
document also mentions some of the strategies used by LEAs and recommended by practitioners to
reduce the cost of construction.

Projections of Total School Construction Need
As a result of this new situation, we have revised our projections of the total need for school
construction funding as follows:
Task Force to Study Public School Facilities: $7.8 Billion. If a study similar to the 2003
survey were undertaken today and the same or equivalent deficiencies were found, the total
cost to correct the deficiencies (beginning in the summer of 2016) would increase from $3.85
billion to in excess of $7.8 billion. The $2 billion that was defined as an eight-year goal for
State funding in the Public School Facilities Act of 2004 would need to be increased to
approximately $4.1 billion, or about $508 million per year over eight years.
Given the general agreement among LEA facility planners that the deferred maintenance backlog is
increasing, it is likely that if the Task Force survey were conducted today, it would find that the list of
deficiencies had grown. Without the considerable investment of the State and the local governments
over eleven fiscal years, the list would of course be longer.
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LEA Projections, FY 2016 – 2021: $8 Billion. The total need for State funding projected by
school systems in the FY 2016 – FY 2021 CIP was $4.02 billion, or an average of $670
million per year.1 This equates to a total construction value of over $8 billion. However,
since local fiscal constraints imposed by reduced property and income tax revenues limit the
ability of local governments to provide the required local funding match, it is clear that the
actual need is substantially greater than shown in the CIP requests.
LEA Facility Assessment Studies: Over $20 Billion. In September 2014 we reported that
facility assessment studies conducted by the six largest jurisdictions in Maryland showed a
total of $13.5 billion in deficiencies.2 Extrapolating for those jurisdictions that had not
conducted facility assessment studies, we believed the total need was in excess of $15
billion.
Since that time, Prince George’s County Public Schools has conducted a new study that
indicates a total deficiency of about $8.5 billion, substantially higher than the $2.1 billion
figure shown before. If this increase (which represents the impacts of the current market, the
continuing aging of building systems, capacity needs, and the new educational and
regulatory requirements) is typical for other large jurisdictions, and if the results are
extrapolated across all of Maryland’s schools, then it is safe to say that the total of all
deficiencies is now above $20 billion.
Cost to Renovate all Pre-1980 Square Footage: $18.6 Billion. An analysis of the cost to
renovate all pre-1980 square footage in Maryland, based on the IAC figures for July 2016
($282.00 building-only, $335.58 building-plus-site), shows a total figure of roughly $16 billion
for construction only. If project soft costs are included, the figure increases to $18.6 billion.
These figures are for renovations only, and do not account for schools that may warrant
replacement, or for additions to existing schools that may be carried out simultaneously with
renovations for programming or capacity purposes.

Funding-Financing Study
The IAC is engaged in a funding-financing study in collaboration with the Maryland Energy
Administration and the Maryland Clean Energy Center, based on research and analysis conducted
in the summer of 2014 with the Governor’s Office, the Department of Budget and Management, the
State Treasurer’s Office, and the Department of Legislative Services. In general terms, the concept
would leverage the energy savings achieved through a large-scale performance contract or
contracts to carry out more energy projects, or in the most optimistic scenario, to carry out other
types of projects as well. We envision a third-party entity that would aggregate need, seek out
investors, and negotiate favorable contracts with energy service companies (ESCOs).
The chart below indicates one possible organizational model, in which LEAs would pay the thirdparty entity their business-as-usual (BAU) payments and would receive in return energy projects at
reduced cost due to the effects of a volume program.

1
2

This figure includes a construction cost escalation factor of 4% per year.
These studies do not necessarily assess the same items, particularly when they are weighted to account for
some element of educational deficiency.
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ESCO(s):

• “Guaranteed” BAU funding 
low interest rates
• One management entity 
reduced soft costs
• Aggregated needs reduced
project costs
• BAU payments do not affect
debt capacity of LEA?

BENEFITS:

LEA(s)

$: Investments

Local Government:

3RD Party:

Investors

$: Dividends,
etc.

Utility

• Legality of LEA / 3rd Party
agreement
• Achieve economies of scale
while still honoring competitive
procurement and other
State/local policies

CHALLENGES:

“BAU”: Business As Usual

$: Monthly BAU
utility payments

$: Utility charges

$: Operating, capital

• Provides capital & BAU operating funds

• Receives LEA payments and
distributes benefits
• Procures financing
• Aggregates needs and procures
ESCO(s)

$: Benefits

$: Construction Draws

$: Capital

• Provides capital grant funds

MOU

State Government:

Option: 3rd Party Management ‐ EPC model with BAU payments from LEAs

• Carries out projects
• Guarantees savings
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We have met with members of the financial community, ESCOs, and LEA facility planners to discuss
the parameters of the program. From these conversations we have learned:
That the financial community views this as a viable and attractive investment opportunity.
That the ESCOs believe that a program of this kind, at a regional or statewide scale, will
deliver projects at a reduced cost compared to the jurisdictional-level programs that now
exist.
That LEAs would find the program attractive if it does deliver projects at lower cost.
However, LEAs indicate that it is important to retain local control of project delivery methods
and schedules, and that certain building systems should be specified at the local level while
others may be standardized to enhance the savings.
MEA has submitted an application to the U. S. Department of Energy for a grant to conduct an
energy assessment of a sample of approximately 140 school facilities, and a cost analysis of a
subset of the sample. The results from the sample will be extrapolated to the entire fleet of Maryland
schools to determine the total likely energy savings if a large-scale performance contract were
carried out.
Concurrently, we will initiate a parallel study of the actual energy-related projects that LEAs intend to
carry out in the next six fiscal years. The upcoming FY 2017 – 2022 CIP will provide a partial
indication; the total list of projects will also include smaller projects in the ASP and QZAB programs,
the locally-funded capital programs, and the LEAs’ Comprehensive Maintenance Plans (CMPs).
The result of this study will permit more detailed discussion with financiers and ESCOs to refine the
estimate of financial benefits and to develop concepts regarding the organizational structure, the
financial instruments, and the geographic implications of the proposed program.
If this alternative path proves to be viable, it will not substitute for the State’s capital funding
programs but will rather stand as a parallel program that will supplement the conventional capital
programs and allow scarce capital program funds to be used more efficiently for non-energy related
projects.

FY 2017 Capital Request
The IAC requests the following allocations in the FY 2017 Capital Budget:
Target FY 2017 CIP Allocation:

$250,000,000

Target FY 2017 ASP Allocation:

$6,109,000

Target FY 2017 QZAB Allocation:

$4,680,000

Total Target FY 2017 Capital Allocation:

$ 260,789,000
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LEA FACILITY PLANNERS MEETING, May 6, 2015
FACTORS INCREASING SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Market Conditions
1. Fewer bidders due to competition from other strong markets – residential, commercial,
federal, military, airport, neighboring states
2. Fewer contractors/subcontractors in business after 2008 recession
3. Shortage of skilled and unskilled labor
4. Increased HVAC systems costs
5. Increased site development costs for SWM, geothermal systems,
6. Increased masonry costs
7. Increased contractor’s profits compared to recession times
Regulations/Codes/Standards – in general - additional paperwork, stricter requirements; results in
both direct costs and indirect cost increases as contractors choose not to participate in school
construction, reducing competition.
1. SWM
2. Prevailing wage
3. MEMA (emergency electrical power)
4. MBE
5. LEED – costs of AE/LEED consultant, USGBC registration fee, materials, control systems,
commissioning fees
6. ASHRAE 90.1 – results in increased HVAC costs
7. Codes: NEC, IBC
8. ADA access to all program and public spaces – additional space
Time
1. Longer time to get permits
2. Less time allowed for construction
3. Lack of holding schools requires phased construction
Site
1.
2.
3.
4.

High site acquisition costs
Less than ideal sites requiring soil mitigation and additional structural/civil engineering
SWM costs
High costs associated with phased construction due to occupied site

Union/DLLR requirements
Additional requirements that go along with prevailing wage rates: labor hiring requirements, overtime
pay.
Educational/Community programs - Additional requirements or options
1. Wired and wireless technology in all spaces
2. Additional computer labs for State testing (only some LEAs)
3. security cameras
4. security cameras connected to emergency generators
5. more square footage for specials, students with special needs, community use.
6. single user toilet rooms in classrooms (optional)
7. sinks in every classroom (optional)
Building/Systems Technology
1. Shorter life cycle of computerized controls requires early replacement in less than 16 years
2. More sophisticated and costly control systems.
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STRATEGIES TO REDUCE OR MITIGATE INCREASES IN CONSTRUCTION COSTS
Design
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Studying new prototype designs
Use steel rather than masonry structure
Shared storage spaces between classrooms
Eliminate built-in cabinetry, shift cost to FFE budget
Increase standardization of classroom design

Specifications
1. Specify open platforms on control systems
2. Eliminate proprietary specifications
3. Improve quality of documents
4. Specify less costly materials, such as PVC over copper piping, and accept greater
maintenance/replacement costs in future
Bidding
1. Increased use of add alternates
2. Require contractors to hold bids as many days as possible
3. Bundling bid packages
4. Lock in prices
5. Avoid phasing as much as possible
6. Provide sufficient time for construction (implies early start to design)
Funding
1. Based on side-by-side bidding, accept 24.99% IAC funding to avoid requirement to use
prevailing wage rates when appropriate.
2. Separate IT and FFE budgets
Advocacy
1. Support apprenticeship programs by construction trades to increase labor pool
2. Support directing students into construction and building maintenance career technology
programs
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University System of Maryland

University System of Maryland
Capital Debt Affordability Committee
September 16, 2015
Robert Page

Associate Vice Chancellor for Financial Affairs
1

USM Financing Principles
 Currently fixed rate – variable added as
interest rates rise
 20 year serial maturity bonds
 Interest only first year
 Level debt service payments
 Revenue bonds secured by pledge of tuition
and net auxiliary revenues & rate covenant
 Student housing financed through P3 deals
when economically advantageous
2

Revenue Bond Rate Covenant
The University System agrees to fix, revise, charge and collect
tuition revenues and auxiliary facility fees in each fiscal year in an
amount that the sum of tuition revenues and net auxiliary facility
fees is not less than 200% of maximum annual debt service on the
bonds.
For FY 2014: 12.4 times maximum annual debt service
For FY 2011: 12.2x
3

Debt Issued Last 5 Fiscal Years
Fiscal Year

New

Refunding

2011

$115,000,000 (a)

$ 50,990,000

$165,990,000

2012

$115,000,000

$108,900,000

$223,900,000

2013

$115,000,000

$54,005,000

$169,005,000

2014

$139,900,000

$11,580,000

$151,480,000

2015
Total

$484,900,000
(a)
(b)
(c)

Total

$93,690,000(b)

$93,690,000

$319,165,000(c)

$804,065,000

Includes $80,830,000 – Taxable Build America Bonds
TIC of 1.988% (average life of 6.71 years)
Total present value savings - $29,154,560
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USM Debt and Legislative Authority
Legislative Debt Cap

$1,400,000,000

Debt outstanding, June 30, 2015*
Comprised of:
Revenue Bonds (at par)

$1,050,690,000

Revolving Loan Program Bonds**

35,000,000

Other (EPCs, Capital Leases)

42,854,471

Total outstanding (at par), June 30, 2015
Additional Debt Possible Within Debt Cap

1,128,544,471
$271,455,529

At June 30, 2015 unspent bond project authorizations beyond remaining bond proceeds totals $282,000,000
* Preliminary and unaudited
** Variable rate with a five year reset. No SWAPs. Self-liquidity

5

Rating Agency Update
(from February 2015 rating reports)

 Bond Ratings – Outlook Stable (negative watch for S&P)
– S&P AA+
Fitch AA+
Moody’s Aa1

 Strengths
–
–
–
–

Large diverse revenue base – growth in student fees
Sound financial operations – track record of positive margins
Largely fixed rate debt – no swaps
Strong state operating and capital support

 Challenges/Weaknesses
– State budget pressure
– Reliance on and competition for Federal research funding
– Low level of financial resources for rating level
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Rating Agency Update
(from February 2015 rating reports)

Standard & Poor’s comments on negative outlook:
“The negative outlook reflects Standard & Poor's view that USM's
student demand, financial performance and financial resources could
weaken during the next two years from funding pressure at both the
federal and state level potentially leading to a lower rating. In
addition, additional debt incurrence without a commensurate increase
in financial resources also could trigger a lower rating. A return to a
stable outlook is possible with resumed headcount growth, exclusive of
on line offerings, improved financial operating performance and
improvement in financial resource ratios relative to operating expense
and debt.“
7

Projected New Issuances and Debt Service
 New Issuances
– FY 2016 and thereafter

$115,000,000

 Debt Service
– FY 2016
– FY 2023
– FY 2026

$138,250,648
$172,702,721
$161,971,963
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Capital Improvement Program
 State Capital Budget (FY 2017-2021)

– $1,318 million base request (consistent with State CIP)

• $264 million per year
• Plus $717 million in prioritized additions - for consideration
only if funds can be made available
• For total of $2,035 million, if fully funded ($407M per yr)

– USM Bonds for Academic Facilities

• $54.5 million (FY 2016), $22-32 million thereafter

– Plus $204 million in non-budgeted/donor funding

– Funding for 44 projects plus facilities renewal

 System Funded Construction (FY 2016-2020)
– $342 million

• USM Bonds - $329 million (target of $61 million in FY 2016, $83$93 million thereafter in approved projects)
• $13 million in cash-funding of capital projects – limits on new cash-9
funded project authorizations

St Mary’s College

Review of Size and
Condition of Debt
September 16, 2015

Five-Year Issuance History


2010 through 2013: Issued $15.75 million in 2012 Series
A Academic Fees and Auxiliary Facilities Fees Refunding
Revenue Bonds to current refund all remaining
outstanding maturities of the 2002 Series A Bonds and
advance refund all remaining outstanding maturities of the
2003 Series A Bonds



2013 – $0
2015 - $1.4 million of a $4.0 million line of credit
2016 - $.8 million to bring the total to $2.2 million on the
LOC
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Total Outstanding


$33.710 million Revenue bonds 6/30/2015



$.927 million Capitalized lease related to an energy
performance contract

Authorized, But Unissued
SMCM has a statutory debt limit of $60 million, our
Board of Trustees authorizes issuances. Currently the
amount authorized but not issued is $1.8 million

2

10-Year Debt Service

3



2015 – $2.91 million



2015 – 2025 varies from $2.91 million - $3.35 million



Additional debt service for the remaining new issuance is
included



Note: Does not include capital lease payments on energy
performance contract related equipment, which is funded
through utility savings. Capital lease payments equal
$296,000 per year

Refunding, New Issuances and
Ratings Updates

4



The 2005 Series A and 2006 Series A bonds are
callable on September 1, 2015 and 2016 respectively
and represent possible future refunding opportunities



Current Projections for New Issuances – $1.8 million
of the September 2014 $4.0 million line of credit
remains to be drawn. Residence Hall rehabilitation
projects



Rating Agency Updates – Moody’s underlying rating
for SMCM debt is A2 with a stable outlook, updated
August 2015

5-Year Capital Improvement Plan
(as appears in the Governor’s FY16 – FY20 CIP)
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Anne Arundel Hall
• FY 16 & prior Construction
• FY 16 Capital Equipment

$ 30.5 million
$ 1.2 million

Relocation of Athletic Fields
• FY17+ Planning & Construction
• FY19 College Provided Funds

$ 11.2 million
$ 2.5 million

Music and Auditorium Building
• FY 17+ Design/Construction

$ 66.7 million

Campus Infrastructure Improvements
• FY17+ Design/Construction

$ 10.25 million

Variable Rate Debt, Swaps
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SMCM does not use interest rate swaps. We have
purchased a rate cap on the $4 million line of credit which
caps one month LIBOR @ 3% resulting in a maximum
rate exposure of 3.3% for the period of the cap. The rate
cap expires May 1, 2020. After expiration the rate
becomes variable again.
$1.8 million new issuance and $2.2 already drawn as of
9/2/2015 is variable rate. Current rate is 1.34%
2005 and 2006 issues are insured by AMBAC,
2012 issue is uninsured

Morgan State University

MORGAN STATE UNIVERSITY
Growing the Future ~ Leading the World

PRESENTATION TO THE CAPITAL DEBT AFFORDABILITY COMMITTEE
Review of Size and Condition of Debt
As of June 30, 2015

Debt Issued in Prior Five Fiscal Years
Description/Series

Fiscal Year

Amount

Project

Bonds
2012 Series Bonds
Prior Five Years

2013

$29.2M Refunded 2001 and 2003 Bond
Series on 9/11/12
$0

Total Bonds

$29.2M

Capital Lease – Building

$0

Equip. – Leases/Purchases

$0

Total Equipment Leases

$29.2M

Pg. 1

Outstanding and Unissued Debt
Principal Outstanding as of 6/30/15

Amount

Bonds
1993 Series

$15.2M

2012 Series

$27.3M
Total Bonds

Capital Lease – Treasurer’s Office
Grand Total

Bonds Authorized but Unissued

$42.5M
$1.0M
$43.5M

Amount

Authorized

$88.0M

Principal Outstanding

$42.5M
Total Unissued

$45.5M

Pg. 2

Debt Service Projections – Next Ten Years
Description

Amount

Bonds
1993 and 2012 Series
Principal

$30.2M

Interest

$12.3M
Total Bonds

$42.5M

FY 2016 - $5.8M
FY 2020 - $5.8M
FY 2025 - $1.9M
Capital Leases
Principal

$7.0M

Interest

$0.8M
Total Leases

FY 2016 - $271K
FY 2020 - $1.5M
FY 2025 - $250K

$7.8M

Two New Buildings
Total Debt Service

$50.3M

Pg. 3

Refunding Potential, Projections for New
Bonds, & Rating Agency Updates


Refunding Potential
None



Current Projections for New Bond Issuances
None



Rating Agency Updates


Standard and Poor’s
•
Affirmed “A+” rating on January 26, 2015
•
Stable Outlook



Moody’s Inventors Services
•
“A1” rating on February 10, 2014
•
Stable Outlook

Pg. 4

Five-Year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)


Five-Year Capital Improvement Program

University appreciates the State’s support for campus refurbishment and
development

Current CIP provides for:
o
New Behavioral & Social Sciences Building
$79.4M
o
New Student Services Support Building
$79.8M
o
Jenkins Demolition
$ 6.2M
Subtotal
$165.4M

Additional Immediate Needs
o
Health and Human Services
$141.7M
o
New Natural Science Complex
$111.2M
o
Wellness Center/New Public Safety
$106.2M
o
Carter Grant Wilson Renovation
$ 17.2M
o
Washington Service Center Demolition
$ 14.0M
o
Campus-wide Site Improvements
$ 15.9M
o
Athletic Facility Renovations
$ 4.3M
Subtotal
$410.5M
TOTAL

$575.9M
Pg. 5

Baltimore City Community College

Gordon F. May, PhD
President/CEO
Larry Hogan, Governor
State of Maryland

Capital Debt Affordability Committee

Calvin Harris Jr., CPA
Interim Vice President for Business & Finance
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Background
•

Baltimore City Community College is the only urban community college in
Maryland. In 1990, the General Assembly enacted legislation transferring
management responsibility for the College from Baltimore City to the State. In
1992, the College was renamed Baltimore City Community College (BCCC).

•

Dr. Gordon F. May is President & CEO of BCCC. He began in this position in
September 2014.

•

BCCC is fully accredited with its status reaffirmed in June 2015 by the Middle
States Commission on Higher Education.

•

BCCC’s main campus, the Liberty campus, serves as the flagship for the
College. There are several satellite locations throughout Baltimore City.

•

BCCC serves over 11,000 students annually in the Baltimore-Metropolitan Area
with non-credit workforce development and continuing education courses.
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Background – Liberty Campus Main Building
•

Renovation on the College’s oldest structure started in year 2000, with the
renovation of the Student Services Wing.
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Background – Liberty Campus Main Building
•

Renovation continues with the Administrative Wing, scheduled for completion
Summer 2016.
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Background
•

Buildings located on the Liberty campus date back to 1968. The most recent
building on this site is the Life Science Building which was built in the mid-1990s.
While there have been selected renovations, such as part of the Main Building
on Liberty Campus, no BCCC building is younger than 20 years old.

•

The College’s capital program is driven by a 10-Year Facilities Master Plan
updated in 2015. This plan is aligned with other College plans, including the
Strategic, Academic Master, Information Technology and Enrollment plans.

•

Capital Budget plans include two vital projects: a Loop Road for Liberty Campus
(to greatly enhance pedestrian and vehicle safety and traffic flow at the campus
entrance) and a Library Resource Center (to enhance the student learning
experience). The College is working with DGS and DBM on these projects.
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Amount of Debt Issued in Prior Five Fiscal
Years and Amount Authorized but Unissued
•

BCCC has not issued debt in the prior five fiscal years.

•

BCCC’s bonding authority is $65 million for auxiliary and academic facilities.

•

BCCC has no bond debt outstanding, so the entire authorization remains
unissued as of June 30, 2015.
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Current Projections for New Issuances and
Rating Agency Updates
•

BCCC has no plans to issue debt in FY16 or FY17.
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Ten Year Projection
•

Any projected bond issuance in the next 10 years has not yet been
determined.

•

BCCC is currently evaluating the feasibility of a variety of projects that
may or may not require the issuance of academic and/or auxiliary
bonds or capital leases.
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Five Year Capital Improvement Program
•

The College’s Capital Budget request for fiscal years 2016-2020

•

Loop Road - Inner Loop and Entrance Improvements on Liberty Campus,
totaling $4.00 million.

•

The Loop Road project includes the construction of various safety
infrastructure, and site improvements (including expanded handicapped
accessibility) for the main campus. Enhancements include new internal
circulation for emergency vehicles and pedestrians, upgrade to the main
quadrangle, and improvements to existing open spaces.
FY16
FY17
FY18
FY19
FY20

None
Planning
Construction
Construction
None

$0
$300,000
$1,850,000
$1,850,000
$0
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Five Year Capital Improvement Program
•

The College’s Capital Budget request for fiscal years 2016-2020

•

Liberty Library Learning Resource Center (LRC) - totaling $36.20 million

•

The College is requesting an update to the current library (built in 1965 and
renovated in 1989) to an LRC to support the intellectual experience.
FY16
FY17
FY18
FY19
FY19
FY19
FY20
FY20

None
None
Planning
Planning
Construction
Equipment
Construction
Equipment

$0
$0
$2,050,000
$700,000
$15,100,000
$750,000
$15,100,000
$2,500,000
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Capital Budget Projects
Out-year projects discussed in Facilities Master Plan include:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Workforce Development Center
Future Development of West Campus area at Towanda Avenue
Harbor Center Development
Physical Education Center Renovation
New Allied Health Building
Campus Welcome Center
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On behalf of the Students, Faculty, Staff, Alumni
and Community of BCCC
THANK YOU!
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Public-Private Partnership – Purple Line Light Rail
Transit Project Update

September 16, 2015 Draft

1

Purple Line Schedule Update (as of 9/10/2015)
Milestone

Date

Achieved?

Board of Public Works Approval of Solicitation Process / RFQ Issued

November 2013

Qualification Packages Due
Shortlist Issued/Draft RFP Issued

December 2013
January 2014

√
√
√

April 2014

√

Indicative TIFIA Term Sheet Approved by Credit Council
Final RFP Issued
PABs Allocation
Release Final RFP Addendum

June 2014
July 2014
August 2014
September 9, 2015

√
√
√
√

CDAC Briefing

September 16, 2015

Setting Date

September 22, 2015

Technical Proposals Due

November 17, 2015

Financial Proposals Due

December 8, 2015

P3 Process

Draft TIFIA Term Sheet to Shortlisted Proposers for Comment

Evaluations of the Proposals
Finalization of Contract and Announced of Selected Proposer
Announcement of Selected Proposer
Submit for 30‐day Final Review to DLS, Comptroller, Treasurer, and Budget Committees
Board of Public Works Meeting
Commercial Close
Financial Close
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Late November 2015 – Early
January 2016
Mid January – early February,
2016
February 2016
February – March 2016
March 2016
March 2016
May 2016

Current Status of Purple Line P3
Funding and Financing Approach – Availability Payments
•
•

•

•

•

•

Periodic APs are based on the Concessionaire
meeting established performance requirements
Since the AP amount is tied to the
concessionaire’s performance, MDOT/MTA has
the right to not pay or make deductions if the
Concessionaire doesn’t perform as agreed
Periodic payments cover O&M (major
component); rehabilitation & replacement; and
private borrowed funds
Based on preliminary estimates, the average
annual size of APs for the Purple Line P3 is
expected to be in the range of $100 million $200 million, subject to final agreement terms,
risk allocation, financial structure, and market
conditions
Written guidance provided by Maryland’s Capital
Debt Affordability Committee (CDAC) on
parameters for structuring the APs to avoid
classification as tax-supported debt
The average annual debt service component
of the APs cannot be above $60 million or
below $40 million. The maximum amount in
any particular year is $70 million and
minimum amount is $30 million

Availability Payment Components

Operations and
Maintenance
(O&M)

Non-Debt

Rehabilitation
& Replacement

Repayment of Private
Borrowed Funds

Not to Scale

3

Non-tax
supported debt

Select Draft Agreement Details – Ensuring Performance
Construction Phase: Progress Payments and Revenue Service Availability (RSA) Payment
•

Progress Payments paid monthly during the construction phase for 85% of earned construction value,
subject to annual caps imposed by Owner that match CTP allocations (minus State costs)
•
Progress Payments are paid only when Owner agrees the work is complete
•
Total Progress Payments will not be more than $860 million, with annual amounts available as follows:
$190 million for FY 2016; $220 million for FY 2017; $220 million for FY 2018; $180 million for FY 2019; and
$50 million for FY 2020.
•
RSA Payment of $100-$500 million made upon achieving Revenue Service Availability, followed by a Final
Operations and
Completion Payment of $30 million for non-core construction items
Maintenance
•
RSA Payment made only when the Independent Engineer certifies(O&M)
that necessary construction work and
startup activities (e.g., revenue service demonstration testing) are complete
•
Concessionaire
Default
occurs if the
Concessionaire is 12 months late in reaching RSA
O&M
Phase: Availability
Payments
(APs)
•
•

Rehabilitation
APs are forfeited for each month the Concessionaire is the cause
of late RSA.
& Replacement
AP deductions can be made for either:
– Non-compliance in vehicle on-time performance or
– Non-compliance in other service quality measures (e.g., vehicle and station cleanliness, station
Repayment of Private
maintenance, safety & security compliance, contract reporting
compliance)
Spring 2016
(indicative)
Financial
Close

Progress
Payment

Progress
Payment

. . .

Borrowed Funds

FY2021
(indicative)
RSA

Final
Completion
Payment

AP
Payment

. . .

AP
Payment

. . .
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Construction Phase

O&M Phase

FY2051
(indicative)
Concession
End

Next Steps
•

Technical Proposals due from proposers November 17, 2015

•

Financial Proposals due from proposers December 8, 2015

•

Selection of preferred proposer and finalization of P3 contract documents in Winter
2015/2016; preferred proposer will prepare briefing for TIFIA during this time

•

Final Agreement submitted for review to DLS, Treasurer’s Office, Comptroller’s Office, and
Budget Committee in Winter 2016

•

MDOT/MTA Purple Line team to keep regular communication with DLS, Treasurer’s Office,
and Comptroller’s Office
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