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| 'What did school officials
know — and when?
ow that Measure B has failed
ot the polls, we think voters
should demand answers 1o 2
familiar and domzing political
question: What did distrct officials
know and wlen dad ey know §0?

The board's reluctance 1o reveal
financial informatien the public
was entifled to have fusled suspi-
ciong that the district had some-
thing to hide, and caniributed (o
1he bond issue's defeat.

Let's look at the financial story
| as revealed by the district’s files.
| Before decnding 1o place hMea-
| sure B on the ballot, the district
|  commissioned AT Engineering
| Services, Inc., to estimate the costs
| of construction prejects..

ATD's report on Project o
SI007 is dated Oct, 26, 1994, It
contains, in spreadsheet format, de-
t1atls of how cost esiimates for each

example, at Alamo Elementary
School, the estimate for repaving s
based on 35,000 sguare feet (Col-
umn A, at @ unit cost of $2.15
{Column B for & 1o%al cost of
£75.300 (Column AxB)

f The cost of all Alama prajects:
was 52,155,400, ATI added 10 per-
cEfl for conlingencies and
£145,000 for design fees, Tor a total
of 52,583,004, Simuar calculations
for all 26 school resulted in the
well publicized — and much eriti-
cized — fotal of $50.3 million and
e £52 million in bonds that Mea-
sure B would have outhorized,

any detailed information, leaving
themselves opon to accusations, by
former beard members Emie
Scherer and Jo Anne Erickson
ameng others, that the mmls WeTe ©
simply padded. - 4

By January, uppmt:nll charges
were having an effect, and the
Times was pressing the district for
mipre information. But efficials did
mot give the press the Oct. 26 re-
port. Instead, they released a revi-
sion, dated Jan. 10, which omitted
the crucial cost infermation
{Columns B and AxHE).

district campus were armived ot, For-.

Kut the trustees did not provide ™
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Now, for the questions

That's clearly a visdation of state
Law guarantecing public access to
public records. What's not so clear
is wha should be held responsible.
Superintendent Biefke Vos and
Board Chairman Chris Kenber say
they had not seen the detailed fig-
wres, and didm't need to see them
b decide whether to place Measure
B on the ballot

What did the trustees see before
they sent Measure B to the voters?
Who did see the Oclober repert?
Who ordercd that it be resised -
fare it was distributed 1o the public
in January?

Simalar guestbons must be raised
plsoul the method of linancing. Al a
lengthy mocting with Times edilors
Feb, 15, the district presented a de-
tailed analysis of its deferred-intes-
es1 option, prepared [or the news.
paper by Altura Nelson &
Company, he dsinet's underwriter.

The presentation relied heavily
on the assertion that the assump-
tion of 465 percent annual gmwrh
was "very conservolive.”

But a speciol report wasa't whad
the newspaper had asked for: We
wanted 14 see the information the
school board had used to make its
docision, and we backed it up with
a written request ciling the sfate’s
frecdom-of-iInformation laswy,

Vos and Kenber agread that the
press and the public were entitled .
ta the informatlon we had asked
fur, even 19 the extent of poing
through the file drawers in the dis-

FF,

.. trlet otfice. Reporter Susan Dowd-

ey did just that, and that's whore
* she found the October surprise.
She also discovered ihat the dis,
trict’s earlier projections of growth
were based on lower rates of 3 or 4
percent. Again, we want to know
who decided on the 4.65 percent
rate, and why. The actual rate fog
199495 was anly 286 percent, and
If that low rate were 10 continue,
Measure B tuxes would be kigher
than ihe current levy, conteary o
the board’s pre-cleclion promises.
Concealing mfermation from the
public is o serious breach of offi-
cials” responsibility. We demand an
answer: What did they know, and
when did they know it?




