
Joint City-Schools 
Facility Investment 
Task Force

Meeting #3 | September 7, 2017



Agenda

▪ Welcome & Meeting Objectives
▪ Community Comment
▪ Facility Tour Follow Up
▪ Sub-Committee Updates
▪ Review and Discussion of Preliminary Application 

of Draft Criteria
▪ Wrap Up & Next Steps

Ad Hoc Joint City-Schools Facility 

Investment Task Force
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Welcome & Review
Meeting Agenda & Objectives



Community Comment
10 minutes per sign up 



Facility Tours
Follow Up



Sub-Committees
Updates
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Sub-Committees
Update

Master Plan

 Capital Planning & Implementation (meeting #1 held 
8/29)

 Alternative Project Delivery Methods (meeting #1 held 
9/1)

 Facility Maintenance & Operations (meetings #1 
scheduled for 9/18)



Draft Criteria
Review & Discussion
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Draft Criteria
Discussion

Master Plan

Agenda:

 Review original goals & discussion 

 B&D draft application observations and proposed 
refinements

 Discuss draft criteria and decision making methodology 
and tools 
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Draft Criteria
Discussion

Master Plan

Goal: Apply a ‘Best Value’ Approach 

 Need & Relative Urgency 

 Project Readiness 

 Value to Alexandria 

In summary, the Task Force desires to employ systems thinking and 
evaluate the inter-relationship between the needs a project fulfills and 
the goals it advances, and to what extent, so that the resulting CIP 
provides a portfolio of projects optimizing funds for the best value.
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Draft Criteria
Discussion

Master Plan
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Draft Criteria
Discussion

Master Plan
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Draft Criteria
Discussion

Master Plan
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Draft Criteria
Discussion

Master Plan

B&D Preliminary Application Observations 

 View as an iterative, decision making methodology and set of 
tools 

 Proposed refinements:
 Incorporate project ‘headlines’
 Incorporate planning strategies 
 Identify projects that are the most ready 
 Categorize consequences of delay  
 Further discuss value propositions and refine 
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Draft Criteria
Discussion

Master Plan

Need

Readiness Value

White board exercise 



STEP 1
Demonstration of Need & Relative Urgency

Identification of Planning Strategies & Project Headlines
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Step 1: 

Project A $10 Project B $20

Project C $25 Project D $5

Project F $40 Project E $60

Project G $45 Project H $80

Project J $35 Project I $20

Project M $20 Project K $85

Project N $15 Project L $115

Project O $30 Project Q $25

Project P $45 Project R $5

Project S $35 Project V $40

Project T $60 Project X $15

Project U $10

Project V $20

Project Y $45

Project Z $5

Project AA $10

Uses: $450 Uses: $470 Uses: $0

Sources: $250 Sources: $350 Sources: $250

Variance: ($200) Variance: ($120) Variance: $250

Urgent: Years 1 - 3 Somewhat Urgent: Years 4 - 6 Not Urgent: Years 7 - 9 

Results of Step 1: projects are sorted into general CIP timeframes based on need and urgency, but do not have 
project timelines within each timeframe. 

Incorporate: 
• Project Headlines
• Planning Strategies 
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Results of Step 1: projects are sorted into general CIP timeframes based on need and urgency, but do not have 
project timelines within each timeframe. 

Incorporate: 
• Project Headlines
• Planning Strategies 

Draft Examples for Consideration: 

Project Headlines:
Overcrowded & Aging Elementary 
School Replacement and Expansion 
Project on Existing Site 

Planning Strategy: 
Alleviate overcrowding through the 
implementation of consistent 
school projects that expand 
capacity over time 
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STEP 2
Demonstration of Project Readiness
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Step 2: 

Project A $10 Project B $20

Project C $25 Project D $5

Project F $40 Project E $60

Project G $45 Project H $80

Project J $35 Project I $20

Project M $20 Project K $85

Project N $15 Project L $115

Project O $30 Project Q $25

Project P $45 Project R $5

Project S $35 Project V $40

Project T $60 Project X $15

Project U $10

Project V $20

Project Y $45

Project Z $5

Project AA $10

Uses: $450 Uses: $470 Uses: $0

Sources: $250 Sources: $350 Sources: $250

Variance: ($200) Variance: ($120) Variance: $250

$'s in $1,000,000

Urgent: Years 1 - 3 Somewhat Urgent: Years 4 - 6 Not Urgent: Years 7 - 9 

Results of Step 2: of the projects in the ‘Urgent’ category, who is the most ready to launch?

Identify what projects are “Most 
Ready” 

Potential indicators:
• Have a site secured 
• Planning & pre-design activities 

underway
• Informed budgets by costs 
• Alternatives have been 

analyzed
• Other?
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STEP 3
Demonstration of Value to Alexandria

Draft Criteria:
▪ Strategic Plan 
▪ Planning Priority
▪ Operational Impact
▪ Consequence of Delay
▪ Other Benefits 21



Value Score

Project A $10 10 Project B $20 5

Project C $25 1 Project D $5 4

Project F $40 5 Project E $60 8

Project G $45 8 Project H $80 7

Project J $35 4 Project I $20 2

Project M $20 2 Project K $85 6

Project N $15 1 Project L $115 5

Project O $30 5 Project Q $25 2

Project P $45 2 Project R $5 2

Project S $35 9 Project V $40 6

Project T $60 6 Project X $15 5

Project U $10 10

Project V $20 5

Project Y $45 2

Project Z $5 6

Project AA $10 3

Uses: $450 Uses: $470 Uses: $0

Sources: $250 Sources: $350 Sources: $250

Variance: ($200) Variance: ($120) Variance: $250

$'s in $1,000,000

Urgent Somewhat Urgent Not UrgentValue Score Value Score

Step 3: 
Each project’s ‘Value’ is rated as described in the criteria (1 being low and 10 being high) as context for decision making 

during balancing efforts.

= Most Ready
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Value Score

Project A $10 10

Project C $25 1 Project B $20 5

Project F $40 5 Project P $45 2 Project I $20 2

Project G $45 8 Project M $20 1 Project D $5 4

Project J $35 4 Project N $15 1 Project K $85 6

Project Y $45 2 Project L $115 5

Project T $60 6 Project Q $25 2

Project O $30 5 Project R $5 2

Project V $40 6

Project S $35 9 Project E $60 8 Project X $15 5

Project H $80 7

Project U $10 10

Project V $20 5

Project Z $5 6

Project AA $10 3

Uses: $240 Uses: $350 Uses: $330

Sources: $250 Sources: $350 Sources: $250

Variance: $10 Variance: $0 Variance: ($80)

$'s in $1,000,000

Urgent Value Score Somewhat Urgent Value Score Not Urgent

Step 4: 
Conduct a balancing exercise, adjusting projects to the right to meeting funding levels according to Strategies, Urgency, 

Readiness, and Value

Are schools distributed?

Land identification 
and acquisition?
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Draft Criteria
Discussion

Master Plan

B&D Preliminary Application Observations 

 What are you thoughts on the proposed refinements?
 Incorporate project ‘headlines’
 Incorporate planning strategies 
 Identify projects that are the most ready 
 Categorize consequences of delay  
 Further discuss value propositions and refine

 Are there other criteria that should be included? 
 What projects would you like to discuss further?



Ad Hoc Joint City-Schools Facility 

Investment Task Force

Alexandria, VA

June 2017 – December 2017
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