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1. Do states and districts have adequate operating funds for 
cleaning, maintenance, and repairs to ensure buildings and 
grounds are healthy and safe? 

2. Are districts and states investing the capital funds necessary 
to ensure that their public schools are educationally 
appropriate, energy efficient, and environmentally 
responsible? 

3. Are states and the federal government doing enough to 
ensure equity in education, so that all students have access 
to healthy and safe school facilities that support learning? 

THREE KEY QUESTIONS



STATE OF OUR SCHOOLS 2016

AMERICA’S K -12 FACILITIES



APPROACH

Analyzed school district facilities spending 
and investments

Defined a standard for school facilities 
investment, based on building industry 

standards

Compared the history of actual spending 
and investment to projected needs



U.S. Census of Governments and 
National Center for Education 
Statistics

DATA & METHODOLOGY

Fiscal data reported by 
school districts F-33

(FY 1994-2013)

State officials Dodge Data & Analytics

Building inventory & state 
capital funding for school 
facilities

Hard costs of public 
school construction

Fiscal data reported by states 
on state and local capital 
outlay F-13

(FY 1995-2011)



CAPITAL CONSTRUCTION

$49 BILLION 

PER YEAR (1994-2013)

MAINTENANCE
& OPERATIONS

$50 BILLION 

PER YEAR (2011-2013)

$99 BILLION 

20 YEARS OF FACILITIES
SPENDING & INVESTMENT

ANNUAL AVERAGE



Percent of total state and local 
capital outlay, 1995–2012
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K-12 FACILITIES 
ACCOUNT FOR NEARLY 
ONE-FOURTH OF STATE 
AND LOCAL 
INFRASTRCTURE 
INVESTMENT



1994-2013
A GENERATION OF 
FACILITIES CHANGE

• 4.8 million students added
• 13,000 schools added
• New health and safety standards
• Increased environmental 

responsibility
• Smaller class sizes, more labs
• More services to special needs 

students
• Expanded early education
• More technology
• Increased safety and security
• Grounds as a community asset



State Share
45%

Federal 
Share
10%

Local Share
45%

M&O COSTS

State Share
18%

Federal 
Share

0%

Local Share
82%

AN INEQUITABLE FUNDING SYSTEM

Local communities pay 45% of M&O and 
82% of capital construction outlay

Because local wealth varies greatly, some communities have modern, 
high-quality schools, while others do not.

CAPITAL COSTS



Average Long-Term Debt Per Student 



Over 50% 

26–49%

10–25%

1–9%

0%

STATE SHARE OF FUNDING FOR CAPITAL OUTLAY, FY 1995–2013

Idaho
Indiana
Louisiana
Michigan
Missouri
Nebraska
Nevada

Oklahoma
Oregon
South 
Dakota
Tennessee
Wisconsin

12 STATES PAY ZERO CONSTRUCTION COSTS

Source: National Center for Education Statistics, analyzed by 21st Century School Fund



MODERN STANDARDS FOR K-12 FACILITIES



ON AVERAGE, STATES SPENDING ONLY 
68% OF MODERN STANDARDS

Percentage of standard met by historic M&O spending 
and capital investment, FY2015



Going it Alone

Can California’s K-12 School Districts 

Adequately and Equitably Fund 

School Facilities?

Jeff Vincent, PhD

Liz Jain
February 2016

http://citiesandschools.berkeley.edu



Public school facilities 

affect:

• The delivery of public education

• Access to educational 

opportunities

Public governance and 

civic engagement is 

essential for:

• Accountability

• Public trust



California: Findings on

Adequacy + Equity

• Only 38% of districts met the M&O benchmark

• Only 43% of districts met cap renewal benchmark

• Nearly 40% of districts fall short on both 

benchmarks; these districts have lower AV

• Districts with high AV spend more

• Districts with low-income students spend more per 

student on M&O from operating budget



Districts with High AV Spent More



Facility Needs Place Higher Burdens on 

Districts Serving More Low Income Students



Facilities in 

Good Repair in 

the Local 

Control Funding 

Formula (LCFF)

Infographic: ACLU 



IMPLICATIONS

POLICIES
Federal, state, local

FISCAL ENVIRONMENT
Revenue options

Expenditure priorities
Finance alternatives

PRACTICE
Data management
Public engagement

Educational facilities planning
Design, construction & management
Facilities maintenance & operations





NEXT STEPS

PROVIDE HEALTHY, SAFE, EDUATIONALLY INSPIRING, AND ENVIRONMENTALLY 
SUSTAINABLE FACILITIES FOR ALL COMMUNITIES

1. Data & Metrics: Create a simple inventory of school facilities used 
by districts, local governments, and states, that can be compiled 
into a national data set on public school facilities.

2. State role: Provide a system of state support for local facilities 
planning, that includes state and private funding, technical 
assistance, and the development of engagement tools and 
training from the social sector.

3. Communications: Develop and launch a national campaign to 
secure federal funding for-low wealth and high-need districts that 
can leverage state, local and private resources.
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