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Going it Alone

Can California’s K-12 School District’s
Adequately + Equitably Fund School Facilities?
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After decades of dedicated investment, state funding to assist local California school districts in the
construction, modernization, and maintenance of their school facilities has come to a halt. Can all
California school districts adequately and equitably maintain and modernize their school facilities
without state assistance?

FINDINGS

THE MAJORITY OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS UNDERSPEND ON FACILITIES

The majority of school districts in California have not been meeting minimum annual facility
expenditure benchmarks, even—in many cases—with state funding. Between 2008 and 2012,
substantially more than half of districts (at least 57%) did not meet industry benchmarks for spending
on capital renewals and more than 60% failed to meet the benchmark for basic maintenance and
operations. In many cases, the same school districts are falling behind on both measures.

WEALTHY DISTRICTS SPEND MORE ON FACILITIES, ESPECIALLY ON THE CAPITAL SIDE
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DISTRICTS SERVING LOW-INCOME STUDENTS DISPROPORTIONATELY SPEND MORE PER STUDENT
ON M&O FROM THEIR OPERATING BUDGETS TO FUND FACILITIES
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POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

To reverse the pattern of inadequate and inequitable investment in K-12 public school facilities, four
strategic policy reforms should be cornerstones to the approach:

* Establish stable and dedicated state funds for K-12 school facilities.

¢ Distribute K-12 school facility funds equitably, adjusting for local wealth.
* Improve standards for school facility planning and budgeting.

* Establish a California School Facility Database to guide spending.

Anchoring a new school facilities funding program around these cornerstone reforms will move
California to a more coherent system of school facility finance that promotes adequacy, equity, and
public accountability.
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