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1. What are the current costs of underinvestment in school facilities in Oakland
USD? How do Oakland USD’s facilities M&O budget trends compare to other
California school districts and industry standards for achieving healthy and

To increase support for facilities on behalf of parents and district leaders, we designed
a toolkit of resources intended convey the importance of facilities in context of the new

The Oakland Unified School District (Oakland USD), like many other districts in
California and across the nation, has stuggled to adequately fund the maintenance

amil.o.per.atlons (M&O) of |ts. school facilities. Properly maintaining and operating educationally adequate facilities? accountability landscape under LCFF.
facilities is essential to ensuring the health and success of students and educators.
There are prodigious costs for putting off routine maintenance, with underinvestment 2. How can school districts communicate the importance of funding school

in school facilities having a compounding effect on future costs of school repairs, facilities maintenance and operations? What tools and resources do districts
need to facilitate the participation of parents, students, and communities in

facilities planning that promotes educational quality, health and safety, and

value in public spending?

Vision for the Toolkit

The toolkit is designed as a

renewal, and replacement.

Aimed at three

Understanding the link between facilities and California’s new Local Control Funding
Formula (LCFF) is critical for effectively promoting well maintained school facilities. interested in making the case for
Under LCFF, school districts are given increased flexibility and responsibility for local Methods for Creati ng Effective Bench ne rking appropriate investment in facilities
budgeting and decision making. To ensure appropriate local planning and engagement in their school district. Each

resource for individuals who are audiences:
on facilities pIanning school districts. school boards and their local communities need Current Replacement Value: The current dollar cost of replacing a facility with one of similar capacity and resource seeks to educate a diverse
V4 V4
i i . function. Oakland USD’s CRV lculated b Itiplying the district’s total foot din2011-2012) b
simple, useful tools that promote school facilities best practices to ensure educational unetion. Lakian s CRV was calculated by multiplying the district’s total square footage (assessed in )by

\ 3) School District Leadership
a new construction cost estimate ($400 per square foot): range of audiences on key issues

uality, health and safety, and value in public spending. e .
G Y Y P P 5 CRV= Total Facilities Square Footage (actual Oakland USD SQFT) x $400 per square foot new construction cost in facilities and what they could do Q

to support school facilities in their
Cost of Facility M&O: According to the Association for Physical Plant Administrators (APPA), 2 -4% of the current district in context of LCFF.

Lc F F CO ntEXt replacement value (CRV) of a building should be spent on maintenance every year. Our calculation used 3%of CRV: . . . o
1) Parents and Comunity  2) California Decision Makers
APPA Best Practice Yearly Maintenance and Operation Expenditures (actual Oakland USD expenses)= CRV x 3%
Facilities Funding in California Over the Years Deferred Maintenance: The difference between Oakland USD’s annual M&O expenditures and the amount
required to maintain a school facility in good repair according to APPA: Inside the Tool kit
1930s  state involvement is limited until early 1930s. In a 2010-2012 survey conducted by the Legistlative Analsyst’s zce:j;rle“:;\l/l::;s::;ic;f::lmate (for selected years)= APPA Best Practice Yearly Maintenance Expenditures- The toolkit starts with , o ) h ) tine facilites in licht of LCFF. foll 9
. . . « L. € TOOIKIT Starts wi d primer giving a crasn course on promotng rachiaes in il (@) oliowe
I State creates State Allocation Board (SAB) in 1947 and begins providing Ofﬁce, “70% Of Local Educatlonal AgenC|es (e.g. SChOOI dlSt"CtS) p g g p g g !
1933 to 1978 local k-12 state financing for school facilities. SAB provides school districts .
with state loans for school facilities from 1949 to 1978, reported moving funds from deferred maintenance and 31% : : by a series of stand-alone resources that can be shared to that end.
| o ._ . | ) Benchmarking Oakland USD M&O Against Industry Y
1986 Zf:ho'ols'regﬁl.m abl‘llty th> |ss:1|(: Io;al bgpds. Prohposmon 4(:: rt:;\storesr:,c(:oo]lc sh|fted a" fu nds from deferred ma|ntena nce". . .
istricts’ a ||tyto Issue [loCal bondads su Jecttot € approval o two-thirds o ° Use the toolkltls prlmer tO understand

Best Practices

Primer: School Facilities in the Era of LCFF

= Legislative Analyst’s Office. (May 2, 2012). Year-Three Survey Update on School District Finance
in California. Sacramento: LAO. Year-Two Survey Update on School District Finance in California.

how changes at the state level are impacting

| voters.

State creates School Facility Program in response to concerns about the . o . . Annual Oakland USD Maintenance and Operations Expenditures and o i ) ) i
1998 complexity of the state’s previous facility program. Proposition 1A, the first Sacramento: LAO. F'gu re 3 deF)ICtS the d nnual expend Itures Oa kla nd USD Estimated Angyl i FHClIltles Fundlng in Callfornla over the Years your school district
of four school bond measures, provides state funds for new construction, oy . )
modernization, and class size reduction. Districts used to receive money through categorical funds that could made between 2002 and 2011 on facil Ity operations a nd industryBest | $70 ithi
- practice Ivestment | Good Repair and Facilities Inspection e Explore and share the resources within
- _ ... ONlybe spent on specific programs. The rest of the money, called maintenance and the resulting deferred maintenance totals. L& °60 this document to promote facilities in your
2000 rs)tr?)tgerali\)'(\:alx;jl::::oil:tgg::iyctlsnCr;i\\:inc::stt(:u;:sosnl.z:; r;::::m\z/ztttrr; the revenue limit, was given out using a complicated and outdated Over the ten vears of analvzed data. Oakland USD’s annual £ 3 $50 The importance of Adeauate Investment in School Facilitv Maintenance Y
approve t’otal of $2 billion in local bonds for school facilities in 2013 and formula. The calculation was different for each district, and did not NEW Y Y ! 3 % ,g >40 P 9 y district.
2014 elections despite absence of state funding in core programs. take the needs of students into account. Districts could use these M istri xpenditur ren wnwar ndth nnual BEE - . . . ..
cunds at their discretion. &O district expenditures trended do ardandtheannua I3 E * School facilities 101: The Good in Good Repair e Use the toolkit as a training tool for
Disinvestment in facilities after the Great Recession in 2009. The deferred maintenance totalsincreased. Dunng this time span, ag 50 . . .
2009 to 2011 :ceglzlature.pasTed Iegl.slat(livfe mfeajc,lyr.es aIIgwmg admmlstra(tjors ’Lo aIIoczte Base Grant - Establishes uniform per- T . o $10 pa rents pa rtICIpatI ng in LCAP engagement
unds previously restrlcte or facilities ma!ntenance towards other needs. p b th diff deferred maintenance tota| grew ata yea r|y rate 0f$18 m||||0n_ .
Large numbers of maintenance and custodial staff are cut. student base grants, with difrerent Grant 0 002 T 2003 | 2004 T 2005 T 2006 | 2007 T 2008 | 2005 | 2010 | 2011 -~ committees.
rates for different grade spans, During this same 10-year period, the estimated accumulated 8 Estimated Annual Deferred
State exhausts its bond authority to fund new construction and intended to recognize the higher costs Supp|ementa| g y p ’ Maintenance (in millions) $2 $8 | $17 | $22 | $23 | $25 | $22 | $22 | $20 | $22
modernization programs. State Allocation Board receives $1.2 billion in : ; 1 W Actual M&O Expenditures (in
2012 applications for state funds despite lack of remaining bond authority. of education at higher grade levels. — B Grant deferred maintenance totaled over $183,000,000 millions) $69 | $62 | $53 | S48 | $47 | $45 | S48 | S48 | $50 | $48 Sa m p I e Reso u rces
Voters approve total of $2 billion in local bonds for school facilities in 2013 - ] . Source: Local Government Finance Survey, NCES. Making the Case for Clean
and 2014 elections despite absence of state funding in core programs. Supplemental Grant - For each English UNC Based on the |nd UStry assum pl‘lon that eve ry Sl Of defe rred Safe, and Functional ’
learner, low-income, and foster Base Grant int . i ted t Iti ddit | S4 ffut ded ital i ts the district’ . ted The content Of eaCh Of these Facilities in Your School
T Jouth students, districts receive an maintenance is estimated to result in an additional $4 of future needed capital improvements , the district’s estimate 4s to th ctrict
2013 | | o additional 20% of the adjusted base accumulated deferred maintenance between 2002-2011 will result in estimated additional capital outlays of $732,000,000. resources corresponds to the ATook e
Deferred Maintenance Requirements are eliminated; districts are no rate per student K-3 6.845% Control Funding Frmula L)
longer required to use existing categorical programs for deferred P ) Revenue Limit ; 3 ! Color Of the htles ||Sted a bove
maintenance. 4-6 $6,947 *
Concentration Grant- districts that 7-8  $7,154 ° o « - , , ,
. . . . . : ’ m note - School Facilities 101 available in Spanish and
Routine Restricted maintenance requirements suspended. These funds are have a hlgh proportion (over 55%) of B h k g O kI d U S D M & O E p d t a g e
2014 to 2015 dedicated toward ongoing and major maintenance of school buildings. EL/LI/FY students receive an additional 9-12 $8289 e n c a r I n a a n x e n I u re S %m G
* 50% of the adeSted base rate Per *These are target figures that will be reached gradually over time. The LCFF is expected to s - s e
| Against Comparable School Districts

Of en I"O| | ment. Source: ACLU. “Everything You Need to Know About the Local Control Funding Formula

Table 2 shows that Oakland USD spends $8.29 on maintenance per square foot, which is more than Fresno Unified and
Sacramento City Unified but less than Long Beach Unified. Table 2 also shows maintenance spending per student enrolled
in the 2010-2011 calendar year. Oakland USD spends more per student than Long Beach, Sacramento City, or Fresno USD.

California and Oakland USD M&O Average Expenditures (2011 $) Figure 2: M&O Expenditures as Percentage of Total Operating Budget (2011 5) Oakland USD M&O data indicators are not outliers, with comparable districts M&O expenditure and staffing indicators
$140I?)ata sources: CDE, Oaldand USD, and NCES 10.0% falling both above and below Oakland USD’s. This suggests that districts across the state may be collectively struggling to
9.5% adequately maintain and operate their facilities. Exogenous factors, irrespective of local district environments, may be af-
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$500 5.5% 2007-2011 (Source: 2007-2011 (Sources: NCES | (Sources: NCES Total Operating
2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007 | 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 LEASs) (Source: ’ ) Budget 2007-
. : ) d LEASs) and CDE)
e Oakland USD  [$1,305|$1,233[$1,279| $981 | $975 | $955 |$1,030|$1,030$1,080]$1,042 50% T T 2005 | 2000 | 2008 | =00 | 2007 | 2008 | 08 | 2010 | 20ma (Source: NCES) CDE) an 2011
@=» @= Statewide Average | $893 | $873 | $902 | $888 | $954 |$1,005|$1,057| $915 |$1,043| $973 s 0akland USD | 9.3% 8.9% 8.6% 7.9% 7.3% 7.6% 7.4% 7.6% 8.5% 8.5% (Source: NCES)
N L — ok | 8% | 8% | S | 83% ] 8%k | 7 | S7R | 88% | 8% Fresno USD $81,611,064 | 10,132,031 75,523 $8.05 $1,080.61 10.20%
ource: Local Government Finance survey, . . :
! Source: Local Government Finance Survey, NCES. Garden Grove USD $47,341,330 3,717,812 48,363 $12.73 $978.87 10.60%
Figure 1 compares Oakland USD’s annual M&O Figure 2 compares Oakland USD and the CA average for M&O Long Beach USD 297,086,664 | 7,629,591 86,097 59.58 >1,127.64 11.10%
. . . . ., . Oakland USD $47,866,085 5,841,891 46,524 $8.19 $1,028.85 7.90%
expenditures to the CA state average, per pupil expenditure as a percent of the district’s total operating Pajaro Valley USD 16,518,487 | 2,304,129 19540 s
expenditures between 2002 and 2011. Between 2002 budget. Oakland USD’s M&O expenditures as a percentage of Piedmont USD 53,311,482 347,422 2,550 $9.53 $1,298.82 7.60% Data Sources
. . o o Sacramento City USD S47,777,657 6,467,907 47,755 $7.39 $994.02 8.60%
and 2011, Oakland USD spent close to 20 percent itstotal operating budgetfellfrom9.3%to8.5% between 2002 State Total /A S50 453 528" | £231593 11327 $961.90 5 7o,
. ] ] . , . ate lota — : 4 4 ! 4 . . L0 Our analysis used secondary data on maintenance and operations expenditures, staffing, facilities square footage and acreage, and district wide enrollment. District level M&O expenditures data were
less per pu pll on M&O, while overall CA per pu pll and 2011 (a n 8% decrease), while CA’'s M&O eXpend Itures as Notes: -Shaded cells indicate lowest M&0 expenditures - o _ _ ‘ obtained from the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) Local Government Finance Survey . All dollars on expenditures in this report are adjusted for inflation using the Consumer Price Index
) ) . ) ) -M&O Expenditures: Covers buildings services (heating, electricity, air conditioning, property insurance), care and upkeep of grounds and equipment (e.g. custodial (CPI) calculated by the United States Bureau of Labor Statistics and presented in 2011 dollars. Enroliment data for each district (averaged enrollment for 2007-2011) were obtained from Ed-Data: Fiscal,
expend itures increased by 9%. a percentage of its total operating budget increased from 8% services), nonstudent transportation vehicle operation and maintenance, and security services. It does not include direct expenditure for construction of buildings, Demographic, and Performance Data on California’s K-12 Schools . Oakland USD provided district level data on M&O staffing, work order requests, and square footage for years between 2009 and 2014.
. roads, and other improvements, and for purchases of equipment, land, and existing structures, nor does it include amounts for additions, replacements, and major Comparable district staffing and square footage levels for years between 2009 and 2014 were obtained either directly through respective facilities department directors or publicly available Facilities Master
to 89% (a 1 1% |ncrease) . alterations to fixed works and structures Plans.
*Estimated by Center for Cities and Schools at the University of California, Berkeley
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