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Rebuild Our Nation's Schools 
By Carol Moseley-Braun 

T HE United States General .•\ccounting 
Office (GAO) sent the country a wal<e-
up call with its Tinal report last month 

on the state of .America's crumbLng schools. 
The message: Rebuild our education infra­
structure now, or deal with the effects of de­
ferred maintenance on children's education 
lUid our country's competitiveness for an­
other generation. 

The two-year GAO study documents the 
neglect and disrepair of schools at the ele­
mentary and secondary levels, 
pointing out that crumbling 
schools are a national problem 
affecting cities, suburbs, and 
rural areas. 

.Approximately one-third of 
the country's school buildings 
are ripe for replacement, and up 
to 70 percent in some areas have 
identi^ble flaws that negatively 
affect the leaming environment, 
such as leaking roofs, faulty or 
inadequate electrical wiring, 
falling plaster, and rusty plumb­
ing. The GAO estimates that 
$ 112 billion is needed to get 
schools into simply "good" condition. 

How to finance these repairs is where the 
argument heats up. Because of the tradition 
of local control of elementary and secondary 
schools, the federal govemment has been 
(3nly marginally involved in funding educa­
tion at that level. Despite recent efforts to 
help defray the costs of educating poor chil-
ilren, the share of costs paid at the federal 
level today is less than 7 percent. It has never 
been more than 10 percent. 

Most of the financing for repairs comes 
from a local funding base, principally the 
property tax, which is increasingly incapable 
if supporting opportunities for quality edu-

rution. Property wealth is an inelastic tax 
base. It creates gross disparities in the 
amounts mdividual school districts can raise, 
and it 15 so stramed that costs associated with 
programs and salciries consistently crowd out 
money for maintenance, repair, rebuilding, 
and replacement of infrastructure and facili-

OPINION/ESSAYS 

Crumbling schools 
are a national 
problem 
affecting cities, 
suburbs, and 
rural areas. 

ties. .State governments, which share in vary­
ing degrees the respon.sibility for fmancmg 
education, invested S3.-5 billion for facility 
repair nationwide in 1994 - only J percent of 
the need reported by the GAO. 

The Education Infrastructure .-̂ ct, which 
became law in 1994 but remains imfunded by 
Congress, suggests a new paradigm for edu­
cation fmance - one that recognizes both fis­
cal realities and the importance of quality ed­
ucation. 

President Clinton and I recently proposed 
a $.5 billion interest subsidy to help local 

school districts float bond is­
sues to rebuild. By engaging 
federal fmancial support for the 
specific task of school con­
struction and repair, we can 
bring national resources to the 
challenge of preparing our chil­
dren for the 21st centtiry. 

Our students will need com­
puters and the technology to 
run them, as well as sound 
buildings m which to use them, 
if they are to acquire the "capi­
tal" that education represents. 
The US can't compete if our 
children can't leam, and our 

students can't leam if their schools are falling 
down. 

Federal help to rebuild our elementary 
schools means everybody wins: Children, 
teachers, and school officials eryoy a better 
environment for leaming and teaching; local 
taxpayers win a reprieve from further debt 
and state and local governments get an op­
portunity to improve their schools and edu­
cational systems in general.' 

The Tower of Babel" approach to school 
funding must be replaced with a cooperative 
model in which national, state, and local gov­
ernments each play a role in helping com­
munities educate our children. Just about 
every candidate for office runs on an educa­
tion platform. 

Isn't it time to put some mortar on the 
bnck? 

MCaroi Moseley-Braun (D) is a US Sena­
tor from Illinois. 



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 

OFFICI-: OF Ti n : UNDliR Si;C]<l£ l"AKY 

August 4, 1996 

Dr. Thomas W. Payzant 
Superintendent 
Boston Public Schools 
26 Court Street 
Boston, MA 02108 

Dear Tom: 

This is a belated note of thanks for your quick assistance (and Jean's) in pulling together the 
information regarding school construction costs in Boston. I relayed your information to 
Mike and it was very useful as the Department helped to assemble the Administration's new 
school construction initiative. I thought you would be interested in seeing the actual proposal 
that was announced (if you haven't already), which will be given additional definition as we 
move into the fall. 

Things have been extremely busy here this summer, with school construction and other 
initiatives being shaped and further implementation of lASA and Goals 2000 moving forward 
against the backdrop of the continuing struggle over appropriations, direct lending, 
immigration (Plyler v. Doe), vouchers, language policy, and other issues. The congressional 
recess that began this weekend will provide a much-needed break before heavy activity 
resumes in September. 

I get the sense that things are progressing well in Boston. 1 hope that you are enjoying the 
work as much as you had anticipated. Gerry Tirozzi is off to a great start at the helm of 
OESE, building on many of the things that you initiated during your time with the 
Department. Nevertheless, you can be sure that your presence is greatly missed. 

Please give my best to both Jean and Janice, and let me know if I can ever be of any 
assistance to you. 

Take care. 

Sincerely, 

Bill Kincaid 
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SUMMARY OF PRESIDENT CLINTON'S SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION miTIATIVE 
July 11, 1996 

PRESIDENT CLINTON PROPOSES A NEW INITIATIVE TO HELP LOCAL COMMUNITIES 
AND STATES REBUILD THE NATION'S SCHOOLS. As America moves into the 21st century, our 
schools should too. I f our schools are in no shape for the fiiture, our students won't be either. The facts 
are clear: 

One-Third Of All Schools - Serving 14 Million Students - Need Extensive Repair Or 
Replacement According to a recent General Accounting Office report, about 60 percent of schools 
have at least one major building feature in disrepair, such as leaky roofs and crumbling walls. Over 50 
percent have at least one environmental problem, such as poor indoor air quality. [Source: General Accounting 
Office Repoit: "School Facilities: America's Schools Report Differing Conditions.* June 14. 1996] 

Schools Do Not Have The Physical Infrastructure To Allow Our Students To Meet tbe Challenges 
of the 21st Century. Many schools do not have the physical inftastructure to make the best use out of 
computers, printers, and other equipment. Almost half (46 percent) of the schools report inadequate 
electrical wiring for computers and communications technology, and over half (52 percent) of 
schools report six or more insufRcient technology elements (such as fiber optics cabling, phone lines 
for modems, and wi r ing for computers). (Source: General Accounting Office, "School Facilities: America's Schools Not 
Designed or Equipped for 21st CenOiry," April 4, 1995] 

Expected Enrollment Growth Imposes Additional Burdens. Many school districts also face the 
need to build new schools to accommodate enrollment growth. Public school enrollment in grades K-
12 is expected to rise 20% between 1990 and 2004. [Source: U.S. Department of Commerce. Slatishcal Abstraa of the 
United Slates. 1995. p 1511 

KEY ELEMENTS OF PRESIDENT CLINTON'S NEW 
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INITIATIVE 

Up to 50% Interest Subsidy for New School Construction and Renovation. The initiative will 
reduce interest costs on new school consuiiction and renovation projects by up to 50%, with a 
sliding subsidy scale depending on need. 

S20 Billion in Schooi Construction Spurred by $5 Billion in Federal Jump-Start Funding Over 
4 Years. The interest reduction is equivalent to subsidizing $1 out of every $4 in construction and 
renovation spending. $5 billion in federal funding over 4 years ~ with most of the money 
administered by the States - would support $20 billion in construction and renovation. One of the 
key criteria in distributing funds to projects will be the extent to which the spending is incremental -
- above what would have occurred without this initiative. 

Goal of 25% Increase in Scbool Construction Over 4 Years. National spending on school 
construction and renovation is currently about $10 billion a year or $40 billion over 4 years. By 
focusing on incremental or net additional construction projects, this initiative aims to ensure that at 
least half of the $20 billion supported by federal subsidies would not have otherwise occurred. This 
would increase school construction by at least $10 billion to a total of $50 billion over 4 years ~ 
increasing school construction by 25%. 

One-Time Construction Initiative Fully Paid For By One-Time Spectrum Auction: A one-time 
auction of portions of the spectrum between channels 60-69 will fully fund this jump-start proposal. 

State and Local Governments Maintain Responsibility and Control. States would administer the 
bulk of the subsidies, wliiie the Ifrgest school districts would apply directly to the U.S. Department 
of Education. State participp.tion would be volimtary. 
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BACKGROUND ON PRESIDENT CLINTON'S SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INmATIVE 
July 11, 1996 

50% INTEREST SUBSIDY FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND RENOVATION: President 
Clinton's new School Construction Initiative provides up to a 50% interest subsidy to school 
districts repairing existing K-12 schools or building new schools to replace old ones or to 
accommodate increased enrollments. Subsidies would be awarded according to several criteria, 
including need and evidence that the funding will support construction or renovation that would 
otherwise not have occurred. 

• School construction is typically funded through tax-exempt bonds that currently carry 
interest rates of about 6%. The interest subsidy would be as large as 50% of the interest 
rate — reducing the interest rate from 6% to 3%. 

The interest subsidy would generally be 50%, but could be administered on a sliding-scale 
with the communities most in need receiving the full 50% interest subsidy and 
communities with less need receiving a smaller subsidy. 

$20 BILLION IN STATE AND LOCAL SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION SPURRED BY 
$5 BILLION FEDERAL JUMP-START: 

• The President's plan provides $5 billion in federal subsidies over the next four years. 

The initiative would be a four-year, capped mandatory proposal that would be fully 
funded by auctioning a portion of the spectrum between channels 60-69. 

Given the subsidy rate, the range of subsidy rates, S5 billion should support S20 billion or 
more in school construction and renovanon. Since the initiative is time-limited, school 
districts would have an incentive to act within the 4-year window. 

GOAL OF 25% INCREASE IN SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION OVER NEXT FOUR YEARS: 

Currently, about $10 billion a year is spent on school construction each year — or roughly 
$40 billion over 4 years. 

With up to a 50% interest subsidy, $5 billion in federal funding over 4 years should 
support a total of $20 billion in school construction. 

An important selection criteria is that communities undertake additional projects. Our 
goal is to ensure that at least half of the $20 billion will be additional net construction and 
renovation. This $10 billion in additional spending would represent a 25% increase over 
the projected level of spending over 4 years ($40 billion). 

(1) 
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STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS MAINTAIN CONTROL AND RESPONSIBILITY: The 
President's initiative seeks to aid and strengthen the hand of local governments to build and rebuild their 
schools. But they must still take responsibility for their proposals and most of the cost. 

• The initiative will make it easier for state and local governments to do the right thing by cutting 
their interest costs in half. 

• States would administer the bulk of the credit subsidies to local communities. States would need 
to show that they have an overall plan to encourage net additional construction based on historical 
averages and past effort, and to take need into account. 

The 100 largest school districts by poverty count, plus approximately 25 other school districts the 
Education Department determines have exceptional needs, would apply directly to the Department 
of Education for credit subsidies to ensure that major cities which have the most signiHcant needs 
and which actually implement a large share of all school construction receive appropriate 
treatment. 

ONE-TIME SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INITUTIVE FULLY-PAID FOR BY ONE-TIME 
AUCTION OF PORTIONS OF THE SPECTRUM BETWEEN CHANNELS 60-69: The initiative is 
fully paid for through a new proposal to auction a portion of the spectrum between channels 60-69 that is 
not currently being used for TV broadcasting. This one-time auction is expected to raise the $5 billion 
needed to fully pay for this school construction kick-start. 

For several years the FCC has been studying the possibility of auctioning unused or imderutilized 
portions of the broadcast spectrum in between existing TV stations. The FCC has now concluded 
that with the development of digital wireless technology, the space around the TV stations can be 
auctioned and used without disturbing these broadcast stations. 

Therefore, this new proposal — not contained in any previous Administration budget — would 
auction a portion of the spectrum around the TV stations using channels 60-69. This spectrum is 
not currently being used for TV broadcasting, and its quality and location make it very desirable 
for exciting new personal communication services applications. 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROVIDED TO HELP STATES AND LOCALITIES: Where there is 
a request for technical assistance, the Education Department or designated outside experts will be 
available to provide local and state govenmient officials and other interested parties with infonnation to 
assist them with school construction and renovation. 

• States and localities will be provided with information and referrals relating to issues such as how 
to survey building needs, to accurately project enrollment, innovative financing strategies, and 
effective preventive maintenance strategies. 

PURPOSES OF SUBSIDIZED PROJECTS: The credit subsidy will be used to lower the cost of 
additional construction or renovation projects with one of the following purposes: 

1) Fixing or upgrading classrooms or structures related to academic learning, including fixing leakin{ 
roofs, crumbling walls, inadequate plumbing, poor ventilation, and heating or light problems 

2) Increasing physical safety at the school 
3) Enhancing access for students, teachers, and other people with disabilities 
4) Improving energy efficiency 
5) Addressing environmental hazards, such as poor ventilation, indoor air quality, or lighting 
6) Providing the basic infrastructure that facilitates educational technology, such as 

communications outlets, electrical systems, power outlets, or a communication closet 
7) Constructing new schools to meet the needs imposed by enrollment growth, and to create 

community schools and charter schools. 

(2) 
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HOW TYPICAL COMMUNITIES WILL BENEFIT FROM 
PRESmENT CLINTON'S SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INITIATIVE 

CTTY O F M E T R O P O L I S 

TYPICAL PROBLEMS: 

TYPICAL COSTS: 

TYPICAL OBSTACLES: 

IMPACT OF 
PRESIDENT CLINTON'S 
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
INITLVTIVE 

Like cities across the nation. Metropolis bas large school construction 
and renovation needs. Two of its schools need major renovations, 
including plumbing and new roofs, and an additional elementary schoo 
is needed to accommodate a rapidly growing school age population. 

The repairs and two new school buildings are expected to cost $10 
million ($2 million each for the major renovations to the two existing 
schools, and $6 million for the new elementary school). 

Despite the clear need for the repairs and two new schools, the 
school board has been reluctant to propose issuing a bond when it 
could be rejected as too costly. As a result, only emergency repairs 
" funded oirt of an operations account ~ have been undertaken. 

Reduces Local Cost of Schooi Construction. The President's 
proposal could cut interest payments in half, saving Metropolis 
$5 million in interest costs over the life of their $10 million bond. 
This is equivalent to saving $2.9 million immediately — savings of 
29% off of face value. 

TOWN O F R U R A L T O W N 

TYPICAL PROBLEMS: 

TYPICAL COSTS: 

TYPICAL OBSTACLES: 

IMPACT OF 
PRESIDENT CLINTON'S 
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
INITIATIVE 

The town of Ruraltown has three schools in need of major 
renovations, to improve indoor air quality, ventilation, and roofs. 

The repairs of the 3 school buildings are expected to cost $5 million. 

Ruraltown faces difficult challenges in renovating its schools. Its tax 
base is too small to pay for the necessary renovations, and bond 
financing is too expensive. 

Reduces Local Cost of School Construction. The President's 
proposal could cut the interest rate paid by Ruraltown in half. This 
would save Ruraltown more than $1.7 million in interest costs over 
the life of their $5 million bond. This is equivalent to saving $1.2 
million immediately - savings of 23% off of face value. 

[SEE ATTACHED TABLES FOR SPECIFIC SAVINGS UNDER PRESIDENT CLINTON'S INITL4TIVE 

(3) 
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THE CASE OF THE CITY OF METROPOLIS 
Clinton Initiative Saves City 29% of Construction Cost 

COST OF CONSTRUCTION 
AND RENOVATION: 

FINANCING: 

$10 million ($2 million each for the major renovations to 
the two existing schools, and $6 million for the new 
elementary school). 

Financed with 30-year bond with interest rate of 6%. 
Principal repayments begin after second year. 

·------------·--·- ----·-··----·· -·-----·--·-- ,__ ___ ------
CURRENT CLINTON SAVINGS 

LAW INITIATIVE 

INTEREST 6% 3% 3% 
RATE 

AVERAGE 
ANNUAL $330,000 $165,000 $165,000 
INTEREST 
PAYMENT 

TOTAL 
ANNUAL 
INTEREST $9.9 million $4.95 million $4.95 million 
PAYMENTS 
OVER 30 
YEARS 

SA VIN GS AS A PERCENTAGE· 
OF FACE VALUE 

Face Value of School $10 million 
Construction 

Present Value of Interest $2.9 million 
Subsidy Under Clinton 
Initiative 

Clinton Initiative Savings 
as a Percentage of 29% 
Face Value 

(4) 
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CASE OF THE TOWN OF RURALTOWN 
CUnton Initiative Saves City 23% of Renovation Cost 

COST OF CONSTRUCTION 

AND RENOVATION: 

$5 million (1.7 million each for the major 
renovations to 

the three existing schools). 

FINANCING: Financed with 20-year bond with interest rate of 6%. 
Principal repayments begin after second year. 

CURRENT 
LAW 

CLINTON 
INITIATIVE 

SAVINGS 

INTEREST 
RATE 

6% 3% 3% 

AVERAGE 
ANNUAL 
INTEREST 
PAYMENT 

$172,500 $86,250 $86,250 

TOTAL 
ANNUAL 
INTEREST 
PAYMENTS 
OVER 30 
YEARS 

$3.45 million $1.73 million $1.73 million 

SAVINGS AS A PERCENTAGE 
OF FACE VALUE 

Face Value of School 
Renovation 

$5 million 

Present Value of Interest 
Subsidy Under Clinton 
Initiative 

$1.2 million 

Clinton Initiative Savings 
as a Percentage of 
Face Value 

23% 

(5) 
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PA YING FOR PRESIDENT CLINTON'S SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INITIATIVE 
Spectrum Auctions 

Overview: President Clinton·s School Construction Initiative is completely paid for through a new 
proposal to auction a portion of spectrum between channels 60-69 that is not currently being used for TV 
broadcasting. This one-time auction is expected to raise the $5 billion need to completely pay for this 
one-time kick-start of school construction. The school construction funded with the proceeds of this 
spectrum auction will help prepare our children and schools for the Infonnation Era. 

Background on Spectrum Auctions: The Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1993 gave the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) authority to auction spectrum licenses, instead of giving them away. 
The subsequent auctions have been very successful, efficiently allocating a scarce resource and raising 
$20 billion to date -- more than either the Administration or the Congressional Budget Office projected. 
The auctions have made quality portions of the spectrum available to private technological entrepreneurs, 
stimulating the development of new uses of the spectrum, such as personal communications services (e.g., 
two-way paging, digital cellular phones, and wireless connections to the Internet), which were not even 
imagined a few decades ago. 

Spectrum Auctions Already in The President's FY 1997 Balanced Budget: The President's budget 
includes further auctions of broadcast and non-broadcast spectrum that the FCC will free-up in order to 
get more spectrum into the hands of the private-sector finns that can use it most effectively. The 
following spectrum auctions are already contained in the President's FY97 balanced budget: 

1. Broaden and Extend Auctions of Non-Broadcast Spectrum: This proposal was also included in 
the Republican reconciliation bills and is expected to raise $19 billion. 

2. Auction of "Analog" Spectrum: This proposal auctions the unneeded analog spectrum the FCC 
will reclaim after broadcasters have migrated to a new digital channel, and is expected to raise $17 
billion through an auction of the analog and if necessary also a digital spectrum fee. 

3. Auction or "888" Toll-Free Numbers: This proposal authorizes the FCC to award through an 
auction a new generation of toll-free "888" vanity telephone numbers, raising $700 million. 

4. Auction or DARS Spectrum To Help Pay for $1,500 HOPE Scholarships: This auctions a 
portion of the spectrum previously allocated for digital audio radio services (OARS), but which is 
unsuitable for OARS because of interference problems, raising $2.I billion. 

New Proposal: Auction a Portion of Spectrum Between Channels 60-69 Which Will Fully Pay for 
the New School Construction Initiative. The President's School Construction Initiative is fully paid for 
by a new proposal -- not contained in any previous Administration budget -- to auction an additional 
portion of the spectrum. For several years the FCC has been studying the possibility of auctioning -
unused or underutilized portions of the spectrum located between existing TV stations. The FCC has now 
concluded that with the development of digital wireless technology, the space around TV stations can be 
auctioned and used without affecting these broadcast stations. Therefore, this new proposal would auction 
portions of the spectrum between channels 60-69 that are not being used for TV broadcasting. lltls 
portion of the spectrum was allocated free-of-charge to UHF television, but there are fewer than 100 
stations across the United States using it, leaving a significant and valuable portion of spectrum between 
the stations that could be used for other wireless technologies. This new proposal would reallocate and 
auction these underutilized portions of the spectrum without disrupting the current broadcast stations. 
These portions of the spectrum could be used for exciting nl!w PCS applications, such as mobile video, 
imaging, and other advanced voice and data services. 

(6) 
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School Conditions By State 

Share of Schools Share or Sdlools 
Share of Schools With At Least That Need To Spend 

With At Lcasi One One Unsatisfactory Over The National Average Share of Schools 
Building In Need of Environmental To Bring Their Facilities That Lack Telephone 

Extcnsjye Repair Condition• Into Good Cogdjtion Lines for Modc;ms 

NATION 33% ,8% 21% ,6% 

Alabama 39.1% .57.7% 20.~/o .5.5.4% 
Ala!!ka 44.6 72.J 42.6 53.1 
Arizona '0.R .56.1 29.7 .51.1 
Arlcansu 24.9 51.S 13 .56.4 
Califomi1 '2.9 77.0 2.5.7 61.1 
O>lorado 322 532 20.2 56.I 
Connecticut 30.0 60.0 29.7 51.9 
Delaware 40.5 .52.B 31.7 12.9 
District of Columbia ,9.3 68.3 48.8 .52.7 
Florida 31.2 71.6 33.8 63.2 
Georgia 26.l 39.5 14.6 .53.0 
Hawaii 21.4 6.5.6 11.7 79 . .5 
Idaho 31.9 532 13.3 SU 
lllinois 31.0 .57.6 28.2 63.4 
Indiana 29.2 .55.6 36.3 ss.o 
Iowa Ill.I .51.4 12.6 43.8 
K.ansu 38.3 67.0 17.2 44.4 
Kentucky 30.9 n.o 26.2 .55.7 
Louisiana 38.6 56.5 23.6 M..5 
Maine 37.5 59.0 11.8 63.8 
Maryland 30.7 63.3 34.1 66.7 
Massachusetts 40.8 71.3 18.4 66.9 
Michigan 21.6 56.6 I.I .58.l 
Minnesota 38.5 552 19.3 41.0 
Mississippi lU 49.I 7.2 5S.S 
Missowi 27.3 51.2 13.7 59.l 
Montana 20.4 '5.l 6.0 37.5 
Nebnslca 3.5.2 SS.S 18.4 45.7 
Nevada 232 39 . .5 13.l 26.2 
New Hampsllirc 38.4 70.6 15.4 .58.6 
New Jcney 19.1 46.I 16.4 33.5 
New Mexico 29.9 63.2 2.5.8 .58 . .5 
New York 32.8 60.4 31.6 5.5.3 
North Carolina 36. I 58.7 16.6 62.6 
North Daltota 23.0 54.9 6.7 36 . .5 
Ohio 38.0 68.0 22.8 70.5 
Oklahoma 30 . .5 .53.4 8.4 57.7 
Oregon 38.9 73.B 16.9 6.5.1 
PcMsylvania 21.0 48.3 21.l 44.l 
Rhode bland 29.3 61.l 9.9 .52.I 
South Carolina 36.9 46.S 28.0 503 
South Dakota 21.3 40.S 9.4 3.5.4 
Tennessee 27.2 52.4 12.5 65.6 
Texas 27.1 49.S IS.I 38.4 
Utah 34.I Sl.2 19.8 71.0 
Vennont 21.4 51.3 13.3 61.4 
Virginia 27.4 41.I 28.9 52.9 
W119hington 44.2 6S.S 42.3 61.1 
WC!lt V°'inia 41.9 71.8 II.I .51.S 
Wisconsin 32.8 so.s 13.2 46.4 
Wyoming 24.4 S4.8 8.5 33.8 

•Envimnmenml conditioni include lighting. heating, ventilation, indoor air quality, acOllltics for noire control, and ph)'lical security. 

(7) 
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS OF RECENT STUDIES 
ON THE SCHOOL INFRASTRUCTURE PROBLEM 

I. GAO REPORTS 

~012 

The General Accounting Office has released a series of reports on the condition of public 
school facilities, includmg a most recent report released on June 14, 1996, summarizing key 
findings and outlining the disparity between states. 1 The GAO studies have some limitations -
they are based on self-reported information from a sample of local school officials -- but they 
provide the best data currently available on the problem. 

Scope of the Problem 

• Sl 12 Billion Needed To Bring All Schools Into Good Overall Condition. Based on its 
sample, GAO estimates that $112 billion is needed to bring all schools in the Nation to 
good overall condition {meaning that only routine maintenance and minor repairs would 
be required). 

One-Third Of All Schools Need Extensive Repair Or Replacement. GAO estimates 
that about one-third of all schools, serving 14 million students, need extensive repair or 
replacement. 

... About 60 percent of schools have at least one major building feature, such as 
plumbing, in disrepair; 

... Over half the schools reported at least one unsatisfactory environmental condition, 
such as poor ventilation, heating, or lighting problems; 

... Almost half { 46 percent) of the schools reported inadequate electrical wiring for 
computers and communications technology, and 

... Over half (56 percent) reported insufficient phone lines for modems. 

State and Regional Variation 

There Are School Infrastructure Problems Across The Country. Schools in almost all 
areas of the country report physical infrastructure problems, with somewhat more severe 
conditions in central cities, in the West, and in schools v:ith high proportions of minority 
and poor students. 

... In central cities, 3 8 percent of schools reported needing extensive repair or 
replacement, relative to 29 percent in large towns. 

65 percent of central city schools reported at least one unsatisfactory 

1 Genentl Accomlting Office, "School Facilities: Conditions of America's Schools," February 199S~ 
"Technology: America's Schools Not Designed Or Equipped for 21st Century," April 1995; "School 
Facilities: States' Financial and Technical Support Varies," November l99S; "School Facilities: America's 
Schools Report Differing Conditions," June 1996; and "School Facilities: Profiles of School Condition by 
State," June 1996. 
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The West generally had more severe conditions. For example, only 22 percent of 
schools in Michigan reported needing extensive repair or replacement, relative to 43 
percent of schools in California. 

18 percent of schools in Georgia reponed inadequate plumbing; 40 percent in 
Arizona did. 

At least 70 percent of the schools in Alaska, Calif omia, Florida, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire, Oregon, and West Virginia reported at least one unsatisfactory 
environmental condition. 

Over 40 percent of schools in which minority students represent more than half the 
student body reported needing e,aensive repair or replacement, relative to 29 percent for 
schools with less than 5.5 percent minority enrollment. 

70 percent of schools with large minority student bodies reported at least one 
unsatisfactory environmental condition, relative to 54 percent for schools with 
minimal minority enrollment. 

Readiness of Facilities for Technology and Other Reforms 

• Schools Do Not Have The Physical Infrastructure To Take Advantage Of Computen And 
Technology. Many schools do tend not have the physical infrastructure to make optimum use 
of computers, printers, TVS, and other equipment. 

... Over half (52 percent) of schools reported six or more insufficient technology elements 
(such as fiber optics cabling, phone lines for modems, and electrical wiring for 
computers). 

In central cities, over 60 percent of schools report insufficient networks, modems, phone 
lines, conduits and fiber optic cables. Over half reported insufficient electrical wiring for 
computer technology. 

Factors Contributing to Poor Conditions 

• 

Def erred Maintenance Cited As Reason For Poor School Conditions. While numerous 
factors contributed to the poor condition of school facilities, many of the GAO survey 
respondents stressed the role of deferred maintenance. 

... This fact is supported by a recent Department of Education study of school 
spending, which indicated that school districts in central cities spend a greater 
ponion of their budgets on insuuction and less on buildings and equipment than 
other schools. IDispuities in Public School District Spending 1919°90. NCES 95-300, February 1995) 

Other Causes For Poor Conditions Are Possible. The concentration of facilities 
problems in the West and in poor areas suggests that other factors may be at work as wel~ 
such as suuctural problems in financing mechanisms, constraints on taxes, or competition 
with other community priorities. 

(9) 
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Variation in State Support 

• Almost All States Have Some Role In School Construction and Maintenance. While 
school construction and maintenance have traditionally been a local responsibility, almost 
all States now have some role, and 13 States have established comprehensive facilities 
programs. 

... States reported providing about $3.5 billion for school capital spending during 
fiscal year 1994 - about a fifth of total school capital spending (including 
construction and purchases of land and equipment). However, the level of support 
varies widely by State, from $6 per student to more than $2,000 per student 

II. OTHER REPORTS CONFIRM GAO FINDINGS 

• Recent Study Finds 74 Percent Of All School Buildings Have Outlived Their 
Predicted Useful Lives. A few years ago, the American Association of School 
Administrators released a study -- Schoolhouse in the Red: A Guide for Cutting our 
Losses. The study reported that 12 percent of all school buildings were "inadequate 
places for learning" and that 74 percent of all buildings had "outlived their predicted 
useful life." The report also cited a 1991 School Business Affairs article which estimated 
that deferred maintenance exceeded $100 billion. 

1989 Study Found That 25 Percent Of The Nation's Schools Were Inadequate. A 
1989 report -- Wolves at the Schoolhouse Door - by the Education Writers Association 
based on a survey covering half of the nation's schools, found that 25 percent of the 
Nation's schools were shoddy places for learning. 

III. CURRENT CONSTRUCTION ACTIVI1Y 

Total School Capital Spending - on Construction, Renovation, Land, and Equipment 
- Was $20 billion in 1994. About half of this was for construction and renovation. 

Spending on Construction and Renovation was $10 Billion in 199~. According to 
School Constn1ction Report, school districts completed $10.3 billion worth of construction 
in 1995. This figure is based on a survey of current construction activity conducu.d by 
School Planning and Management magazine and Dun and Bradstreet [School Construction 
on the Rise, Paul Abramson, CEFPI]. 

More Than Hair or Construction Spending Is For Renovating Or Upgrading - The 
Rest Is For New Schools. Just over half of construction spending is for renovating or 
upgrading existing buildings, rather than building new strucrures. In 1995, $5.3 billion 
was spent on additions and upgrades, while $5.0 billion was spent on new schools. 

(10) 
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PRIMER ON FINANCING SCHOOL 
CONSTRUCTION AND RENOVATION 

What do schools spend money on? 

~015 

Capita] spending on new buildings and renovation. equipment, and land accounts for about 
one tenth of annual public elementary and secondary school spending. In 1994, $20 billion 
was spent on public school capital projects, $6 billion on interest payments, and $235 
billion on current expenses, such as teachers' salaries and administrative costs. Roughly 
half of total capital spending -- or about $10 billion -- is for construction and renovation of 
buildings, rather than purchases of equipment and land. (Source: Statutica/ Ab~tract of the U.S., 199S, pp. 
161A167) 

How do schools finance construction and renovation? 

School districts typically finance their current spending with a mix of local, state and 
federal funds, and finance their capital spending with tax-exempt bond issues. In most 
districts, bond issues must be approved through a referendum -- and sometimes a 
supermajority is required to pass the referendum. Bonds for school construction typically 
have 30-year marurities. Bonds issued for other school capital expenses, such as major 
renovations, often have 20-year maturities. 

Some school districts finance capital expenses out of operating funds rather than bond 
issuance. But a recent Department of Education report documents that in districts with low 
property assessments and large school-age populations, most operating funds must go 
toward meeting minimum requirements for instructional expenditures per pupil, leaving less 
for physical plant. And even in some districts with relatively high property assessments, 
funds for school construction may be limited. 

What is the role of state governments? 

While financing school construction and renovation is predominately a local function. 
states provide roughly one-fifth of annual spending on local capital expenses, including land 
and equipment purchases. Most states play some role in financing school construction. 
although the extent of that role varies widely across states. These states often provide 
funds for local capital expenses through the sale of state bonds. In other states, funding is 
channelled through counties or townships, cities or towns, or special puq>ose local school 
districts. 

What is the role of the federal government? 

The Federal government currently provides a tax-exemption for local and state bonds -­
reducing the interest rate on those bonds by roughly a third. The Federal government offers 
limited additional assistance for school construction and renovation. for example through 
the Impact Aid program which provides assistance. to areas with military installations and 
Indian reservations. 

(11) 
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How does tax-exempt status reduce interest costs? 

The tax-exempt status of bonds -- often referred to as municipal bonds - reduces interest 
costs for local and state governments, since investors care about after-tax returns and arc 
therefore willing to accept a lower interest rate on a tax-exempt bond than on a taxable 
bond. For a taxpayer in the 28 percent tax bracket, a taxable bond paying 8 percent has an 
after-tax interest rate of 5.8 percent. Such an investor would thus prefer a tax-exempt bond 
with a interest rate of 5.9 percent (with a 5.9 percent after-tax interest rate) to a taxable 
bond with a interest rate of 8 percent (with a 5.8 percent after-tax return). If interest rates 
on comparable taxable bonds are 8 percent, a tax-exempt municipal bond can therefore be 
issued with a interest rate just over 5.8 percent. The current interest rate on a 30-year tax­
exempt bond is roughly 6 percent, well under the current 30-year Treasury interest rate. 

What is the average size of an education bond issue? 

The average amount of the most recently passed bond issue in the school districts surveyed 
by the GAO was $7 million. Of this $7 million, 54 percent was spent on school 
construction; 38 percent for repairing and modernizing schools; 5 percent for computers and 
telecommunications equipment; and 3 percent for meeting Federal mandates. is~: GAO, 

"School Facilities: Condition of Amcnca's Schools." February 1995, p. 1111 

Special problems faced by small districts. 

Small school districts face special problems in bond financing. First, their low tax bases 
often make it difficult to pay financing costs. Second, their bond issues are relatively small 
and unfamiliar to investors, making them less attractive. State bond banks can help these 
entities by pooling their needs and issuing a single state bond. Many states, such as 
Arkansas and Indiana, have programs that fulfill this role. 

How much does it cost to build or fix a school? 

According to the GAO, the average school in America reported needing $2 million to repair 
and upgrade to good overall condition. The average new elementary school costs about $6 
million to construct, and the average secondary school costs about $15 million. (Source: 

GAO. "School facilities: America's Schools Rcpon Differing Conditions." June 1996, pp. 3 A: 12.) 

(12) 
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SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION AND TECHNOLOGY: 
Preparing Our Schools for the Information Era 

PRESIDENT CLINTON'S NEW SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INITIATIVE WILL HELP 
CONNECT ALL CLASSROOMS TO THE INFORMATION IDGHWAY: Technological 
literacy is a "new basic" of American education and the Internet is the blackboard of the future. 
Yet thousands of schools find it difficult to provide the powerful learning opportunities afforded 
by technology because they lack the basic electrical wiring and phone lines necessary to plug in 
computers and connect them to the Internet. As we repair and replace dilapidated and unsafe 
schools, we must ensure that they are "21st century schools." lltis means wires, electrical 
capacity, electrical outlets, and cable and telephone lines that will allow students to take full 
advantage of the learning opportunities that technology offers. 

The School Construction Initiative will support the President's vision of connecting all 
classrooms to the information superhighway by the year 2000 by helping those schools with the 
worst conditions efficiently upgrade their technology infrastructure as they repair other problems. 
such as leaky roofs, plumbing, wiring, or heating and air conditioning. 

EVEN SCHOOLS WITH POOR INFRASTRUCTURE CAN MAKE SOME PROGRESS 
IN ADOPTING EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY. 

New wireless solutions, for example, will help schools with inadequate infrastructure take 
advantage of educational technology immediately. 

BUT THE BASIC INFRASTRUCTURE OF OUR SCHOOLS REMAINS A MAJOR 
BARRIER TO BROADER USE OF EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY IN THE 
CLASSROOM: 

54% of schools report that too few telecommunications access points are a major banier 
to networking their computers and accessing the Internet; even the majority of the schools 
that already have Internet access report that an insufficiency of telecommwtications access 
points is a major barrier to upgrading or maximizing the use of their computers. 
(Advanced Telecommunications and U.S. Public Elementary and Secondary Schools, 
1995, National Center for Education Statistics) 

46% of schools (35,700 schools serving 19.3 million students) Jack the electrical wiring 
necessary for computers and telecommunications technology. (GAO, School Facilities: 
America's Schools Not Designed or Equipped for 21st Century) 

55.5% of schools (42,700 schools serving 22.5 million students) lack phone lines for 
modems necessary to connect to the Internet. (GAO) 

In central cities, over 60% of schools report insufficient networks, modems, phone lines, 
conduits, and fiber optic cables;. over 50% report insufficient electrical wiring for 
computer technology. (GAO) 

(13) 
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THE SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INITIATIVE SUPPORTS A BROADER 
ADMINISTRATION STRATEGY ON EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY 

~018 

The President has launched a national mission to make all children technologically literate 
by the dawn of the 21st century. His initiative rests on four "pillars" that will: provide 
all teachers the· training and support they need to help students learn using computers and 
the information superhighway; develop effective and engaging software and on-line 
resources; provide access to modem computers for all teachers and students; and connect 
every school and classroom to the information superhighway. 

To help states and communities build all four pillars, the President has proposed the 
creation of a S2 billion, five year, Technology Literacy Challenge Fund to catalyze and 
leverage state, local and private sector efforts. 

To help connect more classrooms to the Internet, the President has fostered an historic 
effort by volunteers -to wire schools. During California's Net Day on March 9, 1996, 
more than 20,000 volunteers installed and tested 6 million feet of wire to connect 
classrooms in thousands of schools to the Internet. Since California's successful 
"electronic bamraising," over 30 states have embarked on their own efforts. 

(14) 
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The purpose of this note is to help fill in some of the 
information gaps on the initiative. These comments may be useful 
in developing the decision memo to. the President. 

Issue 1: How many schools can we reach? 

Assume that the total cost of the initiative is $5 billion, and 
that we leverage three times that amount in State and local 
support. According to GAO, the average cost of replacing a 
public school building is about $2.8 million and the cost of 
·major renovation and repairs on a building is $1.2 million. Dun 
and Bradstreet data indicate that about half of construction 
funding nationally goes for construction of new buildings and the 
other half for additions and upgrades. However, because our 
initiative would fund the repair and replacement of existing 
buildings (not construction to serve expanding enrollments), 
let's assume that only one-quarter to one-third of the funds pay 
for new buildings. 

Using those assumptions, the $20 billion we make available would 
pay for 1,785-2,380 new buildings and 11,100-12,500 major repair 
and renovation projects. ~hese figures may be on the high side, 
because construction costs will increase in the coming years. 

Issue 2: How should we target the funds? 

I believe that we should target on renovation or replacement of 
existing buildings to address issues like health and safety, 
environmental hazards, energy efficiency, disability access, and 
the modernization required to implement educational technology. 
This will make the overall scope of the problem more manageable 
and will, I think, tend to drive funds toward the communities 
with the worst facilities and the greatest needs. 

In terms of additional targeting on high-need communities, there 
are a number of ways to go about it. One, as we discussed at 
today's meeting, is to send all or a major part of the money to 
high-poverty communities. We could, for instance, focus on the 
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1,430 school districts (enrolling 3.1 million students) that have 
a student poverty rate of at least 35 percent or the 921 
districts (enrolling 1.7 million students) that are at least 40 
percent poor. (See attached table.) Local poverty may be also 
be a reasonable proxy for inability to raise school construction 
funds without Federal intervention. 

Another option would be to construct a measure of local effort 
and then fund only communities that are doing all they can to 
fund education, subject to their resources, but can't meet their 
construction needs. Such a measure would be something like State 
and local expenditures divided by assessed property value per 
student. Unfortunately, we have been unable to locate national 
data on assessed property valuations, but we may be able to come 
up with some kind of proxy data. 

Issue 3: What is the current level of activity in school 
construction? 

The Dun and Bradstreet data indicate that school districts will 
initiate about $11.8 billion in school construction activity in 
1996: $5.8 billion for new schools, $3.4 billion for additions 
to existing schools, and $2.6 billion for upgrades. This 
spending has gone up fairly steadily since 1986, when it stood at 
about $6 billion, and the relative share going to new buildings 
has increased. 

While school construction and maintenance has historically been a 
local responsibility, States have gotten more involved in recent 
years and 13 now have comprehensive facilities programs. 
According to the GAO, States reported spending $3.5 billion 
(on top of local spending) in 1994. 

Issue 4: Will this initiative generate constituency support? 

I have spoken to some of the groups, and have been assured that 
we will receive strong support for an infrastructure initiative. 

I should note that we did not receive much support when we 
submitted our bill to amend the Connie Lee charter in 1994. 
(About the only people we heard from were the opponents, the 
private municipal bond insurance companies.) Maybe the story was 
just too difficult to explain. Or it may have been that, because 
that bill would not have provided any addition Federal 
capitalization for Connie Lee (who told us they didn't need any), 
it didn't look like we were doing enough to make the community's 
support worthwhile. 



Districts with Concentrations of Economically Disadvantaged Students 
(from 1990 Census Data) 

Percentage of 
Economically (1990) (1991-92) 

Disadvantaged Number of Total 
Students Districts Enrollment 

25 Percent 3,201 11,012,977 

30 Percent 2,129 7,237,602 

35 Percent 1,430 3, 150,914 

40 Percent 921 1,731,601 

45 Percent 605 1,068,969 

50 Percent 408 442,296 



THE WHITE HOUSE 

Office of the Press Secretary 

For Immediate Release July 11, 1996 

REMARKS BY THE PRESIDENT 
ON THE SCHOOL RECONSTRUCTION INITIATIVE 

The Rose Garden 

2:15 P.M. EDT 

THE PRESIDENT: Thank you very much. I want to welcome 
Senator Moseley-Braun here, along with Senator Claiborne Pell, 
Senator Bob Graham, Congressman Ben Cardin, and Congressman Elijah 
Cummings. I thank them all for their concern for this issue and 
their leadership. 

I think some of you know that I had originally planned 
to make this announcement in Senator Graham's home state in Florida, 
but Hurricane Bertha had other ideas. So before I get into the 
announcement, let me say that we are all watching the course of that 
storm. We pray that it doesn't cause extensive damage. The people 
of the Southeast know that we will be there to help them if it does. 
FEMA is now on the ground, and they are prepared. Our thoughts are 
with the people of the Southeast. And, again, we're hoping for the 
best. 

I'm here to announce a national commitment to rebuild 
our schools so that they can serve our children in the 21st century. 
Our nation's mission must be to offer opportunity to all, to demand 
responsibility from all, and to come together as a community so that 
we can build better lives together. Our most basic expression of 
these values is perhaps the education we offer to our children. 

We've worked hard to make our young people the best 
educated in the world as we enter the 21st century, putting in place 
a comprehensive strategy to renew our schools, to lift our standards 



at every level. We've expanded the Head Start preschool program. 
We've helped schools to help to set and to meet higher standards. 
We've also worked hard to develop higher standards and better 
training for our teachers. And we've created an important network of 
school-to-work programs for young people to be properly trained if 
they don't go on to four-year institutions of higher education. 

We're now on our way to connecting every classroom and 
library in the United States to the Internet by the year 2000. We're 
making our schools safer with the zero tolerance for guns in our 
schools, and by encouraging and supporting communities to take their 
own initiatives, including school uniforms, imposing curfews, and 
stronger enforcement of the truancy laws. We're opening the doors of 
college wider than ever, through lower-cost student loans, including 
better repayment terms; expanded Pell Grant scholarships -- Senator 
Pell, thank you for that; AmeriCorps; and our proposals to give 
families tax cuts to pay for higher education. 

But all this progress is at risk if our children are 
asked to learn in a landscape that is littered with peeling paint and 
broken glass if our teachers are asked to build up children in 
buildings that are falling down. 

·I remember the schools that I attended. They were 
pretty typical. Most of them were fairly old when I was there. They 
weren't fancy, but they were clean, they were well-maintained, they 
were treated with respect. They sent every student a clear message: 
You are important to us. We take your education seriously. That was 
how my parent's generation kept faith with us, and that is how we 
must keep faith with our children. (Applause.) 

Now, Senator Moseley-Braun mentioned this report from 
the General Accounting Office. I want to hold it up again because I 
want to urge every member of Congress, every governor, every state 
legislator, every local school official, every school board member 
who cares about the condition of education and the future of 
education in our country to get a copy of this report and to read it. 

The report came out three weeks ago. It was requested 
by a number of senators, and it confirms that we are not honoring 
this generational compact. 

I want to thank here, before I go forward, the members 
of the Senate and the House who have been interested in this. Those 
who are here whom I've introduced and, especially, Congresswoman Nita 
Lowey who is sponsoring efforts in the house along with Congressman 



Cardin and Congressman Cummings and others, but most especially Carol 
Moseley-Braun. She was the first person who brought this matter to 
my attention as an area where the national government ought to do 
something. And she has been literally dogged in her persistence in 
this issue, staying with it day in and day out, week in and week out, 
month in and month out. The schoolchildren of our nation owe her a 
debt of gratitude. (Applause.) 

The report shows that our nations schools are 
increasingly rundown, overcrowded and technologically ill-equipped. 
Too many school buildings and classrooms are literally a shambles. 
According to the report, one-third of our schools need major repair 
or outright replacement; 60 percent need work on major building 
features -- a sagging roof, a cracked foundation; 46 percent lack 
even the basic electrical wiring to support computers, modems, and 
modern communications technology. These problems are found all 
across America, in cities and suburbs and one-stoplight towns. 

This is a matter of real urgency. In just two months 
our schools will open their door to the largest number of students in 
the history of our republic -- 51. 7 million. And enrollment is 
expected to continue to rise over the next few years. We have to 
rebuild these schools for another reason as well. Increasingly our 
schools are critical to bringing our communities together. We want 
them to serve the public not just during the school hours but after 
hours: to function as vital community centers; places for recreation 
and learning, positive places where children can be when they can't 
be at home and school is no longer going on; gathering places for 
young people and adults alike. Bringing our schools into the 21st 
century is a national challenge that demands a national commitment. 

Today I am proposing that the federal government for the 
first time Join with states and communities to modernize and renovate 
our public schools. We will provide $5 billion over the next four 
years for school construction and renovation. Together with 
investments by states and localities, this would result in $20 billion 
in new resources for school modernization. That's a 25 percent 
increase over the next four years. 

Our school construction initiative would be flexible. 
It would give communities and states the power to decide how to use 
the new resources. It would help those who help themselves -­
requiring local communities to take responsibility for this effort. 
And it would focus on sparking new projects, not merely subsidizing 
existing ones. 



The schools of the future should be safe and spacious -­
good places to learn. The schools of the future should be equipped 
with computers, new media and state of the art science labs. And the 
schools of the future should not only teach our children during the 
day, but bring together families and neighbors in the evening as 
community schools. Our initiative can help to make these goals a 
reality. 

You know, we expect an awful lot of our schools. We 
expect a lot of our students in this age of possibility. And all 
Americans have a lot riding on their living up to these expectations. 
But we cannot expect our children and our teachers to build strong 
lives on a crumbling foundation. 

This generation has a duty to give the next generation a future 
of genuine opportunity. Our children deserve the best. I am 
determined that they will get it. And this proposal will go a long 
way toward helping those folks who are out there on the front lines 
of education to succeed and to build the brightest, the best 
prepared, the most secure and the most successful generation of young 
people in the history of our nation. 

Thank you very much. 

END 2:25 P.M. EDT 
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·SUMMARY OF. PRESIDENT CLINTON'S SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INITIATIVE 
July I I, I 996 

PRESIDENT CLINTON PROPOSES A NEW INITIATIVE TO HELP LOCAL COMMUNITIES 
AND STATES REBUILD THE NATION'S SCHOOLS. As America moves into the 21st century, our 
schools should too. If our schools are in no shape for the future, our students won't be either. The facts 

are clear: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

One-Third Of All Schools - Serving 14 Million Students - Need Extensive Repair Or 
Replacement. According to a recent General Accounting Office report, about 60 percent of schools 
have at least one major building feature in disrepair, such as leaky roofs and crumbling walls.· Over 50 
percent have at least one environmental problem, such as poor indoor air quality. [Source: General Accounting 

Office Report: "School Facilities: America's Schools Report Differing Conditions." June 14. 1996) 

Schools Do Not Have The Physical Infrastructure To Allow Our Students To Meet the Challenges 
of the 21st Century. Many schools do not have the physical infrastructure to make th~ best use out of 
computers, printers, and other equipment. Almost half (46 percent) of the schools report inadequate 
electrical wiring for computers and communications technology, and over half (52 percent) of 
schools report six or more insufficient technology elements (such as fiber optics cabling, phone lines 
for modems, and wiring for computers). [Source: General Accounting Office, "School Facilities America's Schools Not 
Designed or Equipped for 21st Century," April 4, 1995] 

Expected Enrollment Growth Imposes Additional Burdens. Many school districts also face the 
need to build new schools to accommodate enrollment growth. Public school enrollment in grades K-
12 is expected to rise 20% between 1990 and 2004. (Source: U.S. Dcparunent of Commerce, S1atistical Abstract of the 

Uniled States. 1995, p. 151] 

KEY ELEMENTS OF PRESIDENT CLINTON'S NEW 
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INITIATIVE 

Up to 50% Interest Subsidy for New School Construction and Renovation. The initiative. will 
reduce interest costs on new school construction and renovation projects by up to 50%, with a 
sliding subsidy scale depending on need. 

$20 Billion in School Construction Spurred by $5 Billion in Federal Jump-Start Funding Over 
4 Years. The interest reduction is equivalent to subsidizing $I out of every $4 in construction and 
renovation spending. $5 billion in federal funding over 4 years -- with most of the money 
administered by the States -- would support $20 billion in construction and renovation. One of the 
key criteria in distributing funds to projects will be the extent to which the spending is incremental -
- above what would have occurred without this initiative. 

Goal of 25% Increase in School Construction Over 4 Years. National spending on school 
construction and renovation is currently about $I 0 billion a year or $40 billion over 4 years. By 
focusing on incremental or net additional construction projects, this initiative aims to ensure that at 
least half of the $20 billion supported by federal subsidies would not have otherwise occurred. This 
would increase school construction by at least $I 0 billion to a total of $50 billion over 4 years -­
increasing school construction by 25%. 

One-Time Construction Initiative Fully Paid For By One-Time Spectrum Auction: A one-time 
auction of portions of the spectrum between channels 60-69 will fully fund this jump-start proposal. 

State and Local Governments Maintain Responsibility and Control. States would administer the 
bulk of the subsidies, while the largest school districts would apply directly to the U.S. Department 
of Education. State participation would be voluntary. 
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BACKGROUND ON PRESIDENT CLINTON'S SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INITIATIVE 
July 11, 1996 

50% INTEREST SUBSIDY FOR NEW CONSTRUCTION AND RENOVATION: President 
Clinton's new School Construction Initiative provides up to a 50% interest subsidy to school 
districts repairing existing K-12 schools or building new schools to replace old ones or to 
accommodate increased enrollments. Subsidies would be awarded according to several criteria, 
including need and evidence that the funding will support construction or renovation that would 
otherwise not have occurred. 

• School construction is typically funded through tax-exempt bonds that currently carry 
interest rates of about 6o/o. The interest subsidy would be as large as 50% of the interest 
rate -- reducing the interest rate from 6% to 3%. 

• The interest subsidy would generally be 50%, but could be administered on a sliding-scale 
with the communities most in need receiving the full 50% interest subsidy and 
communities with less need receiving a smaller subsidy. 

$20 BILLION IN ST A TE AND LOCAL SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION SPURRED BY 
$5 BILLION FEDERAL JUMP-ST ART: 

The President's plan provides $5 billion in federal subsidies over the next four years. 

The initiative would be a four-year, capped mandatory proposal that would be fully 
funded by auctioning a portion of the spectrum between charmels 60-69. 

• Given the subsidy rate, the range of subsidy rates, $5 billion should support $20 billion or 
more in school construction and renovation. Since the initiative is time-limited, school 
districts would have an incentive to act within the 4-year window. 

GOAL OF 25% INCREASE IN SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION OVER NEXT FOUR YEARS: 

Currently, about $10 billion a year is spent on school construction each year -- or roughly 
$40 billion over 4 years. 

With up to a 50% interest subsidy, $5 billion in federal funding over 4 years should 
support a total of $20 billion in school construction. 

An important selection criteria is that communities undertake additional projects. Our 
goal is to ensure that at least half of the $20 billion will be additional net construction and 
renovation. This $I 0 billion in additional spending would represent a 25% increase over 
the projected level of spendin"g over 4 years ($40 billion). 

fl) 



STATE AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS MAINTAIN CONTROL AND RESPONSIBILITY: The 
President's initiative seeks to aid and strengthen the hand of local governments to build and rebuild their 
schools. But they must still take responsibility for their proposals and most of the cost. 

The initiative win make it easier for state and local governments to do the right thing by cutting 
their interest costs in half. 

States would administer the bulk of the credit subsidies to local communities. States would need 
to show that they have an overall plan to encourage net additional construction based on historical 
averages and past effort, and to take need into account. 

• The 100 largest school districts by poverty count, plus approximately 25 other school districts the 
Education Department determines have exceptional needs, would apply directly to the Department 
of Education for credit subsidies to ensure that major cities which have the most significant needs 
and which actually implement a large share of all school construction receive appropriate 
treatment. 

ONE-TIME SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INITIATIVE FULLY-PAID FOR BY ONE-TIME 
AUCTION OF PORTIONS OF THE SPECTRUM BETWEEN CHANNELS 60-69: The initiative is 
fully paid for through a new proposal to auction a portion of the spectrum between channels 60-69 that is 
not currently being used for TV broadcasting. This one-time auction is expected to raise the $5 billion 
needed to fully pay for this school construction kick-start. 

For several years the FCC has been studying the possibility of auctioning unused or underutilized 
portions of the broadcast spectrum in between existing TV stations. The FCC has now concluded 
that with the development of digital wireless technology, the space around the TV stations can be 
auctioned and used without disturbing these broadcast stations. 

• Therefore, this new proposal -- not contained in any previous Administration budget -- would 
auction a portion of the spectrum around the TV stations using channels 60-69. This spectrum is 
not currently being used for TV broadcasting, and its quality and location make it very desirable 
for exciting new personal communication services applications. 

TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE PROVIDED TO HELP STATES AND LOCALITIES: Where there is 
a request for technical assistance, the Education Department or designated outside experts will be 
available to provide local and state government officials and other interested parties with information to 
assist them with school construction and renovation. 

• States and localities will be provided with information and referrals relating to issues such as how 
to survey building needs, to accurately project enrollment, innovative financing strategies, and 
effective preventive maintenance strategies. 

PURPOSES OF SUBSIDIZED PROJECTS: The credit subsidy will be used to lower the cost of 
additional 

I) 

2) 
3) 
4) 
5) 
6) 

7) 

construction or renovation projects with one of the following purposes: 
Fixing or upgrading classrooms or structures related to academic learning, including fixing leaking 
roofs, crumbling walls, inadequate plumbing, poor ventilation, and heating or light problems 
Increasing physical safety at the school 
Enhancing access for students, teachers, and other people with disabilities 
Improving energy efficiency 
Addressing environmental hazards, such as poor ventilation, indoor air quality, or lighting 
Providing the basic infrastructure that facilitates educational technology, such as 
communications outlets, electrical systems, power outlets, or a communication closet 
Constructing new schools to meet the needs imposed by enrollment growth, and to create 
community schools and charter schools. 
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HOW TYPICAL COMMUNITIES WILL BENEFIT FROM 
PRESIDENT CLINTON'S SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INITIATIVE 

TYPICAL PROBLEMS: 

TYPICAL COSTS: 

TYPICAL OBST AC LES: 

IMPACT OF 
PRESIDENT CLINTON'S 
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
INITIATIVE 

TYPICAL PROBLEMS: 

TYPICAL COSTS: 

TYPICAL OBSTACLES: 

IMPACT OF 
PRESIDENT CLINTON'S 
SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION 
INITIATIVE 

CITY OF METROPOLIS 

Like cities across the nation, Metropolis has large school construction 
and renovation needs. Two of its schools need major renovations, 
including plumbing and new roofs, and an additional elementary school 
is needed to accommodate a rapidly growing school age population. 

The repairs and two new school buildings are exp~cted to cost $10 
million ($2 million each for the major renovations to the two existing 
schools, and $6 million for the new elementary school). 

Despite the clear need for the repairs and two new schools, the 
school board has been reluctant to propose issuing a bond when it 
could be rejected as too costly. As a result, only emergency repairs 
-- funded out of an operations account -- have been undertaken. 

Reduces Local Cost of School Construction. The President's 
proposal could cut interest payments in half, saving Metropolis 
$5 million in interest costs over the life of their $I 0 million bond. 
This is equivalent to saving $2.9 million immediately -- savings of 
29% off of face value. 

TOWN OF RURALTOWN 

The town of Ruraltown has three schools in need of major 
renovations, to improve indoor air quality, ventilation, and roofs. 

The repairs of the 3 school buildings are expected to cost $5 million. 

Ruraltown faces difficult challenges in renovating its schools. Its tax 
base is too small to pay for the necessary renovations, and bond 
financing is too expensive. 

Reduces Local Cost of School Construction. The President's 
proposal could cut the interest rate paid by Ruraltown in half. This 
would save Rural town more than $I. 7 million in interest costs over 
the life of their $5 million bond. This is equivalent to saving $I .2 
million immediately -- savings of 23% off of face value. 

/SEE ATTACHED TABLES FOR SPECIFIC SAVINGS UNDER PRESIDENT CLINTON'S INITIATIVE/ 
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THE CASE OF THE CITY OF METROPOLIS 
Clinton Initiative Saves City 29% of Construction Cost 

COST OF CONSTRUCTION 
AND RENOVATION: 

$10 million ($2 million each for the major renovations to 
the two existing schools, and $6 million for the new 
elementary school). 

FINANCING: 

INTEREST 
RATE 

AVERAGE 
ANNUAL 
INTEREST 
PAYMENT 

TOTAL 
ANNUAL 
INTEREST 
PAYMENTS 
OVER 30 
YEARS 

Financed with 30-year bond with interest rate of 6%. 
Principal repayments begin after second year. 

CURRENT 
LAW 

CLINTON 
INITIATIVE 

6% 3% 

$330,000 $165,000 

$9.9 million $4.95 million 

(4) 

SAVINGS 

3% 

$165,000 

$4.95 million 

SA VIN GS AS A PERCENT AGE 
OF FACE VALUE 

Face Value of School $10 million 
Construction 

Present Value of Interest $2.9 million 
Subsidy Under Clinton 
Initiative 

Clinton Initiative Savings 
as a Percentage of 29% 
Face Value 



CASE OF THE TOWN OF RURALTOWN 
Clinton Initiative Saves City 23% of Renovation Cost 

COST OF CONSTRUCTION $5 million ( 1. 7 million each for the major 
renovations to 

AND RENOVATION: the three existing schools). 

FINANCING: 

INTEREST 
RATE 

AVERAGE 
ANNUAL 
INTEREST 
PAYMENT 

TOTAL 
ANNUAL 
INTEREST 
PAYMENTS 
OVER 30 
YEARS 

Financed with 20-year bond with interest rate of 6%. 
Principal repayments begin after second year. 

CURRENT ... 
LAW 

CLINTON 
INITIATIVE 

6% 3% 

$172,500 $86,250 

$3 .45 million ~I. 73 million 

SAVINGS 

3% 

$86,250 

$1.73 million 

SAVINGS AS A PERCENTAGE 
OF FACE VALUE 

Face Value of School $5 million 
Renovation 

Present Value of Interest $1.2 million 
Subsidy Under Clinton 
Initiative 

Clinton Initiative Savings 
as a Percentage of 23% 
Face Value 



PA YING FOR PRESIDENT CLINTON'S SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INITIATIVE 
Spectrum Auctions 

Oven·icw: President Clinton's School Construction Initiative is completely paid for through a new 
proposal to auction a portion of spectrum between channels 60-69 that is not currently being used for TV 
broadcasting. This one-time auction is expected to raise the $5 billion need to completely pay for this 
one-time kick-start of school construction. The school construction funded with the proceeds of this 
spectrum auction will help prepare our children and schools for the Information Era. 

Background on Spectrum Auctions: The Omnibus Reconciliation Act of 1993 gave the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) authority to auction spectrum licenses, instead of giving them away. 
The subsequent auctions have been very successful, efficiently allocating a scarce resource and raising 
$20 billion to date -- more than either the Administration or the Congressional Budget Office projected. 
The auctions have made quality portions of the spectrum available to private technological entrepreneurs, 
stimulating the development of new uses of the spectrum, such as personal communications services (e.g .. 
two-way paging, digital cellular phones, and wireless connections to the Internet), which were not even 
imagined a few decades ago. 

Spectrum Auctions Already in The President's FY 1997 Balanced Budget: The President's budget 
includes further auctions of broadcast and non-broadcast spectrum that the FCC will free-up in order to 
get more spectrum into the hands of the private-sector firms that can use it most effectively. The 
following spectrum auctions are already contained in the President's FY97 balanced budget: 

I. Brnaden and Extend Auctions of Non-Broadcast Spectrum: This proposal was also included m 
the Republican reconciliation bills and is expected to raise $19 billion. 

2. Auction of "Analog" Spectrum: This proposal auctions the unneeded analog spectrum the FCC 
will reclaim after broadcasters have migrated to a new digital channel, and is expected to rai~e $ J 7 
billion through an auction of the analog and if necessary also a digital spectrum fee. 

3. Auction of "888" Toll-Free Numbers: This proposal authorizes the FCC to award through an 
auction a new generation of toll-free "888" vanity telephone numbers, raising $700 million. 

4. Auction of DARS Spectrum To Help Pay for $1,500 HOPE Scholarships: This auctions a 
portion of the spectrum previously allocated for digital audio radio services (OARS), but which is 
unsuitable for OARS because of interference problems, raising $2.1 billion. 

New Proposal: Auction a Portion of Spectrum Between Channels 60-69 Which Will Fully Pay for 
the New School Construction Initiative. The President's School Construction Initiative is fully paid for 
by a new proposal -- not contained in any previous Administration budget -- to auction an additional 
portion of the spectrum. For several years the FCC has been studying the possibility of auctioning 
unused or underutilized portions of the spectrum located between existing TV stations. The FCC has now 
concluded that with the development of digital wireless technology, the space around TV stations can be 
auctioned and used without affecting these broadcast stations. Therefore, this new proposal would auction 
portions of the spectrum between channels 60-69 that are not being used for TV broadcasting. This 
portion of the spectrum was allocated free-of-charge to UHF television, but there are fewer than l 00 
stations across the United States using it, leaving a significant and valuable portion of spectrum between 
the stations that could be used for other wireless technologies. This new proposal would reallocate and 
auction these underutilized portions of the spectrum without disrupting the current broadcast stations. 
These portions of the spectrum could be used for exciting new PCS applications, such as mobile video, 
1magmg, and other advanced voice and data services. 
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School Conditions By State 

Share of Schools Share of Schools 

Share of Schools With At Least That Need To Spend 

With At Least One One Unsatisfactory Over The National Average Share of Schools 

Building In Need of Environmental To Bring Their Facilities That Lack Telephone 

Extensive Repair Condition• Into Good Condition Lines For Modems 

NATION 33% 58% 21% 56% 

Alabama 39.1% 57.7% 20.9% 55.4% 

Alaska 44.6 72.5 42.6 53.8 

Arizona 40.8 56.8 29.7 58.1 

Arkansas 24.9 51.5 8.3 56.4 

California 42.9 770 25.7 68.1 

Colorado 32.:! 53.2 20.2 56.8 

Connecticut 30.0 60.0 29 7 51.9 

Delaware 40.5 52.8 31.7 82.9 

District of Columbia 49.3 68.3 48.8 52.7 

Florida 312 71.6 33.8 63.2 

Georgia 26.2 39.5 14.6 53.0 

Hawaii 21.4 65.6 18.7 79.5 

Idaho 31.9 53.2 13.3 58.8 

lllinois 31.0 57.6 28.2 63.4 

Indiana 29.2 55.6 36.3 55.0 
Iowa 18.8 51.4 12.6 43.8 

Kansas 38.3 67.0 17.2 44.4 

Kentucky 30.9 53.0 26.2 55.7 

Louisiana 38.6 56.5 23.6 65.5 

Maine 37.5 59.0 11.8 63.8 
Maryland 30.7 63.3 34. I 66.7 

Massachusetts 40.8 71.3 18.4 66.9 

Michigan 21.6 56.6 8.8 58.1 

Minnesota 38.5 55.2 19.3 41.0 
Mississippi 28.5 49.1 7.2 55.8 
Missouri 27.3 51.2 13 7 59.1 
Montana 20.4 55. I 6.0 37.5 
Nebraska 35.2 55.5 18.4 45.7 
Nevada 23.2 39.5 13.1 26.2 
New Hampshire 38.4 70.6 15.4 58.6 
New Jersey 19.1 46.1 16.4 33.5 
New Mexico 29.9 63.2 25 8 58.5 
New York 32.8 60.4 38.6 55.3 
North Carolina 36.I 58.7 16.6 62.6 
North Dakota 23.0 54.9 6.7 36.5 
Ohio 38.0 68.0 22.8 70.5 
Oklahoma 30.5 53.4 8.4 57.7 
Oregon 38.9 73.8 16.9 65.1 
Pennsylvania 21.0 48.3 21.2 44.2 
Rhode Island 29.3 61.1 9.9 52.1 
South Carolina 36.9 46.5 28.0 50.3 
South Dakota 21.3 40.5 9.4 35.4 
Tennessee 27.2 52.4 12.5 65.6 
Texas 27.1 49.5 15 8 38.4 
Utah 34.1 58.2 19.8 710 
Vermont 21.4 51.3 13.3 61.4 
Virginia 27.4 48.I 28.9 52.9 
Washington 44.2 65.5 42.3 61.1 
West Virginia 41.9 71.8 18.I 51.5 
Wisconsin 32.8 50.5 13.2 46.4 
Wyoming 24.4 54.8 8.5 33.8 

•Environmental conditions include lighting, heating. ventilation, indoor air quality, acoustics for noise control. and physical security. 

Source General Accounting Office, June 14. 1996. 
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SUJ\1MARY OF FINDINGS OF RECENT STUDIES 
ON THE SCHOOL INFRASTRUCTURE PROBLEl\1 

I. GAO REPORTS 

The General Accounting Office has released a series of reports on the condition of public 
school facilities, including a most recent report released on June 14, 1996, summarizing key 
findings and outlining the disparity between states. 1 The GAO studies have some limitations -­
they are based on self-reported information from a sample of local school officials -- but they 
provide the best data currently available on the problem. 

Scope of the Problem 

$112 Billion Needed To Bring All Schools Into Good Overall Condition. Based on its 
sample, GAO estimates that $112 billion is needed to bring all schools in the Nation to 
good overall condition (meaning that only routine maintenance and minor repairs would 
be required). 

One-Third Of All Schools Need Extensive Repair Or Replacement. GAO estimates 
that about one-third of all schools, serving 14 million students, need extensive repair or 
replacement. 

~ About 60 percent of schools have at least one major building feature, such as 
plumbing, in disrepair; 

~ Over half the schools reported at least one unsatisfactory environmental condition, 
such as poor ventilation, heating, or lighting problems; 
Almost half (46 percent) of the schools reported inadequate electrical wiring for· 
computers and communications technology, and 

~ Over half (56 percent) reported insufficient phone lines for modems. 

State and Regional Variation 

There Are School Infrastructure Problems Across The Country. Schools in almost all 
areas of the country report physical infrastructure problems, with somewhat more severe 
conditions in central cities, in the West, and in schools with high proportions of minority 
and poor students. 

~ In central cities, 38 percent of schools reported needing extensive repair or 
replacement, relative to 29 percent in large towns. 

65 percent of central city schools reported at least one unsatisfactory 

1 General Accounting Office, "School Facilities: Conditions of America's Schools," February 1995; 
"Technology: America's Schools Not Designed Or Equipped for 21st Century," April 1995; "School 
Facilities: States' Financial and Technical Support Varies," November 1995; "School Facilities: America's 
Schools Report Differing Conditions," June 1996; and "School Facilities: Profiles of School Condition by 
State," June 1996. 
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... The West generally had more severe conditions. For example, only 22 percent of 
schools in Michigan reported needing extensive repair or replacement, relative to 43 
percent· of schools in California. 

18 percent of schools in Georgia reported inadequate plumbing; 40 percent in 
Arizona did. 

At least 70 percent of the schools in Alaska, California, Florida, Massachusetts, 
New Hampshire, Oregon, and West Virginia reported at least one unsatisfactory 
environmental condition. 

Over 40 percent of schools in which minority students represent more than half the 
student body reported needing extensive repair or replacement, relative to 29 percent for 
schools with less than 5.5 percent minority enrollment. 

70 percent of schools with large minority student bodies reported at least one 
unsatisfactory environmental condition, relative to 54 percent for schools with 
minimal minority enrollment. 

Readiness of Facilities for Technology and Other Reforms 

Schools Do Not Have The Physical Infrastructure To Take Advantage Of Computers And 
Technology. Many schools do tend not have the physical infrastructure to make optimum use 
of computers, printers, TVS, and other equipment. 

.,. Over half (52 percent) of schools reported six or more insufficient technology elements 
(such as fiber optics cabling, phone lines for modems, and electrical wiring for 
computers) . 

.,. In central cities, over 60 percent of schools report insufficient networks, modems, phone 
lines, conduits and fiber optic cables. Over half reported insufficient electrical wiring for 
computer technology. 

Factors Contributing to Poor Conditions 

Def erred Maintenance Cited As Reason For Poor School Conditions. While numerous 
factors contributed to the poor condition of school facilities, many of the GAO survey 
respondents stressed the role of deferred maintenance . 

.,. This fact is supported by a recent Department of Education study of school 
spending, which indicated that school districts in central cities spend a greater 
portion of their budgets on instruction and less on buildings and equipment than 
Other schools. [Disparities in Puhlic School District Spending 1989-90. NCES 95-300, February 19951 

Other Causes For Poor Conditions Are Possible. The concentration of facilities 
problems in the West a!ld in poor areas suggests that other factors may be at work as well, 
such as structural problems in financing mechanisms, constraints on taxes, or competition 
with other community priorities. 
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Variation in State Support 

Almost All ·States Have Some Role In School Construction and Maintenance. While 
school construction and maintenance have traditionally been a local responsibility, almost 
all States now have some role, and 13 States have established comprehensive facilities 
programs. 

... States reported providing about $3.5 billion for school capital spending during 
fiscal year 1994 -- about a fifth of total school capital spending (including 
construction and purchases of land and equipment). However, the level of support 
varies widely by State, from $6 per student to more than $2,000 per student. 

TI. OTHER REPORTS CONFlRM GAO FINDINGS 

Recent Study Finds 74 Percent Of All School Buildings Have Outlived Their 
Predicted Useful Lives. A few years ago, the American Association of School 
Administrators released a study -- Schoolhouse in the Red: A Guide for Cutting our 
Losses. The study reported that 12 percent of all school buildings were "inadequate 
places for learning" and that 74 percent of all buildings had "outlived their predicted 
useful Iif e." The report also cited a 1991 School Business Affairs article which estimated 
that deferred maintenance exceeded $100 billion. 

1989 Study Found That 25 Percent Of The Nation's Schools Were Inade~uate. A 
1989 report -- Wolves at the Schoolhouse Door -- by the Education Writers Association 
based on a survey covering half of the nation's schools, found that 25 percent of the 
Nation's schools were shoddy places for learning. 

HI. CURRENT CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITY 

Total School Capital Spending -- on Construction, Renovation, Land, and Equipment 
-- Was $20 billion in 1994. About half of this was for construction and renovation. 

Spending on Construction and Renovation was $10 Billion in 1995. According to 
School Construction Report, school districts completed $10.3 billion worth of construction 
in 1995. This figure is based on a survey of current construction activity conducted by 
School Planning and Management magazine and Dun and Bradstreet [School Construction 
on the Rise, Paul Abramson, CEFPI]. 

More Than Half Of Construction Spending Is For Renovating Or Upgrading -- The 
Rest ls For New Schools. Just over half of construction spending is for renovating or 
upgrading existing buildings, rather than building new structures. In 1995, $5.3 billion 
was spent on additions and upgrades, while $5.0 billion was spent on new schools. 
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PRIMER ON FINANCING SCHOOL 
CONSTRUCTION AND RENOVATION 

\Vhat do schools spend money on? 

Capital spending on new buildings and renovation, equipment, and land accounts for about 
one tenth of annual public elementary and secondary school spending. In 1994, $20 billion 
was spent on public school capital projects, $6 billion on interest payments, and $235 
billion on current expenses, such as teachers' salaries and administrative costs. Roughly 
half of total capital spending -- or about $10 billion -- is for construction and renovation of 
buildings, rather than purchases of equipment and land. [Source: S1aris1icat Absrracr of 1he U.S. 1995, pp. 

161 & 167) 

How do schools finance construction and renovation? 

School districts typically finance their current spending with a mix of local, state and 
federal funds, and finance their capital spending with tax-exempt bond issues. In most 
districts, bond issues must be approved through a referendum -- and sometimes a 
supermajority is required to pass the referendum. Bonds for school construction typically 
have 30-year maturities. Bonds issued for other school capital expenses, such as major 
renovations, often have 20-year maturities. 

Some school districts finance capital expenses out of operating funds rather than bond 
issuance. But a recent Department of Education report documents that in districts with low 
property assessments and large school-age populations, most operating funds must go 
toward meeting minimum requirements for instructional expenditures per pupil, leaving less· 
for physical plant. And even in some districts with relatively high property assessments, 
funds for school construction may be limited. 

\\'hat is the role of state governments? 

While financing school construction and renovation is predominately a local function, 
states provide roughly one-fifth of annual spending on local capital expenses, including land 
and equipment purchases. Most states play some role in financing school construction, 
although the extent of that role varies widely across states. These states often provide 
funds for local capital expenses through the sale of state bonds. In other states, funding is 
channelled through counties or townships, cities or towns, or special purpose local school 
districts. 

What is the role of the federal government? 

The Federal government currently provides a tax-exemption for local and state bonds -­
reducing the interest rate on those bonds by roughly a third. The Federal government offers 
limited additional assistance for school construction and renovation, for example through 
the Impact Aid program which provides assistance to areas with military installations and 
Indian reservations. 
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How does tax-exempt status reduce interest costs? 

The tax-exempt status of bonds -- often referred to as municipal bonds -- reduces interest 
costs for local and state governments, since investors care about after-tax returns and are 
therefore willing to accept a lower interest rate on a tax-exempt bond than on a taxable 
bond. For a taxpayer in the 28 percent tax bracket, a taxable bond paying 8 percent has an 
after-tax interest rate of 5.8 percent. Such an investor would thus prefer a tax-exempt bond 
with a interest rate of 5.9 percent (with a 5.9 percent after-tax interest rate) to a taxable 
bond with a interest rate of 8 percent (with a 5.8 percent after-tax return). If interest rates 
on comparable taxable bonds are 8 percent, a tax-exempt municipal bond can therefore be 
issued with a interest rate just over 5.8 percent. The current interest rate on a 30-year tax­
exempt bond is roughly 6 percent, well under the current 30-year Treasury interest rate. 

What is the average size of an education bond issue? 

The average amount of the most recently passed bond issue in the school districts surveyed 
by the GAO was $7 million. Of this $7 million, 54 percent was spent on school 
construction; 38 percent for repairing and modernizing schools; 5 percent for computers and 
telecommunications equipment; and 3 percent for meeting Federal mandates. (Source: GAO. 

"School Facilities: Condition of America's Schools," February 1995, p. 18) 

Special problems faced by small districts. 

Small school districts face special problems in bond financing. First, their low tax bases 
often make it difficult to pay financing costs. Second, their bond issues are relatively small 
and unfamiliar to investors, making them less attractive. State bond banks can help these 
entities by pooling their needs and issuing a single state bond. Many states, such as 
Arkansas and Indiana, have programs that fulfill this role. 

How much does it cost to build or fix a school? 

According to the GAO, the average school in America reported needing $2 million to repair 
and upgrade to good overall condition. The average new elementary school costs about $6 
million to construct, and the average secondary school costs about $15 million. [Source: 

GAO, "School Facilities: America's Schools Report Differing Conditions," June 1996, pp. 3 & 12.) 
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SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION AND TECHNOLOGY: 
Preparing Our Schools for the Information Era 

PRESIDENT CLINTON'S NEW SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INITIATIVE WILL HELP 
CONNECT ALL CLASSROOMS TO THE INFORMATION HIGHWAY: Technological 
literacy is a "new basic" of American education and the Internet is the blackboard of the future. 
Yet thousands of schools find it difficult to provide the powerful learning opportunities afforded 
by technology because they lack the basic electrical wiring and phone lines necessary to plug in 
computers and connect them to the Internet. As we repair and replace dilapidated and unsafe 
schools, we must ensure that they are "21st century schools." This means wires, electrical 
capacity, electrical outlets, and cable and telephone lines that will allow students to take full 
advantage of the learning opportunities that technology offers. 

The School Construction Initiative will support the President's vision of connecting all 
classrooms to the information superhighway by the year 2000 by helping those schools with the 
worst conditions efficiently upgrade their technology infrastructure as they repair other problems, 
such as leaky roofs, plumbing, wiring, or heating and air conditioning. 

EVEN SCHOOLS WITH POOR INFRASTRUCTURE CAN MAKE SOME PROGRESS 
IN ADOPTING EDUCATION TECHNOLOGY. 

New wireless solutions, for example, will help schools with inadequate infrastructure take 
advantage of educational technology immediately. 

BUT THE BASIC INFRASTRUCTURE OF OUR SCHOOLS REMAINS A MAJOR 
BARRIER TO BROADER USE OF EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY IN THE 
CLASSROOM: 

54% of schools report that too few telecommunications access points are a major barrier 
to networking their computers and accessing the Internet; even the majority of the schools 
that already have Internet access report that an insufficiency of telecommunications access 
points is a major barrier to upgrading or maximizing the use of their computers. 
(Advanced Telecommunications and U.S. Public Elementary and Secondary Schools, 
1995, National Center for Education Statistics) 

46% of schools (35,700 schools serving 19.3 million students) Jack the electrical wiring 
necessary for computers and telecommunications technology. (GAO, School Facilities: 
Americ.a's Schools Not Designed or Equipped for 21st Century) 

55.5% of schools (42,700 schools serving 22.5 million students) lack phone lines for 
modems necessary to connect to the Internet. (GAO) 

In central cities, over 60% of schools report insufficient networks, modems, phone lines, 
conduits, and fiber optic cables; over 50% report insufficient electrical wiring for 
computer technology. (GAO) 
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THE SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION INITIATIVE SUPPORTS A BROADER 
ADMINISTRATION STRATEGY ON EDUCATIONAL TECHNOLOGY 

The President has launched a national mission to make all children technologically literate 
by the davm of the 21st century. His initiative rests on four "pillars" that will: provide 
all teachers the training and support they need to help students learn using computers and 
the information superhighway; develop effective and engaging software and on-line 
resources; provide access to modem computers for all teachers and students; and connect 
every school and classroom to the information superhighway. 

To help states and communities build all four pillars, the President has proposed the 
creation of a $2 billion, five year, Technology Literacy Challenge Fund to catalyze and 
leverage state, local and private sector efforts. 

To help connect more classrooms to the Internet, the President has fostered an historic 
effort by volunteers to wire schools. During California's Net Day on March 9, 1996, 
more than 20,000 volunteers installed and tested 6 million feet of wire to connect 
classrooms in thousands of schools to the Internet. Since California's successful 
"electronic barnraising," over 30 states have embarked on their own efforts. 
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DRAFT--INTERNAL USE ONLY 

QUESTIONS & ANSWERS 

Moseley-Braun Program 

Question: How does this initiative differ from the grant program 
authorized by Title XII of the Elementary and Secondary Education 
Act (the Moseley-Braun program), which the Administration 
opposed? 

Answer: Title XII authorizes grants to local educational 
agencies for the full cost of school construction projects. This 
new initiative would, instead, make grants for interest subsidy, 
not the full construction cost, which will allow the Federal 
funds to leverage additional State and local activity and to 
accomplish much more than we could under Title XII. In addition, 
by giving a priority to local communities that propose to carry 
out increased school construction and renovation, we can make 
sure that Federal dollars are used to start to address the real 
school construction deficit, not mainly to replace dollars that 
local communities would have spent under normal circumstances. 
Finally, this new program would preserve and take advantage of 
the role that many States play in supporting local school 
construction. 

In addition, financing interest subsid~es will allow us to score 
the program on the mandatory side of the budget and to pay for it 
with sales from the spectrum auction. 

Interest Subsidy vs. Direct Support for Construction 

Question: Why would the program fund interest subsidies rather 
than provide direct support for school construction? 

Answer: Given the scope of the school facilities infrastructure 
problem -- $112 billion, by GAO estimates, for repairs and 
replacement -- a limited grant program to high poverty LEAs to 
cover the full cost of school construction projects could not 
begin to make an impact on the problem. By using the Federal 
dollars to leverage increased State and local support, we can 
generate a much bigger "bang" for our "buck." 

Uses of Construction Funds 

Question: What kind of construction projects would the funds be 
used for? Could they be used to build gymnasiums, swimming 
pools, and other athletic facilities? 

Answer: The new program will focus on renovation and 
construction of academic facilities. We will not build swimming 
pools. 



Why a Hybrid Program? 

Question: Why is the Administration proposing a two-tiered 
program, with some of the money flowing through the States and 
the rest going out as grants from Washington? 

Answer: The GAO data show that the need for assistance with 
school construction is especially great in the cities, especially 
cities with high poverty. The two-tiered approach will ensure 
that the program addresses the needs of communities that have the 
greatest need for Federal assistance. 

Amount for Direct Grants 

Question: How much of the money would the Department retain for 
grants to large districts? 

Answer: We will identify an appropriate portion of the total 
funds to retain for grants, based ?n enrollments in the large 
cities and other need factors, such as poverty measures. That 
amount will likely be at least 30 percent of the total amount 
available. 

Local Option? 

Question: Will the large districts have the option of applying 
either to their State or directly to the Department? 

Answer: No, they would be able to apply only to the Department. 
This is the only administratively workable way to run the 
program. 

State Formula 

Question: What type of formula will the Department of Education 
use to distribute funds to the States? 

Answer: One based on both population and poverty. 

State and Local Administration 

Question: Who (which agency) will receive the funds at the State 
level? At the local level? 

Answer: For States, we plan to provide the funds to either the 
state bonding authority, if one exists, or to another appropriate 
agency, such as the SEA. At the local level, funds would be 
provided to a local construction or bonding authority, if one 
exists, or to another appropriate agency, such as the LEA. 

Criteria for Direct Grants 

Question: How will the Department select applications for direct 



grants? What criteria will the States use in deciding which 
local construction projects to support? How will you define 
local need? Will you also look at factors like tax effort or the 
merits of individual construction projects? 

Answer: Both the Department and the States will examine the 
extent to which proposed construction projects meet national 
concerns (such as health and safety, energy efficiency, enabling 
the use of technology and other modernizations, and disability 
access), are located in communities with significant enrollment 
growth, and most importantly, represent construction that would 
not be undertaken without Federal assistance. We may also review 
criteria related to local effort for education. 

Estimated Leveraging 

Question: Why does the Administration believe this initiative 
will increase State and local support for school construction by 
25 percent? 

Answer: Federal payments for interest rate reduction will cover, 
up to 50 percent of local interest costs. This is equivalent to 
supporting one out of every four dollars in construction and 
renovation funding. $5 billion in Federal subsidies will thus 
support $20 billion in renovation and construction. 

Both the States and the Department of Education will give high 
priority to projects that could not go forward without Federal 
support. For this reason, we believe that at least half of the 
construction activity supported will be projects that would not 
have otherwise occurred. Thus we believe, conservatively, that 
the initiative will increase overall construction activity -­
which now averages about $10 billion annually -- by a total of 
$10 billion over the four-year period, a 25 percent increase. 

Will this Supplant State and Local Effort? 

Question: To what extent will this initiative merely pay for 
what States and localities would be doing anyway? 

Answer: We will ask communities to submit data on their current 
level of construction and renovation activity, and give a 
priority to applications that would fund an increased level of 
such effort. 

Encouraging Local Activity 

Question: Isn't the real problem with school infrastructure that 
local voters have been voting down bond issues for construction? 
How will this initiative address that problem? 

Answer: We can't -- and don't want to -- force local communities 
to spend money they don't want to spend, but we can encourage and 
reward responsible behavior on the part of local communities that 



choose to increase their efforts to upgrade their school 
facilities. That's what this program is all about. By 
subsidizing increased spending for school construction, this 
program is structured to encourage and reward those communities 
where the voters choose to increase their efforts to improve 
school facilities. We would not be directing Federal dollars to 
communities that refuse to do their fair share to address the 
problem. 

Federal Role 

Question: When Congress passed the Moseley-Braun program, the 
Administration argued that school construction is not an 
appropriate Federal role. Why has your position on this issue 
changed? Isn't this just an election-year gimmick? 

Answer: While school construction has traditionally been the 
responsibility of local communities, with some assistance from 
the States, the dismal situation that the GAO reports in many 
schools suggests that this problem has become larger than many 
local communities can address on their own. The abysmal 
condition of school facilities throughout the country calls out 
urgently for a national effort to correct the problem. 

Moreover, today we are seeing the effects of an echo "baby boom." 
In many states and cities, school enrollments are rapidly rising 
-- putting an additional strain on school construction efforts. 

This is why the Federal Government must get involved at this 
time. 

Effect of a Short-Term Initiative 

Question: Your materials refer to this initiative as a "jump 
start" for school construction. If the Federal Government funds 
infrastructure for four years and then gets out of the business, 
how will that affect the underlying problems? 

Answer: We expect this short-term infusion of funds and the 
resulting attention it will draw to the problem will change "the 
mind set of states and local communities, so that they will 
continue to increase their efforts to improve school facilities. 

Connie Lee 

Question: In 1994, the Administration argued that the best way 
to deal with the school infrastructure problem is to amend the 
statutory authority for Connie Lee, so that agency can insure 
bonds for elementary and secondary school construction? Why did 
you change your mind on that policy? 

Answer: The Congress is now in the process of privatizing Connie 
Lee, which will allow that agency to insure and reinsure 
elementary and secondary construction projects. In the long run, 



this will be a positive step, because Connie Lee's insurance may 
allow more communities to bring their construction bonds "to 
market." But it is not enough. Some communities do not have the 
wherewithal to support repayment of bonds, and in many cities the 
backlog of construction projects greatly exceeds what they can 
finance on their own. 

School Repairs vs. Expansion 

Question: The GAO reports document that many schools are in 
disrepair or cannot incorporate technologies or meet other new 
demands. But your proposal would pay not only for renovating or 
replacing old schools, but also for construction of new schools 
in growing areas. Why is that suddenly a Federal role? 

Answer: States like California, New Jersey, Florida and Maryland 
have both crumbling schools and growing enrollments. It doesn't 
make sense -- and may not even be practicable -- to tell those 
States and the cities in them that they can use Federal support 
for one purpose but not the other. They need help in both 
repairing or replacing old schools and in building new ones. 

Education Department Capability 

Question: Is the Department of Education capable of 
administering a program of this complexity? 

Answer: Certainly. We have staff with expertise in school 
finance, as well as broad experience in administering both state 
formula programs and direct grant programs. This initiative is 
not very different from the kinds of programs we currently 
administer. 

Number of Schools Affected 

Question: What will this initiative really accomplish? How many 
schools would be built or repaired? How many children would be 
affected? 

Answer: According to GAO, the average school reported needing 
about $2 million to repair and upgrade to good overall condition. 
The average new elementary school costs about $6 million to 
construct and the average secondary school costs about $15 
million. Assuming that about one-quarter of the construction 
generated under this initiative is new schools and the rest is 
repair and upgrading of existing schools, a $5 billion investment 
that leverages $20 billion in new construction would pay for 
approximately 500 new schools and 7500 major repair projects. 
This would mean that over 4 million students would be learning in 
safer, healthier, more up-to-date classrooms. 

Off sets 

Question: How will the Administration finance this initiative~ 
within the President's plan for balancing the budget? (What are 



the offsets?) 

Answer: Through a one-time auction of portions of the broadcast 
spectrum. 

Impact on Current Activity 

Question: What effect will this have on existing and pending 
bond activity? (I.e., will States and localities defer issuing 
bonds because they may be able to get a credit subsidy after this 
bill passes?) 

Answer: Any bond issue initiated after the day of the President's 
announcement would be eligible for a subsidy. Of course, the 
applicant would, like all applicants, have to show that the bond 
activity is incremental that is, that it would not have 
happened in the absence of the subsidy. 
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LOS ANGELES .UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT 

MAJOR MAINTENANCE NEEDS 

245 Schools Need Roofs Replaced 

616 Schools Need Classrooms Repainted 

158 Schools Need Exteriors Painted 

58 Schools Need Boilers Replaced 

374 Schools Need Playgrounds Repaved 

152 Schools Need New Fire Alarm System 

363 Schools Need New Intercom Systems 

444 Schools Do Not Have Burglar Alarm System 

AGES OF SCHOOLS 

15 Schools Are 1to10 Years Old 

---- --- ---· ·----··-· 21 · --· ScnoolsAre-1-f·ta~o-vears-01a--·--------

85 Schools Are 21 to 30 Years Old 

156 Schools Are 31 to 40 Years Old 

438 sch-cols Are'Gr'eater Thah 40 Years Old 
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NEED FOR SCHOOL FACILITY FUNDt"NG, BY CLUSTER 

OVERVIEW 

The District's major school facilities needs, as summarized by category and cluster 
are estimated to total $3.1 billion (see Table 1 on Page 7). It should be noted that the 
estimate 1s preliminary at this time. It is generally based on the Oistrictwide average 
cost of completing specific types of construction or repair work. and reflects needs 
identified by the Facilities Services Division over the past decade. Although the 
estimate needs to be refim:id should the District pursue a local bond initiative. the 
estimate provides a reasonable assessment of major facilities needs. 

FUNctNG CATEGORIES 

New Classroom Building Construction 
Although enrollment growth has been very minimal over the past three years. 
approximately 13.500 additional student seats are projected to be needed over the 
next five years. The total estimated cost of the needed seats is $307 million. 

Based on preliminary enrollment data for 1995-96, it appears that the District may be 
experiencing a significant enrollment increase. My enrollment increases greater 
than projected may increase the projected need depending on where the growth 
occurs. 

The total estimated cost of new construction projects 1s $307 million. This report 
reflects estimated construction costs ta provide the 13,500 additional student seats 
which are projected to be needed over the next five years. The District has funding 
applications on file with the State for a majority of these needs, and staff will analyze 

·· the-E>rstrict's-·eligibility-forfiting-additionat-State-tcmding-appttcations-based on corrent 
year ADA as soon ·si-s- th-oser-sratrslics·- are--availaole.- Tlie--orstricCalsonas--state·-----
applications for projects wriich may no longer be needed to relieve overcrowding, and 
in some cases the District may no longer have state funding eligibility. These new 
facilities may be needed again if the District experiences significant enrollment 
increases in the next few years, but in some cases the District may wish to work with 
the State to substitute currently needed applications for these projects. However. 
given·tne lack of funding at the State level, minimal funding is likely for either existing 
or new applications. 

Modernization 
Buildings providing over 375,000 seats··representing most of the District's 10,000 
buildings--are several decades old and in need of modernization work, at a total 
estimated cost of $1.4 billion (in addition to the repairs included in the deferred 
maintenance backlog). This estimate was prepared using the eligibility criteria l.lnder 
the State Greene Lease-Purchase Ad (i.e., permanent buildings over 30 years old 
and portable buildings over 20 years old). 

5 Ri;11pci.I 4·16·96 
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Portable Classroom Buildings 
Thirty-four schools with capped enrollment have sufficient space to accommodate a 
total of 70 additional portable classrooms. The estimated cost of providing portable 
classrooms at these schools is $7.1 million. 

Deferred Maintenance 
The District's identified backlog of major maintenance projects. excluding repair of 
electronic systems which Is included in the Technology section. totals approximately 
$561 million. This figure understates tha actual cost of the needed work. because the 
estimates contain no adjustment for inflation. This backlog has been developed over 
several years by District Maintenance and Operations staff based on observation of 
site conditions and the age of facilities. Cluster Leaders and schools can probably 
identify additional backlog items to be added to this listing. 

Air Conditioning 
There are approxmately 8,900 classrooms at 292 schools which are not yet currently 
air conditioned. The total estimated cost for the air conditioning is $89.3 million. In 
addition the cost of air conditioning the administrative areas of these schools is 
$82.8 million, for a total of $172 million in air conditioning needs. 

Lunch Shelters 
Lunch shelters are needed at 112 sites at a total estimated cost of $9.2 million. 

Exterior Bleacher Repair and Replacement 
Bleachers on athletic fields at 44 senior high schools are in need of repair or 
replacement at an estimated cost of $8.8 million. 

Technology 
The Information Technology Division has identified a total of $489 million in funding 

.. ·· ne·eds .. to ·instal I or-up~rade·-teelmofO§-y-infl'.astructu+es.-in-the-DistricL....Ihis incl ude._s 
. compute( networking-·--(canduit, -- wiring~--end --·hardware)1·-·Video-master-antel".'lf'.\a _______ _ 
television. sound system. and intrusion alarm systems. There may be some minor 
overlap in these estimates with those of modernization projects (conduit). 

Seismic Retrofitting 
The costs identified by staff to date to retrofit District facilities is $163.3 million. These 
costs include• replacement Of pendant lighting and suspended ceilings. It . i S 
estimated that the Federal Emergency Management Agency will provide 75% of the 
funding for some of this work. 

Special Needs 
This report does not include estimates for special facilities such as parent centers or 
health clinics. Nor does this report address·· the needs of administrative offices or 
support units. 

6 RcviJcd 4-16·96 
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Cfmter CluJter New : fartabJe Deferred Air Lunch EducatlD11al 
i 

Comtrutllon ttodemlzation Classrnoms Malntenance CaP1dltionlng Shelters Bleachers Techhofogy Total Number Name 

I Chatsworth/Granada Hms $0 $57,l f7,22S $200,000 $20,722.900 $9,407,000 $1111, l 71 $110.250 $16, l611.2'1J $104,M1,a..tS 

2 Kennedy/Monroe $25,885.200 $59,39,5,700 $l.525,000 $20.860.SOO $8,005,120 $29S,606 $&44,809 $!9,094,775 $135,906.110 

3 San Fern311do $0 $66,267,775 $<1 $21.012,900 $0 $205.,U9 $992.501 $17.126.808 $106,715,lli 

4 Sylmar/VerdugoHilli $1.7i7,200 $51,029,170 $200.DOD $19,942,IOD $S,402,040 $377,061 $1,152,862 $11,'424,857 $94,445.492 

S Canoga.Par/El Camlna/hft $212.000 $f>4.38,7.7&5 $100.000 $26,736,300 $11.620,200 $100.000 $31.500 $18.]06,078 $121.493.863 

6 Birmlrig1W11/0eveland/Re1eda $0 $8J,6JP,870 $500.00D $35.710,400 $15,532,eao $0 $126,000 $21.191,019 $156.671,199 
1---7~-f'G~r-a_nfN; __ an_N~uy-,~~~~-t-~$-12~.6-1~4.~00~0'1---:$~7~6.,~l.30-D 11~~$-900~.0-0-01 ~$-l-8-,5-2-l,9-0-0l--$~B~.·l-7_J._9_40-t-~-$B~S-.4-9~-+--$-8-9-.2-5Q-+-~$-19-.-T19~.6-9b-t-,-,-13-7-.0-8-~-18-2~· 

8 F. Poty/N.1-lollywood $61,5B5.60G $6S,S~.970 $700,000 $21.907.100 $3,611,400 $195.606 $721,749 $19,634,410 $179,916,115 
11-~~-+~~~~~~~~~-+---:,.--~~-t---::--::--,-+~-~~---c-~~~ ,___--~-+-~~~~--~~~t-~~~~-t-~~~~-u 

9 Eagh~ftod<Jfnnltlin/Mmtiall SB.586,000 $Sl,2¥,17S $400,000 $30,270,600 $6,434.BOD $1,lll.6'JI $385,056 $24.802.452 $125,245.774 

10 Huniltoo!Palindes/Unlversity $27,432,800 $87.4qB.3DD $400,000 $2!!.491,JOC> $16.659,120 $205.1]9 $'185,898 $21,543,887 $182,626,4-44 

11 FairfaxJHollywood/Los Angele-s . $0 $4·4.6~5.JBO $100,000 $21.400,SOO $6.591 ,400 $667.530 $227.0BJ $25,238,311 $99,080.lCH 
12 Belmont· $87.089.600 $28.8~2.755 200,000 $2t,717,lOO $20,240 $152.626 $0 $2r,H6.3l6 $159,368.657 

n-~,-l-+L-int~~-n!W~1-lso-n-~~~~-r---:$~6~.s-:-2,-9,-:-600=t-~-$~S~4~.5~9.,,-·4.:-6.,.-10t--~~-$~0-t-~$-2~3.~62~7-.9-00-~~$;-6-.9-4-8.-0-00-t-~~$-86-6-.7-0S-+$;-1-.3-l-B,-9-39-t---,.$-J9-,4-2-6-,85--18,_,$_1_1l_,l_3_2_.6_1~2n 

•~~,-4-+~-e-n-k-~-,-u-~-~-t-e-r~~-~-$-e-~-4-~-600~~-$~~-~~2-~-oo-o~~-$-W-D-~-o~o~~~J-.7-00-.-oo-o-~-"-.-~-,-R-B~O $~~5ro $!9J~n SJ5~1l~~ $116.~~6~ 

IS Cren~hilw/Dorser $3,711,200 $J0,4~S.515 $0 $11,601.100 $7.371,660 $571,158 $61,000 $t6,458,866 $81,269,979 
~-l-6--tM-an-u-al_A_ns-------t--'"---$7:0~.--$~3Q-:-.-.~::t-10~.l~:5-:-5t------:$:-Ot-~$ ~11~.8:-J 75,770-0-t--$-=-l .448,BBO $428, iio $0 $I 1.656,91 S $57,980,560 

17 Jeffenori $0 $2S,97;5.l20 $0 $11.1195,SOD $0 $238.704 $3-19,650 $H,100.326 $54,859,800 
I B Roosevelt $Ct $3 f.) ~9.4JS $0 $17,056,000 $2.lSl, 110 ---=-$-5l-6-.B-6_5.t-$-l-19-,0-0-J+--$-I S-.0-2-6-.75-8-t--$6-6-.4-3-9.-18-1-11 

11----+~---~~~---r~~-~....--=-=~-=--::- --t~~~---1--~-~+--:-~~1---:-~~~+-..,...-~~~~· 
19 Garfield $0 $58,Sf14,JIO $0 $24.410,800 $5.475.21l0 $759,123 $21,000 $19,753,9-41 $J08,98'1,4S4 

20 Fremont $0 $41.0ft7,670 $0 $21.267,JOO $1,992.960 $260.276 $516,634 $21.541,687 $86.668,727 

21 Huntington Partt $7. I 2J.100 $15.2~s.ess $0 $El:'il7. IOO $270.840 $BJ.847 $47,2SC> $10.G45,SI 2 $41 ,281,604 
~-l-2-~B-e-~~~~~---~+--$-13-.6-l-~-400-..--$~1-6-.7~o-.-,so-t.-~$l_O_o_-oo-o+--$-9-.l-9-S-.J-oo-1-~~~-$0-+-~~--$0-+-~$1-2-~-o-+-0~$-1-2~-6-6-.l-1~7f---$S-2-.J-51-,-,6-7~ 1 

21 Gill'den-'Washington $0 $76.5~1.SOS $JO!l_ODO $23.181.000 $9.1 n.S20 $352,528 $63,000 $22,000,502 $131,951,0SS 

l.f ordWloclce $0 $65,511l,71S $100.000 $!8.702,700 $9,399,lBO $583.847 $1S.7SO $!9,117,613 $113.797,925 

2S Sol.llhGate $30,015,600 $18,9 2,210 $400.000 $7.'J81.000 $0 $0 $436,3171----.,.$-9.-77-S-,6-9~5 i---$6-7-.S-7-0.-822-11 

26 Narbonne/San Pedro $1.150,800 $68.9 9,235 $0 $H.H2,200 $13,267.l60 $344,94'1 $110,250 $1 !l.S34.l85 $126.859.176 

27 Banninr/Cilrson $1,939,600 $66.4 l,790 $400.000 $21,813.700 $13,172,680 $274.287 $94,500 $22.S60.891 $129.6990449 
H-~~-+S_p_e-cia_l_E_dllClll~,-ro-n~-~~-+-~~--:-$0+---$~9-,041-7.-B-BO ~~~........,-$0-t-~~~-$~0+-~~~-$~Df--~~~$0-+~~-$-0-f-~-~~,~ol---$-9-.0-7-7-.8-BO-ll 
·~~~-+-~~~~~-~-~-+-"---~~-t-~~-+~-~~~--

Se~sml<; hnard mitization $0 $0 $0 $0 · $0 $0 $0 $0 $163.300.000 

Totaf $306992,-400 $t1071t1140 $7125.000 $561.050600 Sl72.lll80DI S9193899lia80!1.IMI S48876J.97.lf$J12HJ9.0J6 
I 

I 
i I 
I I 7 



' ' 

SCHOOL iFACILrfIES COMPONENTS 
. i . . . .. ~ ~ ': 

Life Expectancy vs. District Replacen1ent Schedule 

School Facility 
Comgonent 

Roofing 
i 
i 
J 

i 
I I 
I i 

Painting, Exterior ! ! 
I I • stucco or. masonry 1 i 

• wood and metal tri~ j 
' ; 

i i 

Painting, lnteripr I· I 
• Classroons,, offices! l 
• Kitchens, restroom~ / 

Paving 
• AsphalUconcrete 

praygrounds 
• Concrete in traffic 

areas 

I I 

! I 

i 
I 

r 

·--

State Estimated 
Ljfe Expectanc~ 

15 - 30 years _ 
depending upon 
material 

every 15 years 
every 6 years 

every 13 years 
every 8 years 

every 20 years 

• 

District 
Replacement 

40-60 years 
or 1n 
emergencies 

every 30 years 

every 1 00 years 

50 years or more 
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CRITI°CAL DEFERREI) MAINTENANCE ISSUES 

• The backlog of major maintenance repairs has grown from $345 million 
in 1980 to the curref:11; lever of $600 million. 

! i 
! i 

• -The $600 million b9qklog is understated since it is nol adjusted for 
inf la ti on. Additionally;/ it has been eight years since a complete survey 
of school needs has/ ~een prepared. Some major maintenance needs, 
i.e., bleachers, are /~ol covered by the State Deferred Maintenance 
Program and have ~e;en under-reported in the backlog. 

I I 
i I 
' ' i I 

• Since 1988. only e~~ential repairs needed to protect the structural 
integrity of buildings[ and ~he health and safety of students have been 
included in the Distri~~s deferred maintenance p1an. These include onry 
roofing, heating, air 9qnditioning, plumbing, electrical, and exterior paint 
projects. i I 

• Major repair needs1 
classroom lighting ~ 
reduced funding. / 

I 
I 
I I 
I ! 

I I 
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n paving, interior painting, troor covering, and 
ve not been addressed in recent years due to 
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• Asphalt paving repaifs are the n1ost neglected category accounting for 
$153 mjlfion of the $600 million backlog. The last complete repaving 
project was done in 1988-89. Staff is currently evaluating the paving at 
alf schools to identify changes· due to the 1994 earthquake and 1995 
floods. i _ 

I 
I 

i 

• If no ne~ pr9jects ~ere added to the backJog, at the current level of 
deferred m:iintenanct funding, it would take 50 years to complete these 
major repairs. . : 

. ! 
• The level of deferreq maintenance funding ranged from $12 million to 

$23.5 minion in 198$-89. The 1995-96 budget includes about $17.1 
miHion. l 

I 
I 

• The District's currentlporicy is to fund deferred maintenance only at the 
same level as ~he Sta1e·s contribution. Given that the State's contribution 
seems to be decriniqg, the Board may wish to consider estabrishing a 
minimum_leve! of fun~ing regardless of the State's contribution. 

. I 

I 
I 
I 

12 

<--< C-
r 
I 

I-" 
I-" 
I 

I-" 

IB 
en 

~ c 
(f) 
0 

~ 
c 

c+ 

~ 
i)r 
c+ 

0 
:J 
(I) 

r 
D 



LOS ANGELES TiKEs, July 11, 1996 
(Best Copy Available) 

p. 12 

Clinton to Seek·· 
$5 Billion for 
School Repairs ·. 
Prom ASSOCitJted Prm 

WASHJNGTON-To he1p fir. the 
nation'• crumbling school1, the 
Clinton adminiitraUon Will prapoac 
iipending $5 biUion lo heip districts 
pay for repairs 11nd new con.atruc­
lion, an EducatJon Department of~ 
fiei:il !:iid. . 
· President Clinton is expected tn 
announce the f~ur-ycar school 
coniitruction. program I.Oday~ jU1L 
two weeks atler a General Ac­
counling omcc report documented 
3 netXI to patch roof3, fix plumbing 
and make other repa1ra in hun· 
<ired~ of school buildings nation· 
wide. . 

The ·prosram. lhe lateeL. In. a 
series al education pro1rama UW. 
Clinton h:is charT1pioned in UHi . 
election year, would need Con­
gress' approval. 

Under Clinton's prcpasai, scl\OOI 
districts could appiy for f eder:il 
subsidies lo offset up to 50'9 of the 
cast of financ;ng new con1ttuction 
or ·renovation. according to lhe 
official. who rele:ised dttatls of the 
program on eondiUon lhat he nol 
be Identified. 

An estimated Sl.25 billion a yeu 
would be av:iil:ible for four con-
1ec:ulive years to jump-start repair 
:ind new buildlnl projecta in lhe 
naLlon'a 80.COO public schools. the 
official aid. 

The adminisl.i'ation will propose 
to finance the proiram with pro­
ceeds from :iuct~ of communica­
tions licenses, which so far h:&ve 
raised S20 biUiori for the 'l'Teuury. 

·THURSDAY. JULY 11. 1996 ·USA TODAY 

Ointon offers 
money to fix 
aging schools 
By SUsan Page 
and BW Nichols 
USA TODAY 

President Cinton today will 
unveil a four-year, ~ billion 
initiative to help school ~ 
tricts build new schools and 
renovate aging buildings. 

Under the plan, the federal 
pemment would offer to pay 
up to half the interest cO!llS on 
loans for additional ~ 
tion projects undertaken by 
school districts. 

The goal ls to increase 
spending on school construc­
tion - which toealed $10 biJ. 
lion last year - by ~. 

"It's extraordinarily help­
ful," !Bys Mike ca.erty, execu­
tive director of the Council of 
the Great Qty Scbools, an orga. 
nization of distrids in the na­
tion's ~ laraest ciUes. "It's a 
big drop in the bucket, thougb 
the bucket is pretty tq." 

The General Accounting Of­
fice last month estimated that 
districts need to increase con­
struction spending by $112 bil­
lion over the oen three years. 

The report found that about 
one-third of all districts need to 
replace or extensively repair 
at least one building. 

1be Wbbe Home will p~ 
pme .-y1na tor the four-year 
prosram with the one-time 
aucdon al new channels on tbe 
television spectrum. But the 
GOP-a>nttolled Congres9 is UD­
likely to approve the plan be­
fore tbe Navember election. 

i'-1 
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Council of the Great City Schools 
1301 P(.nnsylvania Avenue, N.W. + .Suite 702 + Washington, 0.C. + 20004 

(202) 393-2427 + (202) 393-2400 (fax) 

July7, 1996 

Mr. Willia.m Clintcm 
President of chc Unircd Scarci. 
TI1e Whicc House 
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20500 

Dear Mr. CJimon: 

Home Page.:: www.cgcs.org 

On behalf of the C.ouncil of lhc Grellt Cicy Schools, a coalitiun uf the nation's 
largest urban public school syste.·ms, I am plcaS<:d to endorse che School Construction 
Initiative you arc announcing Thursday, July 11. 

This initiaciv~ is one of Lhc boldeac, mosc forceful proposals ever made for public 
schools and S<:hool children. R\.'Pott afrcr rcporc fur nearly 20 years h1ts docu1nemed chc 
burgeoning problem <>fa crumbling public 5Chool infrastructure. The moS( rcrcnc reports, 
iniciaccd by Scniuor Carol Mosdey-Draun and conducted by chc General Accowuins 
Office, clearly document a serious, widcsrrc:ad nacional problem with che condition of our 
public school buildings. Your initiative is a serious and substantial seer to com:ct thac 
problem. 

The C\1u11cil of chc Great Cily Schools is also very plcaKd that your iniciacivc 
rccognii.es and addrtssts chc uni,1uc and more severe nature of rhe school repair anci 
renovation problem in our m11jor cirics. The proposal pr:ovides individual states wirh the 

flexibility co address the problem in cvmmuniLies wich special neeqs, but dc:als with che 
clearly idencifiahk in·oblcms for our urban &<:huols. 

The proposal is wcll-ba.lancc:J, viable.: and Is in che best incerescs of a nation 
c;onccrned about the quality of its e<lucacion. The C.Ouncil congratulates you on this 
imporcant new inici•cive: and looks forward co working wich you on its passage ;1.nd 

impltmemacion. Thank you 

A::Ua M~~I Caucrly 
Execucive Dircccor 

I 



SE~T BY::"JSBA 

July I l, 1996 

President Biil Clinton 
The W bite House 
Washington, D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President 

7-11-96 ;1Q:40AM 5TH FLOOR_, 

The National School Boards AssociaLion (NSBA) and Lhe 95,00U local school boanl 
members that NSllA represents, enthusi<l'itically support your soon-to b~ announced 
School Construction Initiative. 

It is our understanding that the school construction initiative is dcsigne<l 10 Hssist 
school districts in the renovalion and constrU(.;lion of dcspe.rately needed school 
facilities. As you arc keenly awm·e, in many sch0ol .systcms lhruughout the country 
children auen<l school facilities that are in need of.ex.tensive repair or replacement 
A..;, recently reporled by the U.S. Govt:rmnent Accounting Office, one third of all 
school buildings in the nation arc in extremely poor condition, with tht: greatest need 
fur repair and replaccrnenl in school systems that serve populations of poor and 
minorily sLudents. 

At ~ time when fodcral funding for public education is under attack. your proposal to 
invest critically needed federal ftuufa in the education in[raslructurc arena is to be 
highly commended. 

Thank you, once again, for your ongoing support of urbati schools and puhlk 
education. If NSBA can in any way assist in ensudng the succe~s of your School 
Con.;;truction Initiative, please do not hcsitacc ti) contact Kathryn McMichael, 
Dircc10r. F~deral Relations, at 701-838-6782. 

Sincerely, 

Sammy .J. Quintana 
President 

Michael A. Resnick. 
Senior Associate Executive Director 

202 401 05So;# 21 J 

·NSBA· 
E.uellenc:e and Equitl} 

in PubliG EdU<ation 

tftrougli Sdiool Board 
Leadership 

National School Boards Association • 1680 Duk~ Street • Al~xJnrlrici. Vir~ir1iJ 2n 14--349'1 • (703) 838-NSHI\ • FAX: (70'Jl 683~7590 



F I LE ~.Jo . 487 07/11 '96 10 : 27 ID : U=IN I ERFAX6500 PAGE 2 

Juiy 11, 1996 
AMERICAN ASSOCIATION 

OF SCHOOL ADMINISTIW'OR.S LEADfllSH/f' 
fOJl l.f AllNING 

The Honorable William J. Clinton 
President of the United States 
The White House 
Washington, DC 20500· 

Dear Mr. President: 

The American Association of School Administrators, representing more than 14,000 
local superintendents and school executives, wishes to offer our enthusiastic support for 
your public school construction initiative. 

Our own Schoolhouse in the Red (1992) cited deferred maintenance alone would cost 
school districts $100 billion to rectify at that time. 111e U.S. General Accounting 
Office estimated in February 1995 (School Facilities: Condjtjon of America's Schools) 
"that the nation's schools need about $112 billion to repair or upgrade America's 
multibillion dollar investment in facilities to good overall condition." And in School 
f_aciljties: States' financial Support Varies (November 1995) GAO reported that "state 
financial assistance for school facilities in the 40 states with ongoing assistance 
programs ranged from $6 per student to more than $2,000 per student." 

Clearly, when that kind of disparity exists in a time when many schools can't even 
begin to consider new buildings, let alone maintain properly existing structures, it is 
time for the federal government to lend a hand. Schools were left reeling, when they 
were told by Washington to remove asbestos that many building codes had required 
thiny and forty years ago. Several billion dollars were spent in the 1980s dealbg wich 
that problem, a cost wh1ch local schools simply had to find a wa~ to absorb. 

Your initiative, Mr. President, will be welcomed with open arms by local school 
administrators, who desperately need help in overcoming a cost that too often must be 
set aside, if we are to even hope to educate the growing numbers of young people who 
present themselves on our doorsteps each year. 

s;~, ,,.....__r-~~IC.DlfA.....V 
Paul D. Houston 
Executive Director 

(703) 528-0700 •Fol( (703) 841-1543 
1801 North Moore Street • Arlington. Virginia 22209 

AA Eoual Opportunity F.mp10vt1r 
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CouDcil of Chief State School Officers 

CONT ACT: Paula L. Delo 
(703) 336-7005 

P.02 

W a.shington., DC 

CCSSO SUPPORTS SCHOOi.. CONSJRUCTION INITIATIVE 

Washington, D.C., July l l, 1996--The Council of Chief State School Officers today 
released the following statement in support of President William J. Clinton~s announccmnet of a 
federal school construction initiative. 

"The crisis in elementary and secondMy school facilities across the United States is well 

documented. Large proportions of our schools do not have the capacity for the quality of 

education essential to the 2 ht Century. ln many of our great cities, facilities more than a 

century old are still patched together for current use. Much of our school plant built in the 1960s 

was for the baby boom expansion needs cx.lcm;ivc rehabilitation. Schools will race enrollment 

increases of more than 1.4 million students in the next two years. A substantial investment in 

school facilities is essential," said Gordon M. Ambach, Executive Director. 

"States and localities can best be helped by the availability of support to reduce 

borrowing rates and secure bonds. The federal government can supply these resources and 

perform an essential role in the overall support or our school plant. There is ample precedent for 

federal expenditures of this type in the lmpad Aid program and at various times since the 1930s 

in assisting states and localities with extraordinary school construction and repair. 

"We applaud President Clinton's proposal for a substantial school construction and 

rehabilitation initiative. lt is part of an overall investment in our nation's future to raise the 

effectiveness and quality of our schools to prepare students for high skilled employment and 

effective civic responsibility. 

"The proposal is within the requirements of a balanced federal budget. We urge favorable 

consideration by the Congress." Ambach said. 

-JO-
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Co·iincil of Urban Boards of Education 
A componenl of NSBA's National Affiliate f>r~ram specifi<.:c:illy for urban s<.:hool leauc:rs 

July l l , I 996 

Pre:mlent Bill Clinton 
The White: House 
Wa.shington. D.C. 20500 

Dear Mr. President: 

On behalf ot the National School Boards A.ssociaL.iun'!\ (NSBA) Council of Urban 
Board:; of Education (CU.BE), we wl'itc 1.0 express our enthusiastic suppo1t your soon­
m-hc announced School Constru<.:tion Initiative. 

It is our understanding chat Lhe s<.:hool construction initiative is designed to assist 
school disLrict~ in the .renovation and cou.su-uc1ion of desperately needed school 
facilities. As you are keenly aware, i.n many urhan school systems throughout the 
country. children aLtend school faciliti~ that arc in need of extensivt: repair or 
rcplatl:!ment. As recently n~ported by the U.S. Govemmcnl AccounLing Office, unt: 
third of all school buildings in the nation are in cxu·emcly poor condition, with the 
greatest need for repair and replacement concentn1tcd in urban school systems that 
scrv~ large populations of poor and minority students. 

As you may knuw, the Council of Urbm1 Boards of Edut:ation n:prescnt~ a national 
network. of 9U urhan school districts that come together to exchange ideas and 
structure approaches Lhut enhance urban education for our rnosl import.int 
<..:onstiruents-six million public s~hoolchil<lrcn. CUBE strongly supporl.s and 
upplauds your initiative's emphasis on the school facility needs uf the m.1Lion's urban 
(.;t:ntcrs. 

At a tune when federal funding for publi~ education is under attack. your proposal to 
invcsL critically needed federal fund5 in the education int"raslnicturc arena is to be 
highly commended. 

Thank you, once again, for your ongoing suppon of urhan sch1.mls and public 
education. If the CUBE program can in any way ni;sist in cn~uring the success of yuur 
School Construction Initiative, please du not h~sit~1te to contact Katrina Kelley, 
Director. Urban School District Advocacy, at 703-838-6742. 

Sincerely. 

Karen Shook 
Chair 
Council of Urban Board uf Education 

Michael A. Resnick 
Senior As."ociatc EJtecutivc Director 
Office of Advocacy 

~u~ 4Ul uo~o.~ ut u 

·NSBA· 
F.xc.elletrce and Eq11it11 in 
Pwblic Education tftrougft 

Sdtool Board Leakrsliip 

National Schoul Uoard~ A"i~ociation • 101$0 Duke Sl!eet • Al~xanrlria, Viriotini'i 22314-3493 • (703) 831\.-NSBA • F/\X: 110·~1 683-r:i~O 
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nea 
NATIONAL EDUCATION ASSOCIATION 

---· ---
1'1:1111 (.c1.L:c.:1: r· .. :·:.~J,:111 
J~. 1/.1r. rt t. ~hi."131:. 1111,1." fr·.:.-:11.l•11/ 

.\.·1 ( j ,., ,_\''I ,\,/ 1 "Ii d1 {/ n. ~.1"( (L'fcl 1~1 1 -li"1·u·.urt"r' 

July 11, 1996 

The I lonorable Dill Clinton 
President of the ·United Srnle::s 
The White Uow•e 
W;1shingLon, DC 20500 

D;:!:tl" Mr. President: 

1~'01 /(;r/1 \/1c.:I. N.\\i 
\Vr1.,Jin1g11•11. IJ.(. 2LYIJ<• .L'''O 

(_'.ii:;) '.i2.2-i(ll.ld F11x (101) .~;:~:!.-i'.li-1 

1:.x1:.nn 1111: or:1·J(1·· 

Tb:: National Rducation Associ•ltion, representing over 2.2 million members, strongly suppons your 
··School Construction Initiative." Thi!! initintive i:tddrcsses the critical need of all states r.o make:: the 
repairs necessary to establil1h and maintain safe physical and environnlt:ntal conditions in our public 
schools. ln many cases, !ichools are dilap1daLed to the point of endangering children and school 
personnel. Ri::celll General Accounting Oilice:: (GAO) re::pons on school faciliLies confirm this urgent 
n;;;;;ci. 

We look forward to working with you on chis importanl initiative. 

S 1: :cerc::ly, 

~¥ 
Pr.:sidcm 

u l"J\;,: .N:.11;t.'i6\Cl.JNT.:)N I llJI.'. 



ID: 

..•• AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF 
T~<;~~~~ 

The President 
The White House 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Mr. President: 

JUL 11 '96 

55) NLW JI ~SfY AVl:NUL. N.W. 
WN1HIN(iTON. !JC :100(11 .!ll/'J 
2c1L ·ti i''J-4400 

July 11. 1996 

/\J ll(RJ St ti\NKJ· ~ 
1'~1:,rl"JINI 

[l.>W/\RJ) J. ll.1d·LKOY 
Sr< "1 I .\~Y-1 ~I A.,l ,~1 ~ 

The American Federation of Teachers applauds your initiative to invest in our 
nation's school facilities. Many school buildings throughout our country arc in urgent 
need of upgrading, repair, or replacement. Improving the physical condition of these 
schools will help to support quality education and protect the health and safety of our 
nation's children. We appreciate your commitment to upgrading our educational 
infrastiucture and improving education in our nation. 

Sincerely, 

Director of Legislation 
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National Headquarte~ Office of Governmental 
Relations 

• • 330 N. Wabash Avenue, SI.rite 210(1 
C:hic:igo, IL 6061 1 -3690 2000 L Srreet N. W., Suite 600 

Washinb'l:on, DC 20036 • . • - • 1897-1997 
/Ii ;i 

(312) 670-6782 

' l', 

a century oj· commitment 

Contact: Patty Yoxall 
Melissa Krytowicz 
(312) 670-6782 

FOR.IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
JULY 11, 1996 

Fax: (312) 670-678J 
h"JI:/ /www.pta.org 

-

(202) 1l l - t3RO 
Fax: (202) 33 t-1406 

NATIONAL PTA APPLAUDS PLAN TO PAY FOR SCHOOL IMPROVEMENTS 

Wasl!'llngton, D.C. - •we're pleased to see the federal government making an 

investment In America's future by helping to finance the repair of our crumbling 

public schools, 11 said National PTA president Joan Dykstra. She spoke in 

reacti"" to today's proposal that money from the auction of •spectrum fees" be 

used to subsidize low cost loans to states and school districts for upgrading 

school facilities. 

"It's a national shame that we rely on 19rh century budgets to prepare our 

children to function in a 21" century wortd," Dykstra said. "This plan offers an 

immadlate opportunity to rebuild our schools without putting a drain on the 

treae;ury or adding a line item to the federal budget. 11 

A recent GAO repon on the condition of American schools concluded that at 

least S112 bllllon Is needed to upgrade schools across the country. On average. 

state govemments spent only about $3.5 million on school Improvements In 

1994, according to the report. · 

"The time is now to develop a national partnership assuring that ALL children in 

America go to school in modem, well-equipped, safe buildings and have access 

to an excellent education," Dykstra said. 

JO ~ld l~NOil~N Wd00:t0 96, tt lnr 



~ul-11-96 ll:SlA NATIONAL PTA 312 670 9951 

Natlonal PTA Applauds School Plan, p.2 

The National PT A encourages its nearly seven minion members to be involved in 

key child education, health and welfare issues. The· organization serves as an 

advocate for children and families tn schools, the community and before 

government agencies. 

# # # 

JO ~ld l~NOil~N Wd00:10 96, 11 lnf 
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Author: Stefan Pryor at WDCJ02 
Date: 7/9/96 7:24 PM 
Priority: Normal 
TO: Judy Wurtzel at WDCTOl 
TO: Thomas Corwin at WDCT02 
TO: Gabriela Uro at WDCJOl 
TO: William Kincaid at WDCTOl 
Subject: Dunn & Bradstreet figures 

------------------------------------ Message Contents ------------------------------------

Two bulletins: 

(1) Bill Kincaid and I have discovered that the Dunn & Bradstreet 
figures I shared with you earlier are inaccurate. Paul Abramson of 
the School Planning and Management journal (the fellow who issued the 
CEFPI report) pointed out that D & B made a simple division error in 
the data they sent me. The average cost for renovations is actually 
$1.1 million/school rather than $2.2 million/school. (Unfortunately, 
the latter amount was much closer to the GAO estimate of $2.8 mil, so 
now we've got a real disparity.) And Abramson's own calculations, 
based on another set of D & B data, are consistent with the $1.1 
figure as well. 

Another flaw in the D & B data is that too many things seem to qualify 
as renovation projects -- including lockers, parking lots, book 
stores, etc. (Of course, the GAO data ain't so accurate either.) 

(2) An additional observation that helps put the problem in 
perspective: 

There are approximately 88,000 schools in use today. We currently are 
building schools at a rate of approximately 500 new schools/year. At 
that rate, even if every school built was a replacement, it would take 
us over 175 years to replace our current stock of school buildings. 
(And even accounting for the fact that 1200 more are renovated/year, 
it would take more than 50 years to replace them all. How many 
generations of school children will pass through America's schools 
before we . . ) Of course, these figures don't deal with enrollment 
growth at all, but you get the idea. Perhaps the materials on 
Thursday should include a reference to figures like these. 

-- Stefan 



MEMO 

TO: Mike Smith 

FROM: Bill Kincaid 

DATE: July 10, 1996 

RE: School Renovation Estimates -- Revised 

Following up on yesterday's activity, here are some additional figures on the school 
construction issue: 

GAO 

As you know, GAO estimates that it would cost $65 billion to do the one-third of all schools 
(23,214) in which one or more entire building needs major repairs or replacement. An added 
$36 billion would be needed to repair or replace one or more inadequate building features in 
an additional 40% of schools (30,000). Marilyn Hall calculates that, taken together. a rough 
average figure for repair or replacement of those schools is $2.1 million per school. (Note 
that Tom Corwin has used these numbers in a slightly different way in the memo to Gene 
Sperling he drafted for you). 

This figure does not include $.2 million per school needed for 2/3 of schools (55,000) to 
comply with Federal mandates, or $11 billion. 

DUN AND BRADSTREET DATA 

Stephan Pryor with OESE asked Dun and Bradstreet's School Construction Alert people to 
pull out figures on school renovations from their comprehensive database on school 
construction. The data does not include new construction -- only renovation of existing 
facilities. Paul Abramson of the School Planning and Management journal did some 
calculations and found the average cost per school in their 1,219 school data set to be_1L_L 
million. Abramson also looked at the following groups of renovation projects, using samples 
from a slightly different data set: 

Number of Projects Year Average Cost 

595 Completed in 1995 $ 814,000 

377 Scheduled completion in 1996 1,205,000 

360 Starting in 1996 1,666,000 

Group average $1,155,000 



Abramson said it was within Dun and Bradstreet's capability to break their data set out by 
type of school (elementary, middle, junior, high schools) and by state, and that if we had that 
data we could really get much better estimates. However, Stephan and I weren't sure 
whether we could keep going back to D&B without prompting a lot of questions. 

BOSTON 

According to Tom Payzant, very rough figures for school renovations (plumbing, heating, 
electrical, roof and windows) for the the Boston schools would be: 

Elementary school: 
Middle school: 
High school: 

$3 - 3. 5 million 
$4 - 5 million 
$6+ million 

The figures would increase if a media center, cafeteria, etc. were to be involved. If we have 
any thought of using these figures with the press we would need to go back and ask for a 
more careful estimate. 

Note that everyone that we spoke with emphasized the difficulty of making these kinds of 
estimates. In order to get better numbers, we might need to agree on a prototypical school 
(in terms of grade level, size, age of building, etc.) and ask about the costs in several 
different areas. 

cc: Judy Wurtzel 



FROM 914 834 261Z19 

Intelligence 
for 

STANTON LEGGETT JUL.11Z1.96 11 llZllAM P.IZllZll 

Education INC./ 178 MYRTLe 60ULEVARD. LARCHMONT. N.Y. 1os3e, PHONE: 914 834·2606 /FAX: 914 834·:2609 

July io, 1996 

'1'01 

FROM: 

RE: 

Stephan Prior 
Dill Kincaid 

Paul Abramson 

(via fax 202/401-4353) 

Dollars spent on School Reconstruction 

The numbers below show the information I have from the Dun & 
Bradstreet service, by year of construction. The total projects is 
a sample; the average cost is from that sample. 

~~i.i~~f.lll!~~~j~~~l. ·595----· -·-t4S-itf3Zl-,-On--- -$8T3~SS--- $7, 346, g-g-2 
·~~ ....... ~~""'"'"~~-~~~-+-~;..._-=----~.:....~~-+----=-~...:....~~........j.~-..;.._.:...._..;._~~~1~-~-

~~1~~~1:·r~:~!~~4R~~tof~!~1~l\~l::: __ ..:3!.:7~7~--i--=$~4~5~4~,~3~5~0~, 3:!_4~2!.__jl-l$~1;..!.,~2~0~5~,~1~7~3~L-..:$t2~, 2~6~1.!., ~9~211~---11 
~f ,[;~~~]t:) .. ,~~i;~.:~i[':: 360 $599,889,117 $1,666,359 $2,642,458 

1,332 $1, 538, 560/498 . $1,155~075 $7',251,277 

*As reported in School Planning & Management, February 1996, page 19. 

l will be at the Wyndham Hotel tonight in Chicago and will also 
pick up messages on my offioe phone (914/834-2606). 

.;'. 



Author: Stefan Pryor at WDCJ02 
Date: 7/9/96 3:48 PM 
Priority: Normal 
TO: Thomas Corwin at WDCT02 
TO: Judy Wurtzel at WDCTOl 
TO: Gabriela Ura at WDCJOl 
TO: William Kincaid at WDCTOl 
Subject: Per school renovation figures 
------------------------------------ Message Contents ------------------------------------

We've gotten some helpful new info from Dunn & Bradstreet! I asked 
their School Construction Alert people (in their Market Data Retrieval 
Division) to pull out figures on school renovations from their 
comprehensive database on school construction. The data I requested 
does NOT include new construction -- only renovation of existing 
facilities. 

The cost per school in their 1,219 sample is $2.21 million. (Not far 
off the GAO $2.8 million estimate.) They have faxed me a page of 
additional stuff on this data set -- e.g. breakdowns by school type 
(elem, middle, high), geographic region, type of room renovated 
(classroom vs. gym), etc. I imagine they could provide us even more if 
we wanted them to. The contact at Dunn & B'street is Paula Marcasi at 
1-800-333-8802. 

In case we decide to go beyond national averages and provide some 
illustrative state-by-state data, here's what we've got so far: 

* We just got some info from Connecticut's School Facilities Unit 
that reveals a non-technology-related renovation cost of $2.9 million 
per school. This number jives with the GAO estimate of $2.8 million 
per school; however, we are dealing with a very small data set here. 

Here's how I derive the CT figure: 
requests for a total of $11,545,340 
"interior alterations/renovations" 
$2.9 million/school. 

The State of Connecticut received 
in the category of generic 

at 4 schools. That computes to 

It is also possible to compute per school figures for other renovation 
categories (with larger samples). For example, projects that involve 
both renovations and additions cost $6.6 million/school on average 
($218.3 million/33 schools). Energy conservation measures cost much 
less, at $269,464 per school (using a statewide sample of 14 schools). 

And education technology-related renovations cost only $108,4112 per 
school (using a sample of 34 schools) . 

* This final Connecticut figure regarding technology is consistent 
with a number computed by the American School and University journal. 
In its February 1996 issue, that publication estimates a $178,150 cost 
for retrofitting an average elementary school (500 students, 20 
classrooms) for technology. 

* We included in the memo Bill circulated today data from 
Massachusetts (specifically, these are average, rough figures drawn 
from the state's "major renovation project" request list) that 
indicate an average cost of $1.l million/school. That number is much 
lower than $2.8 million/school, but it likely is highly inaccurate 



f. \ 

anyway. (See memo for my precise method of derivation.) 

* We're still waiting to hear from Paul Abramson of CEFPI, the nat'l 
association that does a comprehensive national and regional analysis 
of school construction. Abramson may be the only other source (in 
addition to Dunn & B'street and the GAO) who can provide national 
averages. 

Please let me know what else would be helpful. 

-- Stefan 
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MEMO 

TO: Mike Smith 

FROM: Bill Kincaid 

DATE: July 9, 1996 

RE: School Renovation Estimates 

Here are some figures on the school construction issue: 

GAO 

GAO estimates that it would cost $65 billion to do the one-third of all schools (23,214) in 
which one or more entire building needs major repairs or replacement. An added $36 billion 
would be needed to repair or replace one or more inadequate building features in an 
additional 40% of schools (30,000). Taken together, an average figure for repair or 
replacement of those schools is $2.1 million per school. 

This figure does not include $.2 million per school needed for 2/3 of schools (55,000) to 
comply with Federal mandates, or $11 billion. 

BOSTON 

According to Tom Payzant, realistic figures for the Boston area would be: 

Elementary school: 
Middle school: 
High school: 

$3 - 3. 5 million 
$4 - 5 million 
$6+ million 

The figures would increase if a media center, cafeteria, etc. were to be involved. 

MASSACHUSETTS 

Massachusetts shared with us some data on requests for grants for major renovation projects 
for the years 1995 and 1996. 52 requests, for a total of $5.6 M, with the state providing an 
average of 2/3 of the cost. 161,476 is avg. annual request; these are part of multiyear 
requests. Over 7 years, this would be roughly 1.1 million per school. 

Note that everyone that we spoke with today emphasized the difficulty of making these kinds 



of estimates. In order to get better numbers in the figure, we would probably need to agree 
on a prototypical school (in terms of grade level, size, age, etc.) and ask about the costs in 
several different areas. 



Author: Judy Wurtzel at WDCTOl 
Date: 7/9/96 10:22 AM 
Priority: Normal 
TO: William Kincaid 
TO: Gabriela Ura at WDCJOl 
Subject: Cost to refurbish schools 

Message Contents 

I finally identified, from the GAO reports, some data that may be 
helpful in answering the questions. 

GAO estimates that it would cost $65 billion to do the one-third of 
all schools in which one or more entire building needs major repairs 
or replacement -- that's about $2.8 million per school in 23,214 
schools. 

An additional $36 billion would be needed to repair or replace one or 
more inadequate building features in another 40 percent of schools -­
about $1.2 million per school in 30,000 schools. The report does not 
differentiate costs among different types of schools. 

Two-thirds of schools reported needing $11 billion -- $0.2 million per 
school in 55,000 schools to comply with Federal mandates. These 
figures appear to add, up to the $112 billion GAO estimate. 

___ __.._,.,:___ ____ _ 
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School Construction Report http://wwwl.primenet.com/cefpi/construction_report/page3.html 
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Both CEFPI Members, Paul Abramson is associate publisher/editorial director of 
Scbo.ol ela.nning_and_Mapagement, and may be reached at 914/834-2606 Rod Sutton 
is editor, and may be reached at 312/380-5080 or Email: RodS@interaccess.com 

Sl:I0/3S30/G3 w1:;1917 : s0 96, 60 lnr>6 09:40:25 



'i 

" ... 

·~ 

JUL 09 '96 09:09AM ED/OESE/OAS 

·.:·· 1lbjccted that wiggly districts imply New York's S(hools 
.,a political identity is, or should be,pre­

.ll11ninantly racial." Five of the court's jus· 
ti~esagree that 1his is wrong: the other four 
reckon that racial voting is so deeply en· 

Ailing and failing 
rrenched that wiggly districts can hardly NEWYQ•• 

make rhe problem worse. Another Clinton VIOLENCE may still be rife in the Big 
ccrm might conceivably tip the balance on Apple's 1,100 schools, but for most scu­
rhe court, in which case ambi1iovs denrs the bigger danger is fulling masonry. 
cartography would stage a comeback. Yet Most of the city's schools were built before 
~ven ir Ms O'Connor's opinion survives, hs 1940, and many have crumbled away as the 
i1?1pa~t on black politiCll may not be asdev- budget for re~irs hu~hrunk. So educators 
:\·;tating as most people reckon. were relieved when the city council and Ru-

Of the 12 districts that maybe redrawn, dolph Giuliani, New York's Republican 
at least half could have their wiggliest ex- mayor, this month agreed upon a budget 
cn:scence5 cut off and still retain a black 
majority. A few more will remain more 
than 40% black, which may be enough to 
re-elect black incumbents who have had 
rime to build strong fund-raising ma­
chines. Many black politicians seem to 

Feds 1, Freemen O 

P.2/3 
AMERICAN SURVEY 

that allocates iin extra $1.4 billion ror 
school repairs over the next !Our years. Re· 
lfcvcd, Gut not sac1sHed. Wfuil ~cnoO!'s also 
need, say city and state Democrats, is more 
cash to spend on teachers, books and other 
things. Should the city-already grappling 
with yet another budget crisis-go t:Ven fur­
ther into debt to meet their demands? 

There is little doubt that NcwYorkcity's 
schools are in a dreadful state of repair. A.c· 
cording to the Board of Education, more 
than 2To sehg.ol~ ~ed new roofs and f.80 
need11 their wm ows re laced. In many 
ot ers, eaun tems are '!in an ~1-

think thac below 40% they do not stand a IT STARTED as a trickle through the dirt road. Then. on June ~td, the nt 
chance, in which c.ase two or three blacks dykt.. After holding out against the au· rumed off power to the compound. On 
may lose House seats. Yet even this may be rhorities for over two months, two adults June uth, if allowed one of the Freemen, 
too pessimistic. and i:wo children gave themselves up. Edwin Clark, to fly to Billings and talk to 

The: two black Republic.ans in rhe Then a teenage girl emerged Finally, on Mr Schweitzer in prison.Apparently, the 
House. Gary Franks of Connecticut and J.C. Thursday, June 13th, the remaining i6 two men began to plan the surrender. 
Watts of Oklahoma, come from constituen· men and women left the compound they So ended a weary contest of wills. The 
cies that are more than SO% white. Black calledjusrusTownship. bloody Ruby Ridge confrontation in 
Democrats cannot boast the same, but this So ended the 81-day stand-off be- Idaho in 1992 lasted a mere n days; the 
maybe became they tend to be facto the left tween the Federal Bureau of lnvestiga- Waco siege in 1993 wem on for 51 days 
of most white voters. Municipal elections, tion and the Freemen, a loose-knit anti- be£ore ending in an inferno; the Ameri-
in which ideology often matters less rhan government group. The Freemen had can Indian Movement stand-off at 
rubbish collection and the like, encourag~ been surrounded on a 96e>-acre ranch 30 Wounded Knee in 1973 dragged an for 
ihevlew that unldeologlcal bla~ can win miles north-west of Jordan, Montana, 69. This time the rn kept Its remper 
white votes. Abigail Thernstrom of the since March 25th. The stand·off started throughout, and itS patience did some-
Manhattan Institute, a think-tank, has ana· when their leader, LeRoy Schweitz.er, was thing to restore its batcerecl reputation. 
lysed mayoral races from 1967 to 1992. In arresred on state and federal charges in- The Freemen's anti.government, 
cities with 50,000 people or more, 87 black eluding cheque fraud and thrtatS to pub- gun-admiring talk had some appeal in 
mayors were elected during those 25 years. lie officials. Fourteen of the people who Garfield County. It went down less well 
Most had substantial white suppon. gave themselves up on ThurSclay are also among the townsfolk of Jordan, who 

ln a roundabout way, the Court's deci- wanted on charge.s of issuing bad wanted to hold their summer rodeo and 
slon may even increase black power in the cheques and threatening federal judges. plant their wheat in peace. There may 
House. By herding blacks together, the re- There was no bloodshed; equally, no have been unintended irony in the: Free-

. .. districting _deprived neighbouring . while.. ___ .. _d.eals._11me_ s ~.furlcnienurea tmeru.........men'.s...namc..fo.l'.Jhcir~JYSll.l . ..__,1-----1 

districts of solid Democratic votes; ehis is The rar_h_a.d hir!!~_!Jl_t.!:!~g o}~~t;![ato~TQ~f!~hiQ·_l.!!__the e!lci1~~__ffe~ci-~~'-1-----i· __ 
generally reckoned to have given the Re- who negotiated over a card table on a they looked a pretty lonely bunch. 
publicans a doien seats in Congress. Re-

~:~r~~!\~~f~ b~~~dt~~~i~~~:t~Fs ~:~ ~·'.:;''.i.:~.~.;.,;~'.;.::·>~k;:,:~X~·.:' ,~·. ~ . ' 
tumn.And that, in turn, would fortify the '!e°"1"'"··Vr·'"''*'{~~~ ...... ,, ''·'.·•· ~ 
congressional black caucus, whic:h lost j£i.:>.: ·,·' ··.·_;',..;F;~·; .. ~ ~;~~.,,;;: ..... ·,: I - -~···· · 

~t~n c,~~i~;~bt~~:~~k~~~:.l fundin" ~ .• ·· .. :-'~···,·~~" ··.:.c~·( r ~ b ;' • //.'I.~.-" --.. ·~· s;c>,.-
ln short, the redrawing ofblack districts _, • .., • .,,, 

maynotdlmlnlsh blackclo\lt; it could even 
increase it. Yet there may be a different ca- •/ ,.. 
sualty of the Supreme Co1,1n's ruling. Ob- ~ 
liged to court white votes, black candidates 
may moderate their views. They moiy b1,1i Id 
alliances bct"Neen blacks and whites, by 
stressing unirying issue3 such as crime and 
educnrion. This will be excellent in many 
ways. But the new allianc:es will be middle 
class. The voice of the angry poor will grow 
fainter than it already is, and Amcricn'~ de­
mrxracy wi 11 be less reprcscntiitivc. 

TllU.111.CnNL'Udl'iT JUPfll l1Nn H)'){. 

Off to the courthouse 
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.~More money, less aP,titude · ... 
iert scores i~d education speni:!1ng · 
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that predates the second world war. Seating 
shonages :uccrippling: many students rake 
lessons in corridors. Juli, the bonrd r;d· 
ons, $7 billion would put thtngs riW. But 
even after Mr Cluilan1's fargesse, New York 
will be able to afford no more than $4 bil­
lion over the next fo1.1ryears-and then only 
if state legislators allow the c:iry ro raise its 
debt limit and sell more bonds. 

of New York's students has slumped 
alarmingly. 

Democ:rais and Republic:ans agree that, 
with or without extra education cash, re.: 
form is needed, and soon. But action has 
yet to follow words. State Democrats, srate 
Republicans and Mr Giuliani have, (or in­
stance, put forward three separate plans to 
reform New York city's Board ofEduc:ation 
and 10 reorganise the city's )2 loc<il school 
boards, which wield an inordinate amount 
of power and are often riddled with fraud, 
patronage and nepotism. 

This would help pupils who, in the 
most corrupt districts. tend to flounder . 
Thanks to policical squabbling, however, 
no reforms are likely to be agreed upon be­
fore the end of the year. So Rudy Crew, New 
York city'~ schools chancellor, has been left 
to tackle local corruption on a board-by· 
board basis. That is a task no amount of e:x­
tra money will make any easier. 

Arizona 

Symington 
agonistes 
PHOENll 

BEING governor of Arizona is a risky 
business. There was Evan Mecham. a 

one-ti me car dealer who was elected ijover­
nor in i9B6, ran inro accusation~ that he 
had lied about a campaign loan. 11nd was 
impeached and removed from office by the 
state legislature in 1988 even though he was 
later aequi tied. Now come:s Governor J. Fife 
Symington 111, a Republican former prop­
eny developerwho went bankrupt last Sep­
tember and was indicted on June 13th by a 
federal grand jury on 23 counts, including 
attempred extortion. 

Most of the charges involve his alleged 
filing of ~lse financial documents with 

The power of a coat of paint Such fiscal reallties do not stop Demo­
cratS and educators pushihg for even more 
cash to fill soon-to-be-repaired schools with 
extra teachers, more textbooks and more s ANTA ANA, in Calirornia, has one of most a third of the country's schools were 
suppon staff. Alan Hevesi, a prominent the fustest1rowing school districts in built before 19SO, and a 101 more than 
Dem°'rar and New York's com1.moller. the nation. On average, 1,300 new $tu· that in older cities. In 1994, spending on 
paints out that the city's SS bi! lion schools dents pour into its schools each year. To eonstl'\lctlon and refurbishment ac-
budge1 is about $1 billion lower than it was accommodate them, the district has built counted for less than a tenth of the back· 
before Mr Giuliani tock office. And, con· 11 new schools since i9S9. Even so, many log of$ui billion. 
trary to the mayor's claims, says Mr Hevesi, c:hildrcn find themselves in temporary Fina.nc:ing schools ls a complicated 
those cuts have hit students ha. rd. In a new classrOOITI$, . or going to •chool when business. divided between local districts, 
study of29 city schools, he cites worsen ins other pupils are on holiday. There is not rhe states and, marginally, the federal 
teacher-to·pupil ratios, larger classes and a m1.1ch money for books or laboratories: government. At city and county level, 
decline in the number of students taking "Our first need is just to b1.1ild new class- voters do not like paying higher propcny 
key subjects such as maths or science. rooms," says Mike Vail, the districts taxes to improve schools. and mostsuch 

. . ... .MrHevesi.iigerting supponkom some_._ ... lii!ll9iJ!gu~sor. ---------~ID~.!'..~~~s need a two-thirds majo~.'--1---i.i.___· 

... s~ate ~lit.ician~ Sheld1:in Silver,_ th~-r:>~m~- ____ Aero_~~ !~e_l,!n_i_t~ States, ilS ihe B~by ''Every no vote counts twice," says one 
cratic spe•ker of the state assembly, thinks Boomers' babies reaCfi-sdiootage; 1he-ilnlfafpysenooloffieial. 
that at least S4oom should be added to .number of ele:me:ntaiy and secondary Could the cost be cut? Cenainly. Lo-
New York state's $9 bill ion schools budget $llldmts is expected to pass ihe 1971 peak cal control probably keeps costs high. 
(a figure which excludes local funding~ Af. of 51m this autumn and will probably Schools are projects much prized by ar· 
ter all, he observes, many upstate schools grow to 56m by :i.004. The building of c:hltecrs, each with his own private and 
face challenge.\l similar to those in New new school sand the: improveim:ntofold usual!yeJ<pensivevision of what a school 
York city. The snag is that state finances onesarelaggingwellbehinddemand,re- should be. This is one area where state 
have been paralysed for months as politi· ports the General Accounting Office. Al- governments, and perhaps even the (ed-
cians have fouuht over a budget to cut the eral government, could do a usefuljob as 
Empire State's $4 billion deficit-a process a clea ring-ho1.ise for basic school designs, 
thar,ironically,isl:ioldingupabo1.1tS1.l bil- which could then be adapted to loeal 
lion in education aid. Mr Silver's proposal, needs. If rhe states were rhe central buy-
then, is hardly realist it:. crs of materials and supplies, that might 

Nor does it make much sense. Change- save money, too. 
NY, a rlght·wlng lobby group, has polnred Shiny new schools. it is objecred, do 
out that, at $9,300 per year, spending per not necessarily help learning. Pupils do 
pupil in New York st:ite is alre:idy 56% not stay al school all that long, and most 
above the national average. with only of them probably accept the conditions 
Alaska and New Jersey higher. Even in New they nnd there. ButJeffSc:hneider of the 
York city's ai\lng schools. spending per stu• N<1tion3l Edu mi on ASsociation has a re-

i ,, 

den1 is grci:iu:r th.an in ;:ill but five. s1<11es. plytoth~t.S!udieshaveshown,hesays,a 
Moreover, for al! New York smtc's fiscal nus- clear relationship between student per-
teriry, spending on education is 29% higher formance <ind whether their teac:hcrs like 
In real terms than It w:is ten years ago. Yet their physical surroundings. 
over the s;.imc period the rest pcrformilnc:t 
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